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1. Introduction
1.1

AECOM is commissioned to provide support for the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the
emerging Uttlesford District Local Plan. SA is a mechanism for considering and communicating
the likely effects of an emerging plan, and alternatives, with a view to avoiding and mitigating
1
adverse effects and maximising the positives. SA of Local Plans is a legal requirement.

SA explained
1.2

It is a requirement that SA is undertaken in-line with the procedures prescribed by the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, which transposed into
2
national law EU Directive 2001/42/EC on Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).

1.3

In-line with the Regulations, a report (known as the SA Report) must be published for
consultation alongside the Draft Plan that essentially ‘identifies, describes and evaluates’ the
3
likely significant effects of implementing ‘the plan, and reasonable alternatives’. The report
must then be taken into account, alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan.

1.4

More specifically, the SA Report must answer the following three questions:
1.

What has Plan-making / SA involved up to this point?
─

2.

What are the SA findings at this stage?
─

3.

Including in relation to 'reasonable alternatives’.
i.e. in relation to the Draft Plan.

What happens next?
─

What steps will be taken to finalise (and monitor) the plan?

This SA Report
1.5

The Council is preparing to submit the Local Plan to the Secretary of State for examination in
public, in-line with Regulation 22 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012. This Submission SA Report is being published on the Council’s website to
allow representations to be submitted. The submission of the Local Plan will occur during this
representation period, any comments received on the SA Report will be submitted following the
end of the consultation period.

1.6

This SA Report answers the questions set out above in turn. However, prior to this it answers
two initial questions in order to further ‘set the scene’: i) What is the plan trying to achieve?; and
ii) What is the scope of the SA?

1

Since provision was made through the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 it has been understood that local
planning authorities must carry out a process of Sustainability Appraisal alongside plan-making. The centrality of SA to Local
Plan-making is emphasised in the National Planning Policy Framework (2012). The Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 require that an SA Report is published for consultation alongside the ‘Proposed
Submission’ plan document.
2
The SA process incorporates the SEA process. Indeed, SA and SEA are one and the same process, differing only in terms of
substantive focus. SA has an equal focus on all three ‘pillars’ of sustainable development (environment, social and economic).
3
Regulation 12(2) of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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2. What is the plan seeking to achieve?
Overview
2.1

Once adopted, the Uttlesford District Local Plan will set out the proposed strategy for meeting
the district’s needs in the period up to 2033, and will replace the currently adopted Uttlesford
Local Plan (2005).

2.2

The Plan will set out:

2.3



the Council’s vision and objectives for the district’s development over the plan period;



policies to ensure that development delivers high quality, sustainable homes, drive the
quality of design and maintains the high quality built and natural environment;



the future distribution for housing growth and requirements for affordable housing;



policies to build a strong, competitive economy and the future distribution for new
employment land space and thus new jobs;



policies to maintain and enhance the vibrancy and vitality of towns centres;



policies to support a sustainable transport and road infrastructure network; and



policies to identify the infrastructure requirements necessary to support the site allocations
and other proposals.

The Plan will shape how the district changes, and what is protected, by attracting and guiding
investment in the district from the private sector, the Council itself, and other public bodies.
Such investment will include new homes, new employment opportunities, educational
development, and retail development, as well as improvements to existing physical and green
infrastructure. It will guide decision making on planning applications to build or change the use
of buildings and land. It will also provide the strategic policies that form the context for any
neighbourhood plans produced in the district.

Plan vision and objectives
2.4

The vision for the district is as follows:
1.

By 2033, Uttlesford will continue to be one of the most desirable places to live and work in
the UK.

2.

Uttlesford will be a place where residents choose to live, where communities thrive, are
healthy and safe, jobs and services are well connected, places have character and
communities create and feel a ‘pride of place’. A district of communities where the quality
of life is high will be achieved by harnessing the benefits of new smart technology and
promoting a healthy, safe and secure environment, with well-designed new development,
sufficient housing and jobs with a good range of facilities.

3.

The diversity and quality of Uttlesford’s countryside and natural environment will be
safeguarded and the historic environment conserved and enhanced. There will be better
access to the countryside and green spaces for local communities which will improve
people’s quality of life and health. The challenges presented by climate change will have
been embraced, with new development being located and designed to minimise resource
and energy use and reduce the risk of flooding.

4.

New development will be focused on the towns and larger villages with three new garden
communities being built within the district. West of Braintree – jointly planned with
Braintree District Council; Easton Park and North Uttlesford Garden Communities. These
st
new garden communities will be exemplars of 21 Century living providing well designed
homes, high quality employment, services and facilities to meet the needs of residents and
businesses. The new communities will be designed to support a high quality of life for all
and create healthy, safe and vibrant places for living and working.

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council
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5.

New housing will have responded to local needs with a range of different types, sizes and
tenures of houses with a significant proportion being affordable. Housing will be of high
quality, with excellent accessibility and well designed for whole life living, ensuring that the
distinctive character of the district’s towns and villages will be maintained and enhanced.
This will have been supported by extensive community engagement and the production of
Neighbourhood Plans.

6.

The district will continue to thrive as a successful balanced local economy. The vitality and
viability of the towns and villages will be maintained and enhanced and they will be safe,
clean and attractive places. Facilities will allow new businesses to thrive, especially in the
research and development sectors, and in the tourism sector. London Stansted Airport will
form a pivotal part of the highly successful London Stansted Cambridge Corridor; the
environmental impact of London Stansted Airport will be effectively managed.

7.

Necessary infrastructure, community facilities and services will be in place to support
growth. High-speed reliable broadband will be accessible for all homes and businesses.

8.

There will be convenient, comfortable, safe and affordable environmentally sustainable
alternatives to the use of the car, with improvements to strategic transport routes providing
fast and reliable connections to London, London Stansted Airport, Cambridge and beyond.

The Plan objectives are identified under three different themes as follows:






Theme 1 – Promote Thriving, Safe and Healthy Communities


Objective 1a: meeting the need for new homes



Objective 1b: protecting and supporting rural communities



Objective 1c: thriving safe communities



Objective 1d: infrastructure



Objective 1e: high quality design

Theme 2 – Support Sustainable Business Growth


Objective 2a: enabling growth and investment



Objective 2b: supporting the Market Towns



Objective 2c: London Stansted Airport

Theme 3 – Protect and Enhance Heritage and Character


Objective 3a: safeguarding Uttlesford’s distinctive character and environment



Objective 3b: climate change and use of resources

What is the Local Plan not seeking to achieve?
2.6

It is important to emphasise that the plan will be strategic in nature. Even the allocation of
sites/ establishment of site-specific policy through this plan should also be considered a
strategic undertaking, i.e. a process that omits consideration of some detailed issues (in the
knowledge that they can be addressed at the planning application stage). The strategic nature
of the Local Plan is reflected in the scope of the SA.
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3. What is the scope of the SA?
Introduction
3.1

The aim here is to introduce the reader to the scope of the SA, i.e. the sustainability
issues/objectives that should be a focus of (and provide a broad methodological framework for)
SA.

3.2

Further information on the scope of the SA - i.e. a more detailed review of sustainability
issues/objectives as highlighted through a review of the sustainability ‘context’ and ‘baseline’ is presented in Appendix II.

Consultation on the scope
3.3

The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 require that
“When deciding on the scope and level of detail of the information that must be included in the
Environmental Report [i.e. the SA scope], the responsible authority shall consult the
consultation bodies”. In England, the consultation bodies are the Environment Agency, Historic
4
England and Natural England. As such, these authorities were consulted on the SA scope in
July and September 2015.

Key issues/ objectives
3.4

Table 3.1 presents the key issues and 15 sustainability objectives that were established
through SA scoping, i.e. in light of context/baseline review and consultation.

3.5

Taken together, the sustainability objectives and key questions, presented in Table 3.1, provide
a methodological ‘framework’ for undertaking appraisal.

4

In accordance with Article 6(3).of the SEA Directive, these consultation bodies were selected because ‘by reason of their
specific environmental responsibilities,[they] are likely to be concerned by the environmental effects of implementing plans and
programmes.’
Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council
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Table 3.1: The SA framework
SA Objective

Sustainability issue(s)

Key questions – strategy and policy

Potential indicators

1) To conserve and
enhance biodiversity
(habitats, species and
ecosystems) within the
District












Conservation and
protection of nationally
and locally important
designated sites
Condition of some of the
SSSIs
Sensitivity of water
environment to physical
change







2) To conserve and
enhance water quality
and resources and
help to achieve the
objectives of the Water
Framework Directive




3) To conserve and
enhance the District’s
landscape character
and townscapes



4) To conserve and
enhance soil and
contribute to the
sustainable use of land



5) To maintain and
enhance the District’s
cultural heritage assets
and their settings



Water quality
Pollution of water
course

The local landscape
varies in its sensitivity to
change

Protecting the best and
most versatile soil

A strong historic
integrity with historic
settlements and many
historic buildings and

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

Will it conserve and enhance natural/semi natural
habitats?
Will it conserve and enhance species diversity, and in
particular avoid harm to indigenous BAP priority species?
Will it maintain and enhance sites designated for their
nature conservation interest?
Will it maintain and enhance the connectivity of habitats
and their ability to deliver ecosystem services e.g. flood
risk management, climate change mitigation & adaptation
and access for health?
Will there be any impacts on the water environment as a
result of hydromorphological changes and vice versa?





Spatial extent of designated sites within the District
Achievement of Biodiversity Action Plan targets
Ecological potential assessments Distance from site to
nearest:
o SSSIs
o NNR
o LoWS
o Ancient Woodland
o Protected lanes
Other sensitive designated or non- designated receptors
Condition of the nearest sensitive receptors (where viable)
Site visit surveys on typical abundance and frequency of
habitats (DAFOR scale)



Will it help to ensure that good status of surface water is
achieved and that deterioration in the status of waters is
prevented?



Water quality (and trends) in river basin district (river quality
data). Compliance with emission limits in identified
locations.



Will it help to ensure that good status of groundwater is
achieved and that deterioration in the status of waters is
prevented?



Compliance with environmental quality standards in
identified locations.



Developments permitted contrary to Landscape Character
Assessment ‘sensitivities to change’.
Number and extent of field boundaries affected.




Will landscape character areas be protected?
Will it enhance and/or conserve the countryside? Will the
District’s best agricultural land be protected?



Will it seek to direct development outside the Green Belt?



Will it seek to protect the District’s best and most versatile
soil (Grade 2)?
Will it seek to direct development away from Grade 2 soil,
where feasible and in consideration of the impacts and
benefits of development?




Proportional loss of Grade 2 agricultural land.
Proportion of development directed to Grade 3 agricultural
land.



Proportion of development on brownfield land.

Will it protect and enhance sites, features and areas of
historical, archaeological and cultural value in both urban
and rural areas?
Will areas of historic character be protected from



Proximity to nearest (including its setting):
Scheduled Monument?
Listed Building?
Conservation Area?








Percentage of applications permitted on the District’s best
agricultural land (from ALC)

AECOM
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Sustainability issue(s)

SA Report

Key questions – strategy and policy

monuments







development?
Will the character and setting of historic settlements be
protected as identified in the Uttlesford District Historic
Environment Characterisation Project (ECC, 2009)?
Does it seek to enhance the range and quality of the
public realm and open spaces?
Will it reduce the amount of derelict, degraded and
underused land?
Does it encourage the use of high quality design principles
to respect local character?
Will any adverse impacts be reduced through adequate
mitigation?

Potential indicators










6) To reduce
contributions to
climatic change

7) Reduce and control
pollution



Future climate change
projections




Energy consumption
High private vehicle
usage



Number of AQMAs and
other areas exceeding
NO2 threshold



Ambient noise levels
around Stansted airport
and major roads



Water quality targets in
order to reduce and
control pollution across

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council













Will it reduce emissions of greenhouse gases by reducing
energy consumption?
Will it lead to an increased proportion of energy needs
being met from renewable sources?
Does it ensure more sustainable modes of travel are
provided?
Will it encourage greater energy efficiency?
Will it improve the efficient use of natural resources?



Will it improve, or not detrimentally affect air quality?
Will emissions be limited to levels that will not damage
natural systems and affect human health?
Does it ensure that National Air Quality Standards are met
at relevant points?
Does it seek to improve or avoid increasing traffic flows
generally and in particular through AQMAs?
Does it seek to protect rural areas from increased traffic?
Will it lead to no deterioration on the quality of water













Registered Historic Park or Garden?
Site identified in the Historic Environment Record?
Building of local interest?
Other historic feature?
Number and spatial extent of listed buildings
Number and spatial extent of
scheduled monuments
Buildings At Risk Register Heritage at risk surveys
Percentage of conservation area
demolished or otherwise lost.
Amount of derelict properties and/or vacant land
Number of heritage assets being
positively removed from the heritage at risk register.
Amount of damage to listed
buildings or scheduled monuments
Management of designated and undesignated historic
environment assets
Numbers of undesignated historic environment assets lost
through the planning process
Carbon Dioxide emissions Energy consumption
GWh/households
Spatial extent of flood zones.
Air Quality Management Areas and PM10 emissions
Percentage of energy supplied from renewable sources.

Number and spatial extent of AQMA’s in the District
NO2 emissions
Recorded traffic flows
Location and extent of AQMAs in relation to infrastructure
requirements
Location and extent of potentially significant junctions in
relation to
infrastructure requirements
Percentage of water bodies at

AECOM
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Sustainability issue(s)
all waterbodies
(including surface and
groundwaters), and
from all land uses
proposed, including
wastewater and as a
result of increased
energy use

8) To reduce the risk of
flooding





Fluvial flood risk
Pluvial flood risk
Flood risk from other
sources

SA Report

Key questions – strategy and policy













bodies?
Does it promote the inclusion of Sustainable Drainage
Systems in new developments?
Does it seek to reduce, or not detrimentally affect noise
levels?
Does it seek to protect soil quality, including the
remediation of contaminated sites?

Does it seek to avoid development in areas at risk of
flooding?
Does it seek to avoid increasing flood risk in areas away
from initial development?
Does it take account of climate change in relation to
flooding?
Does it seek to manage and mitigate the risk of flooding?
Is/will the sequential test being used to reach decisions on
development proposals?
Will developer contributions be utilised for the provision
and maintenance of flood defences?
Does it require sustainable drainage systems to be
included within new development?

Potential indicators

















9) To promote and
encourage the use of
sustainable methods of
travel



High private vehicle
usage



Public transport, walking
and cycling coverage
across the District






Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

Will it increase and/or improve the availability and usability
of sustainable transport modes?
Will it seek to encourage people to use alternative modes
of transportation other than private vehicle?
Will it contribute positively to reducing social exclusion by
ensuring access to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and
services?
Will it reduce the need to travel?







good ecological status or potential
Percentage of water bodies
assessed at good or high biological status
Percentage of water bodies assessed at good chemical
status
Number of Sustainable Drainage Systems applications and
number granted
Ambient noise levels
Development on PDL
Location of main rivers in District.
Spatial extent of flood zones 2 and 3
Residential properties flooded from main rivers
Planning permission in identified flood zones granted
permission contrary to advice from the Environment Agency
Incidences of flooding and location
Distance of site to floodplains
SFRA results
Incidences of flood warnings in site area
Distance to areas that are susceptible to surface water
flooding – updated Flood Map for Surface Water Flooding
(EA)
On site and nearby topography via ordnance survey
mapping
Number of applications where there was a failure to pass
the sequential test, even though sites at lower risk of
flooding were available, but other planning
reasons were given for granting
planning permission.
Access to services and business’ by public transport
Indices of Multiple Deprivation
Travel to work methods and flows
Car ownership
Network performance on roads
Public transport punctuality and
efficiency

AECOM
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10) To ensure
accessibility to
services

Sustainability issue(s)



Access to services such
as education,
healthcare and jobs,
and other amenities



Access to natural
greenspace



Self-sustainability

Key questions – strategy and policy
Will it lead to the integration of transport modes?
Will it improve rural public transport?
Will it promote the integration of sustainable school travel
and transport?



Will it contribute positively to reduce social exclusion by
ensuring access to jobs, shopping, services and leisure
facilities for all?
Will it improve access to jobs, shopping, services and
leisure facilities?
Will it reduce the need to travel?
Will it increase traffic in rural areas?
Does it protect or increase village facilities?
Will it lead to the integration of transport modes?
Does it seek to concentrate development and facilities in
town centres or where access via sustainable travel is
greatest?
Will it assist in reducing the number of road casualties and
ensure ease of pedestrian movement especially for the
disabled?



Will it reduce health inequalities?
Will it improve access to high quality health facilities?
Will it improve air quality?
Will it improve water quality?
Will it increase access to sport and recreation facilities
and open space?
Will improve services for young people?
Will it contribute positively to reducing social exclusion for
all members of society?
Will it ensure access to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities
and services is available for all?
Will there be measures to increase the safety and security
of new development and public realm?
Does it seek to reduce inequalities between areas and
support cultural identity?
Will it encourage access by walking or cycling, and will it
increase the overall rates of walking and cycling?



















Access and provision of
healthcare



Needs of an ageing
population



Access to natural
greenspace



Access to Sport and
recreation






Access to facilities
generally on foot or by
bicycle





Obesity and other
health issues
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Potential indicators






11) To improve the
population’s health and
promote social
inclusion

SA Report



















Residents opinion on availability of open space/leisure
facilities
Access to services by public transport
Indices of Multiple Deprivation – sub-domain scores
Natural England Accessible
Natural Greenspace Standards
Recorded traffic flows
KSI casualties for adults and children
Car ownership
Location of site with regards to
areas of high deprivation

Life Expectancy
Indices of Multiple Deprivation –
sub-domain scores
Residents opinion on availability of open space/leisure
facilities
Air Quality Management Areas (number and performance)
and PM10 emissions
KSI casualties for adults and children
Natural England Accessible
Natural Greenspace Standards (ANGSt)
Recorded key offences
Location and extent of recreational facilities to development
site
Location and extent of accessible greenspace to
development site
Proximity of site to healthcare
facilities

AECOM
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12) To provide
appropriate housing
and accommodation to
meet existing and
future needs

Sustainability issue(s)




Housing affordability



Future housing growth
and need



Affordable and social
housing

Future population and
household projections

Key questions – strategy and policy

Potential indicators



Does it respond to ageing demographics in all relevant
areas of influence throughout the plan period?



Percentage of population obese




Will it provide housing which meets local needs?
Will it increase the range and affordability of housing for
all social groups to the designated target?
Will it reduce the number of unfit homes?
Does it allow for homes to be adapted for lifetime use, or
make provisions for them to be included in new
development?
Does it seek to deliver self-build and custom build homes?
Does it respond to the needs of an ageing population?
Is there scope to deliver the independent living agenda in
larger developments?
Will homes be designed with a low carbon footprint?
Are dwellings easily accessed by transport links,
jobs, services, commercial areas and leisure
facilities?
Will homes be designed to enhance the existing
street scene creating a better cultural heritage &
public realm?
Will homes be sufficiently phased during the plan period
and beyond in light of the East of England Plan or
subsequent targets?
Will homes be supported by adequate greenspace?
Does it support affordable housing in rural areas?
Will rural housing be supported by local services?












House Prices
LA dwelling stock below the
'Decent Home Standard'
Indices of Multiple Deprivation Score – particularly Housing
and Services Domain and the Living
Environment Deprivation Domain
Number of affordable dwelling completions
Annual dwelling completions
Size and age of housing stock
Access to sustainable transport links
Population projections and forecasts
Crime rates








Water cycle study
S106 agreement contributions
Transport Assessments
Additional capacity of local schools
Number of GPs and dentists accepting new patients
ANGSt















13) To promote the
efficient use of
resources and ensure
the necessary
infrastructure to
support sustainable
development





Water resources



Open space
Housing growth to be
supported by jobs,
infrastructure and
services

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

SA Report






Does it make provision for gypsy and traveller
accommodation?
Does it seek to ensure the provision of sufficient
infrastructure in line with projected increases in
population?
Does it ensure that adequate school expansion, new
healthcare and community facilities are provided where
the size of housing development requires it?
Will water resources be able to accommodate growth?

AECOM
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Sustainability issue(s)

Key questions – strategy and policy

Potential indicators



Foul water disposal/
sewerage infrastructure





Amount of waste recycled/landfilled.



Reducing waste arising
and dealing with waste
in a more sustainable
manner

Does it seek to improve existing educational facilities
and/or create more educational facilities?
Does it seek to improve existing training and learning
facilities and/or create more facilities?
Will the employment opportunities available be mixed to
suit a varied employment skills base?
Will new housing be supported by school expansion or
other educational facilities where necessary?








GCSE or equivalent performance
Level 2 qualifications by working age residents
Level 4 qualifications and above by working age residents
Employment status of residents
Average gross weekly earnings
Standard Occupational Classification

Will it increase vitality of existing towns and local centres?
Does it promote and enhance the viability of existing
centres by focusing development in such centres?
Will retailing in town centres be enhanced in areas of
identified need?
Will it encourage employment and reduce unemployment
overall?
Does it secure more opportunities for residents, of all
abilities, and in all employment sectors, to work in the
district?
Will new housing be supported by adequate local
employment opportunities?
Will it improve business development and attract
investment?




Employment land availability
Typical amount of job creation (jobs per ha) within different
use classes.
Percentage change and comparison in the total number of
VAT registered businesses in the area
Businesses by industry type
Amount of vacant industrial floorspace
Amount of high quality agricultural land
Travel to work flows
Employment status by residents and job type
Job densities
Economic activity of residents
Average gross weekly pay






14) To improve the
education and skills of
the population




Provision of education
Areas deprived of
training, education and
skills







15) To ensure
sustainable
employment provision
and economic growth

SA Report



Local employment and
wage differences




Level of unemployment
High proportion of rural
based businesses
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Does it ensure the reinforcement of wastewater treatment
works or the provision of alternatives
(where required) to support growth?
Will financial contributions be adequate to provide the
necessary infrastructure?
Does it seek to promote the minimisation of
waste at its source, and integrate solutions into the design
of new development?
Does it ensure that infrastructure/highway
improvements will be made (where required) to support
growth?
Will it ensure that infrastructure is provided prior to use or
through phasing of development?
Will it improve the efficient use of natural resources?
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Sustainability issue(s)

Key questions – strategy and policy

Potential indicators
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Does it support small businesses to grow and encourage
business innovation?
Will it make land and property available for business
development?
Will it enhance the Districts potential for tourism?
Will it encourage rural economy and diversification of it?
Does it enhance consumer choice through the provision of
range of shopping, leisure and local services to meet the
needs of the entire community?
Does it prevent further loss of retail and other services to
rural areas?
Will it lead to development having an adverse impact on
employment for existing facilities?
Will emerging policy ensure there is adequate future
provision of Early Years and Childcare?







Proportion of business in rural locations
Amount of retail, leisure and office floorspace in town
centres.
Implemented and outstanding planning permissions for
retail, office and commercial use
Number and type of services
Pedestrian footfall count
Number of post offices closed down
Number of village shops closed down
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SA involved up to this point?
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4. Introduction (to Part 1)
4.1

Local plan-making has been underway since 2015, with a wide range of evidence produced to
inform the development of the Local Plan. Table 4.1 sets out the key Local Plan and SA
Documents published along with dates for consultation. The Local Plan documents and the
evidence base (including the SA Reports) can be viewed and downloaded on the Council’s
5
website.
Table 4.1: Local Plan and SA stages
Local Plan Documents & Consultation

SA Documents & Consultation
SA Scoping Report
Sent to statutory consultees and published for
wider consultation from July to September 2015

Issues and Options Consultation Document
(Reg 18)
Public consultation from October to December
2015

Areas of Search and Strategic Scenarios SA
Report
Public consultation from October to December
2015

Draft Local Plan Consultation (Reg 18)
Public consultation from July to September 2017

SA Report
Public consultation from July to September 2017

Pre-Submission Local Plan Consultation (Reg
19)
Public representation period from June to August
2018

SA Report
Public representation period from June to August
2018

Addendum of Focussed Changes to the Reg 19
Plan
Public representation period from October to
November 2018

SA Report
Public representation period from October to
November 2018

Submission of the Pre-Submission Local Plan
and Addendum of Focused Changes in January
2019

Submission SA Report (this report)
Public representation period from January to
February 2019.

4.2

It is clear from the table above that a significant amount of work has been carried out to date to
through the plan-making/ SA process. In-line with regulatory requirements, there is a need to
explain within this report how work was undertaken to develop and then appraise reasonable
alternatives, and how the Council then took into account appraisal findings when finalising the
Local Plan.

4.3

This part of the report presents information regarding the consideration of reasonable
6
alternatives. This information is important given regulatory requirements.

Structure of this part of the report
4.4

This part of the report is structured as follows:
Chapter 5 sets out the work leading up to and the options presented in the Regulation 18
Issues and Option Document and accompanying SA Report that were published in 2015.
Chapter 6 explains how alternatives were refined and considered through the SA process
following the Issues and Options consultation and leading up to the publication of the
Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan in 2017.

5

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4916/Documents-which-make-up-the-Local-Plan
There is a requirement for the SA Report to present an appraisal of ‘reasonable alternatives’ and ‘an outline of the reasons for
selecting the alternatives dealt with’. Whilst this report is not the SA Report, it is appropriate to present this information
nonetheless for the benefit of stakeholders.
6
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Chapter 7 explains how alternatives were refined and considered through the SA process
following the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan consultation and leading up to the publication of
the Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Document and Addendum of Focussed Changes in 2018.
Chapter 8 clearly sets out the reasonable alternatives for garden communities and the districtwide spatial strategy, the findings of the appraisal of the options and the reasons for selecting
the preferred approach in light of alternatives.
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5. Regulation 18 Issues and Options
2015
Introduction
5.1

The development of a new Local Plan began in early 2015 following the withdrawal of the
previous Local Plan in January 2015. The Inspector’s findings published in December 2014
identified a number of significant concerns in relation to the soundness of the withdrawn Local
Plan. These related to the objectively assessed housing need as well as the proposal for a new
‘linked’ new settlement at Elsenham for 2,100 dwellings, which he considered to be a “major
village expansion” rather than a new settlement. He also referred to a lack of evidence to
demonstrate the suitability of the local roads and the capacity of junction 8 on the M11.

5.2

However, in the letter dated 19 December 2014 the Inspector concluded, “There appeared to
me to be fairly widespread recognition that some form of ‘new settlement(s)’ may form an
appropriate means for catering for the future long-term growth of the District and, if so, that this
should be on a scale bold enough to achieve maximum possible sustainable critical mass and a
long term solution, especially if there are judged to be limits as to how far relatively small towns
with the characters of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow can grow sustainably, attractively,
and in an integrated way through successive phases of peripheral expansion. However, I do not
7
consider it for me to comment further upon this matter.”

Settlement hierarchy
5.3

The Council decided to carry forward the settlement hierarchy that was set out in the withdrawn
Local Plan and this is broadly based on the level of services available at each settlement. The
Planning Inspector for the previous Local Plan made the following comments on the approach
to the settlement hierarchy in his report of 19th December 2014:
“The settlement classifications in table 2 of ULP [Uttlesford Local Plan] are based broadly on
the level of services available at each settlement. This is a more appropriate evidential base
than the system underlying the classification of settlements in the present local plan. There will
always be scope for debate about how much weight to apply to one factor or another and the
appropriate categorisation for individual towns or villages where their services are at the margin
between different classifications. However, the content of table 2 (and the resulting roles of the
particular settlements) is generally soundly set out.”
“Having said this, where it can be justified by relevant economic, social and environmental
factors a case can sometimes be made to direct a greater or lesser amount of development to
a settlement than would reflect its strict place in the settlement hierarchy. Some of the factors
discussed during the hearing (eg locally identified demographic and other needs, local
constraints and opportunities, patterns of bus services, and inter-relationships between
particular settlements) can be relevant to such decisions and can be considered in taking the
8
plan forward.”

5.4

7
8

The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 5.1 below.

https://www.braintree.gov.uk/info/200643/section_1/1065/section_1_examination_publication_local_plan/4
Ibid.
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Table 5.1: Settlement Hierarchy
Function

Settlement
Market Towns

Major focus for development in the district - suitable for
larger scale development.

Saffron Walden, Great Dunmow.

Key Villages
Major focus for development in the rural area - suitable
for a scale of development that would reinforce role as
provider of services to a wide rural area.

Elsenham, Great Chesterford, Hatfield Heath,
Newport, Stansted Mountfitchet, Takeley, Thaxted.

Type A Villages
Villages with primary school and with some local
services, e.g. village hall/pub/shop - suitable for a scale
of development that reinforce role as a local centre.

Ashdon, Birchanger, Chrishall, Clavering, Debden,
Hatfield Broad Oak, Henham, Leaden Roding, Little
Hallingbury, Manuden, Farnham, Felsted, Flitch
Green, Great Easton, Great Sampford, Quendon and
Rickling, Radwinter, Stebbing, Wimbish.

Type B Villages
Villages without primary schools but which may have
some local services e.g. village hall/pub/shop - suitable
for a scale of development that would reinforce role as
a providers of services mainly to its own community.

Arkesden, Aythorpe Roding, Barnston, Berden,
Broxted, Elmdon, Great Canfield, Great Hallingbury,
Hadstock, Hempstead, High Easter, High Roding,
Langley, Lindsell, Littlebury, Little Canfield, Little
Easton, Little Dunmow, Ugley, Wendens Ambo,
Wicken Bonhunt, Widdington, White Roding, other
small villages and hamlets.

Areas of Search
5.5

As a first step towards identifying locations for growth the Council explored and identified a
number of broad locations or ‘Areas of Search’ (AoS) for development. Within these AoS the
Council considered the potential for different types of development, including for housing and
employment. It is important to note that the AoS were not underpinned by specific sites at this
stage as work was still to be carried out to identify available and suitable site options within the
district.

5.6

AoS for potential new settlements were identified based on their potential to contribute to
effective cross-boundary strategic planning priorities; minimise the need to travel by car; leisure
opportunities and other facilities; and access to strategic highways and the rail network. Areas
were excluded if they contained significant constraints, such as Registered Parks or Gardens
and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs).

5.7

AoS were identified around the two main settlements in the district (Saffron Walden and Great
Dunmow) as well as on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford, which falls within East Hertfordshire
District. As with the new settlement AoS, areas around the main settlements were excluded
from consideration if they contained significant constraints. For example, the west of Saffron
Walden was not identified as an AoS given the presence of the Audley End Historic Park and
Garden.

5.8

The Council also explored the potential for focusing development at the Key Villages (in the
form of village extensions) and Type A Villages (in the form of small sites) as per the district’s
settlement hierarchy.

5.9

The identified AoS are presented in Figure 1 on the next page.
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Figure 1: Areas of Search (2015)

5.10 The Council took the step of considering each AoS against the SA Framework, identifying key
constraints and providing a summary of potential issues and opportunities. The findings of this
work were presented in an SA Report that accompanied the Issues and Options Document on
9
consultation in October 2015. For completeness the SA findings at this stage are also
provided in Appendix III of this SA Report.

9

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4946/Sustainability-appraisal
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5.11 The SA at that time concluded that:
“…focusing development to one or more new settlements is likely to have comparatively less
constraints than extensions of existing settlements and villages, or perhaps more specifically,
new settlements have better scope to mitigate negative impacts on site. There is also less of a
threat of secondary and cumulative impacts on existing settlements where multiple extensions
to existing settlements may be required to meet housing targets.
It is however likely that capacity for expansion exists in the surrounding areas of each of the
towns and such a focus, if proportionate to the existing settlement and in mind of identified
broad constraints, would contribute to meeting the existing and identified housing needs of the
District. This will be particularly important in the earlier stages of the plan period.
Development of the Key Villages and Type A Villages will also meet this need, again if
proportionate to each settlement and in mind of each’s specific constraints. A number of
villages contain rail links and this benefit, in a District that is not particularly well served by
strategic roads or public transport due to its rural nature enhances the sustainability of
development in these settlements pending other considerations.
The development of one or more new settlements would contribute to meeting future needs,
again in consideration of known constraints in specific areas; broadly summarised as
predominantly transport implications and suitable access to the strategic road network. Should
suitable additional junctions or access to these strategic roads be forthcoming, development of
the surrounding villages may become more sustainable in turn. This would similarly be the case
for any new rail infrastructure in the District.”
5.12 At this stage no decisions had been made in terms of a preferred AoS for a new settlement or
for the location of new development at the towns or villages.

Representations
5.13 In response to the identified AoS the following comments were received from key stakeholders:


Natural England:
─





General: In assessing the potential for new development the Council should include
consideration of the potential increase in recreational pressure on the Hatfield Forest
SSSI and NNR and also the potential impacts of traffic-derived air pollution upon
nearby designated sites.

Historic England:
─

General: The historic environment and impact on heritage assets is relevant to every
area of search, and there may be a need for specific heritage impact assessments
depending on the location and its potential for affecting heritage assets.

─

Saffron Walden: Growth has to be handled very carefully to ensure that its historic
environment is conserved. The town has an important setting with Audley End house
and gardens and key approaches providing views of St Marys and other heritage
assets. Transport implications are a concern. They welcome the exclusion of Audley
End Park as an AoS.

─

Great Dunmow: Is a historic town of considerable importance. The wider setting of
the town is significant with the valley of the River Chelmer to the east and the historic
landscape of Little Easton to the north west and the Registered Park and Ggarden of
Easton Lodge.

Environment Agency:
─

New settlements: The developers must work with the sewerage providers/water
companies ahead of the preferred options so as to ensure there is a feasible and
viable solution, including any necessary permit requirements for new works or
upgrades, prior to any allocation under the Local Plan.

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
18

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

─





SA Report

Saffron Walden: All of the AoS around Saffron Walden are located over principle
aquifer and SPZ2 and should be considered very sensitive in respect of controlled
waters. They also note that the AoS 10a and 10f are located on designated SPZ1.
They consider that any discharge of surface water into watercourses that are
connected to or from part of the Slade System must either be restricted to Greenfield
runoff rates or reduced to ensure there is no increase in flood risk in Saffron Walden.

Essex County Council (ECC):
─

New Settlements: Any new settlement would require its own secondary school as
part of the provision. This would require a minimum of some 5,000 houses/flats to
support this provision. Any new settlement(s) would therefore likely be in the range of
5,000 - 10,000 homes which would be developed over a 20 - 25 year period.

─

Villages: Expressed concerns about development at Elsenham and the impact it may
have on the rural road network. They recommend that consideration be given to the
scale and quantum of growth than can be delivered within the village locations; it is
more challenging to deliver alternative sustainable travel modes. The gradual
encircling of development within village locations may have detrimental impact on the
historic cores. It may impact the setting or significance or force inappropriate
development within the village cores. They scale and type of development should be
controlled in villages with significant historic cores such as Thaxted, Newport and Gt
Chesterford.

─

Saffron Walden: Consideration should be given to how a link road can be delivered there is no reference to the Radwinter Road/Thaxted Road link road. They
recommend that consideration is given to how edge of settlement growth may be
accommodated considering the air quality issues. ECC suggested that it may be
necessary to link adjoining sites to minimise the traffic utilising the centre of the town
e.g. 10a,b and c then provide a northern distributor road. Sites 10d – f may also be
linked to deliver a south western distributor road. They suggest the SA uses the
updated EA Flood Map for surface water. It is recommended that the strategy be
proactive to ensure that future development does not increase flood risk and that
there is adequate flood risk mitigation. ECC considers that the strategy may need to
ensure the maintenance of existing flood management infrastructure and or the
installation of new flood risk management infrastructure to minimise the impact of new
development. There needs to be consideration of the availability of school places and
the likelihood of schools expansion, also safe travel routes between developments
and schools to enable walking and cycling. Consideration also needs to be given to
existing and future early years and child care facilities.

─

Great Dunmow: If additional growth is proposed consideration should be given to
improving sustainable transport connectivity between Stansted Airport, Great
Dunmow and Braintree. Consideration should be given to future development to the
east of the town due to the impact it may have on Hoblongs/A120 junction. It is
recommended that UDC considers the availability of school places at the existing
primary schools and the Helena Romanes schools and 6th form centre, in considering
whether further growth and development is viable.

Highways England:
─

Saffron Walden: Concerned that there would be possible traffic affect upon M11 J9a
which would need to be considered.

─

Bishop’s Stortford: Development in these areas is likely to have a material impact
up M11 J8 which is already at capacity at certain times of the day.

─

Great Dunmow: Development in this area is likely to impact M11 J8 and the A120
corridor, public transport linkage both to Braintree and Stansted/Bishop’s Stortford
would need a step change if this scenario were to be seriously considered. Plugging
extra development on to Great Dunmow would open the opportunity for the provision
of more sustainable options as a large population would mean demand was available
to make other options more economically viable that currently are not, such as more
shops and entertainment venues.
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Hertfordshire County Council
─

Bishop’s Stortford: New residents in these areas would look to Bishop’s Stortford for
service provision, especially schools. The document suggests that 500 units could be
provided in 11a and 11b, this equates to 1 form of primary and secondary school
places. There is little capacity in the primary schools to expand. Any potential
capacity across Bishop’s Stortford is required to deal with future growth from existing
communities. HCC requests that developer contributions and/or a new school is
sought by UDC. AoS 11b includes land previously identified by HCC as being
required to enable the expansion of secondary schools in Bishop’s Stortford. It is
requested that this land is excluded from any development proposals.

Strategic scenarios
5.14 At this stage (in 2015) a joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) had been
commissioned for East Hertfordshire, Harlow, Epping Forest and Uttlesford Districts to cover
the M11 Housing Market Area. The purpose of the joint SHMA was to establish the Objectively
Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for the HMA and the four districts. The joint SHMA was not
published until September 2015; however, the emerging findings were used to inform the
development of a number of strategic scenarios. The findings of the joint SHMA are set out in
more detail in Chapter 6 of this SA Report.
5.15 The Council identified four strategic scenarios based on development of 580 dwellings a year
or 8,750 dwellings over 15 years, which was broadly consistent with the emerging findings of
technical work at that stage and reflected the Inspector’s views on the OAHN for the withdrawn
Local Plan.
5.16 At the time, existing planning permissions had been granted for around 5,000 dwellings and
these were therefore common to all the identified scenarios. A windfall allowance of 50
dwellings per year or 750 over 15 years was also made and held constant for each scenario. It
is understood that this approach was endorsed by the Inspector for the withdrawn Local Plan in
his report of December 2014. The four strategic scenarios based on 580 dwellings per year are
set out in the table below.
Table 5.2: Strategic Scenarios A to D based on 580 dwellings per year (2015)
Scenario A
New Settlement

Scenario B
Villages and
Edge of
Bishop’s
Stortford

Scenario C
Towns

Scenario D
Hybrid 1

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

750

750

750

750

Edge of Bishop’s Stortford

0

500

0

500

Great Dunmow

0

0

1,500

500

Saffron Walden

0

0

1,500

500

Key Villages

0

1,500

0

500

Type A Villages

0

1,000

0

500

New Settlement

3,000

0

0

500

Total

8,750

8,750

8,750

8,750

Location
Constants
Existing planning permissions
Windfall allowance
Variables
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5.17 Further detail on the scenarios is provided below. They were described in 2015 as follows:


Scenario A (Focus on a new settlement): Under this scenario all the development would
be focused on a single new settlement. The scale of the new settlement could ultimately
reach 10,000 or more dwellings. However, applying reasonable assumptions of
construction rates at around 300 dwellings per year, 3,000 dwellings could be completed
by 2033, with the remainder of construction in the next 15-year plan period.



Scenario B (Focus on Villages and the edge of Bishop’s Stortford): One possible
method of distributing development amongst the villages would be to direct a higher level
of development to the seven key villages and a lower level of development to the 20 ‘Type
A’ villages. As an example, if assessment suggested the potential capacity for 1,500
dwellings in the Key Villages, and this were distributed evenly between all seven, this
would result in around 215 new dwellings per key village. If assessment suggested that
there was potential for 1,000 dwellings in the 20 Type A villages, this would result in 50
dwellings per village. In practice it is unlikely that villages will all have the same level of
capacity and variations between the villages would need to be taken into account.
Bishop’s Stortford lies within East Hertfordshire District, but the boundary of Uttlesford
District directly adjoins part of the town. Subject to assessment, there may be the potential
for a limited amount of development in the two areas of search identified here, perhaps in
the region of 500 dwellings in total.



Scenario C (Focus on Towns): The towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow are the
main centres of population and services in the district. This scenario would see 1,500
dwellings provided in each town. Both towns have accommodated considerable levels of
development in recent years and there are existing planning permissions for significant
amounts of further development. Careful consideration will need to be given to the
character and setting of the towns, and also the capacity to expand existing services and
facilities, such as schools and GP provision.



Scenario D (Hybrid 1): This option would see development spread between towns and
villages, and there is an assumption that a start could be made on delivery of housing at a
new settlement towards the end of the plan period, with the majority of construction taking
place after 2033. This scenario may be considered reasonable if assessment of a new
settlement shows that there is no realistic prospect of early delivery.

5.18 A further three strategic scenarios were developed based on a higher level of growth at 750
dwellings a year or 11,750 dwellings over 15 years. The three strategic scenarios based on
750 dwellings per year are set out in the table below.
Table 5.3: Strategic Scenarios E to G based on 750 dwellings per year (2015)
Scenario E
Two New Settlements

Scenario F
Towns and Villages

Scenario G
Hybrid 2

5,000

5,000

5,000

750

750

750

Edge of Bishop’s Stortford

0

500

500

Great Dunmow

0

1,500

1,000

Saffron Walden

0

1,500

1,000

Key Villages

0

1,500

1,000

Type A Villages

0

1,000

1,000

New Settlement

6,000

0

1,500

Total

11,750

11,750

11,750

Location
Constants
Existing planning permissions
Windfall allowance
Variables

5.19 Further detail on scenarios E to G is provided below. They were described in 2015 as follows:
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Scenario E (Two New Settlements): This scenario is very similar to Scenario A but
includes two new settlements, each developed at a rate of around 300 dwellings per year,
reflecting the higher level of development needed to meet a higher district-wide housing
requirement.



Scenario F (Towns and Villages): This scenario is a combination of scenarios B and C,
reflecting the higher District-wide housing requirement under this scenario.



Scenario G (Hybrid 2): This scenario is similar to scenario F but the introduction of a new
settlement takes some of the pressure off the towns and villages.

5.20 Each of the seven strategic scenarios were assessed against the SA Framework and the
findings presented in the SA Report that accompanied the Issues and Options Document on
10
consultation in 2015. For completeness the findings of the SA work at this stage are
presented in Appendix III of this SA Report.
5.21 The SA Report providing some clarification stating that:
“the scenarios presented should not be mistaken for a ‘menu’ of options from amongst which
the Council can choose a single one. Whilst residents, District Councillors, and others may
indicate a preference for one or other scenario now, it is only upon completion of a review of the
evidence over the coming months that the Council will be in a position to make an evidencebased decision, including on vital matters of deliverability.
The scenarios are limited in that at this stage until assessment has been carried out it is not
possible to take a view in relation to the pace and phasing of development, which is a crucial in
order to deliver a continuous flow of development over the plan period.
The scenarios should therefore be understood as a tentative first step towards understanding
the implications of the levels of growth that the Council needs to plan for.
‘The scenarios……are not the only possible combinations of options from amongst the areas of
search. It is important to limit the number of scenarios in order to provide a focused and distinct
set of alternatives, which can then be subject to sustainability appraisal. This is a legal
requirement of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive.”
5.22 The SA concluded the following at this stage:
“The appraisals of the scenarios in the report highlighted that no single scenario could be
guaranteed to meet the current identified and future needs of the District in a wholly sustainable
manner. It should be acknowledged that a large amount of potentially adverse environmental
impacts are more accurately a result of the growth targets over the plan period, and that any
forthcoming options should be developed that seek to minimise these where possible and also
seek to maximise benefits.
It was recommended that a suitable balance is sought between meeting existing needs in the
District as well as future needs. This relates not only to an element of dispersal across the
District, but also in exploring new settlement options in a way that could meet annual housing
delivery rates in the latter stages of the plan period. The principle of a new settlement can be
seen to be a positive one regarding a number of sustainability objectives and it may be possible
to turn constraints into positive impacts through effective masterplans and a spatial strategy
that is advanced with awareness of these opportunities.
It was felt that the scenarios explored at this stage cover all reasonable options regarding the
broad distribution of growth in the District. The sustainability implications of focusing
development in any one tier of the settlement hierarchy, including one or more new settlements,
have been explored fully within this sustainability appraisal. More refined distribution in any
forthcoming spatial strategy will have been influenced by this sustainability appraisal and in
response to the highlighted impacts of directing growth to all reasonable broad locations in the
District”.
5.23 At this stage no decisions had been made in terms of a preferred scenario.
10

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4946/Sustainability-appraisal

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
22

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Representations
5.24 In response to the identified strategic scenarios the following comments were received from key
stakeholders:


Historic England:
A. Positive and/or negative impacts depending on the location of the new settlement and
how it alleviates pressure for growth in existing settlements.
B. Implications for many of the district’s historic villages, although the edge of Bishop’s
Stortford is less constrained in terms of heritage assets.
C. Diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness of Saffron Walden and Great
Dunmow plus impact on transport movements, although it would depend on site
locations.
D. Mixture of the above effects.
E. Could have positive and/or negative impacts depending on its location and how it
alleviates pressure for growth in existing settlements. It would seem harder to locate
two new settlements without some degree of harm to the historic environment, given
the richness and geographical spread of heritage assets within the district.
F. Potential negative implications for the historic environment depending on location.
G. Mixture of the above effects, albeit with the potential for greater impacts than Scenario
D as more housing would have to be delivered.



Essex County Council:
A. A new settlement is considered sustainable as it enables the infrastructure necessary
to support a new community to be delivered effectively.
B. ECC is concerned that this scenario would promote greater volumes of traffic growth
on the district’s rural road network; detailed considerations needs to be given to the
availability of school places at the existing primary schools, whether the scale of
development is sufficient to warrant a new school, whether the development would
enable children to walk or cycle to school.
C. In Saffron Walden this would generate sufficient demand for a new primary school. In
relation to secondary schooling in Saffron Walden, in the long term this would lead to
fewer pupils from outside the school’s priority admissions area but in the medium term
is likely to lead to the displacement of some pupils from within the priority admission
area. Any children displaced from SWCHS would need to be accommodated at The
Joyce Frankland Academy. In Great Dunmow this would generate sufficient demand
for a new primary school. In relation to secondary schooling in Great Dunmow, if the
existing school is relocated as previously proposed, work would need to be undertaken
to ascertain if it could accommodate additional pupils or whether any adjustments to
the school’s paa could lead to another new school accommodating some of the
additional pupils that would be generated by the additional housing.
D. From a highways and transportation perspective this is the least sustainable option, as
it would make the deliverability of sustainable transportation challenging, and also
accommodating development within the more remote rural locations throughout UDC
would require intervention. It is also the least sustainable for delivery of future
education services and facilities as relatively small scale housing development is
unlikely to fund anything other than the expansion of an existing school which can be
difficult and/or expensive.
E. Enables delivery of necessary infrastructure in planned way to support the new
community. The larger settlement proposal would facilitate transport mitigation. Size
important for secondary school/plans for growth beyond plan period.
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F. Concern about growth being spread throughout UDC as may not facilitate appropriate
highway mitigation. For education considers that F) is an amalgamation of Scenario B
and C, therefore see the response to question 16.
G. Least sustainable in transportation terms making delivery of sustainable transportation
challenging while rural road network in UDC may also be an issue requiring
intervention. Also is likely to make the provision of additional school places more
difficult to deliver and expensive/unlikely to fund anything other than the expansion of
an existing school.


Hertfordshire County Council
─

Commented that development on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford included in scenarios
B and D equate to a need for an additional 1FE of both primary and secondary school
places, which would be in addition to any additional school requirements arising out of
development in East Hertfordshire. Regards E, Herts identified a potential
requirement for a new 2FE primary school and a new 6FE secondary school to meet
the future need in the town. The additional housing located on the edge of Bishop's
Stortford within UDC has not been included within those identified requirements.
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6. Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan 2017
Introduction
6.1

Following consultation on the Issues and Options Document and SA Report in 2015, the
representations were reviewed and further technical work was carried out. This started to give
the Council a clearer picture in terms of the overall level of need as well as the sites available
within the district for development. Some of this further evidence is summarised and referred to
within this chapter as it provides important context for the development of alternatives and
decision-making at this stage in plan-making.

6.2

This chapter firstly discusses the emerging evidence at this stage as it provides important
context for the development of alternatives. The discussion on evidence is split into two
sections ‘top-down' consideration of high-level issues and the ‘bottom-up’ consideration of
district-level issues. The chapter then goes on to explain how this evidence informed the
development and refinement of spatial strategy alternatives in 2016/17.

‘Top-down’ considerations
Housing Market Area (HMA)
6.3

A three step approach was taken, which ultimately resulted in the establishment of a preferred
broad spatial strategy for the West Essex and East Hertfordshire HMA see Figure 2, including
a decision on the approach to growth in and around Harlow. Harlow was recognised as the
most sustainable location within the HMA to focus residential development given its role as a
sub-regional centre for employment, its Enterprise Zone status; its important location on the
London Stansted Cambridge corridor and the wider economic growth aspirations for the town.
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Figure 2: West Essex and East Hertfordshire Housing Market Area

Step 1 - Establish understanding of housing and economic needs
6.4

As referred to in Chapter 5 of this report, a joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
was undertaken for the four authorities of the HMA - East Herts District Council, Epping Forest
District Council, Harlow District Council and Uttlesford District Council - in order to establish
Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for the HMA.

6.5

The SHMA, which published in September 2015, identified OAHN for the HMA to be 46,100
dwellings over the period 2011 - 2033, equivalent to an average of 2,095 dwellings per year.
11
This included an Objectively Assessed Need for Affordable Housing of 13,600 dwellings.

6.6

The SHMA provided a break-down OAHN for each authority, as follows:


16,400 dwellings in East Hertfordshire (745 per year);



11,300 dwellings in Epping Forest (514 per year);



5,900 dwellings in Harlow (268 per year); and



12,500 dwellings in Uttlesford (568 per year).

11

Opinion Research Services (September 2015) West Essex and East Hertfordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment:
Report of Findings http://www.efdclocalplan.org/technical-information/.
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In addition, the SHMA highlighted that DCLG’s 2012-based household projections showed the
number of households in the HMA increasing from 175,189 to 224,827 over the 22-year period
2011-33. The SHMA explained that:
“PPG [Planning Practice Guidance] identifies that the starting point for estimating housing need
is the [D]CLG 2012-based household projections. For the 22-year period 2011-33, these
projections suggest an increase of 49,638 households across the West Essex and East
Hertfordshire HMA: an average growth of 2,256 households each year, comprised of 779 in
East Hertfordshire, 653 in Epping Forest, 326 in Harlow and 498 in Uttlesford.”

6.8

In August 2016, Opinion Research Services (ORS) updated the OAHN (but without undertaking
a full review of the SHMA) to take into account more recent information including the DCLG
2014-based household projections and suggested a revised OAHN for the HMA of 54,608
disaggregated as follows:


19,427 dwellings in East Hertfordshire (883 per year);



13,278 dwellings in Epping Forest (604 per year);



7,824 dwellings in Harlow (356 per year); and



14,080 dwellings in Uttlesford (640 per year).

Step 2 - Develop and appraise strategic spatial alternatives
6.9

In response to a need to fulfil Duty to Cooperate requirements, and to adhere to the spirit of the
NPPF which requires that local authorities ‘…. demonstrate evidence of having effectively
cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts when their Local Plans are
12
submitted for examination ” the West Essex and East Hertfordshire authorities explored
options for meeting Objectively Assessed Need in the sub-region. This included the
consideration of a range of locational options for delivering housing.

6.10 To support this process the four authorities commissioned a study which:


identified options for spatially distributing the housing need identified in the SHMA (2015),
the DCLG 2012-based household projections and the August 2016 advice from ORS across
the HMA, based on an analysis of the policy context and evidence base;



provided an evidence-based Sustainability Appraisal setting out the anticipated significant
positive and negative impacts of each option (including opportunities to deliver
infrastructure, employment development, regeneration benefits, etc.) and potential
mitigation measures (where relevant); and



facilitated the development of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the four
authorities which sets out a high level agreement as to how new housing should be
distributed across the HMA.

6.11 These activities are collectively referred to as the Strategic Spatial Options Study. It is
anticipated that the study will provide a critical piece of evidence for demonstrating to the
Planning Inspectorate at the independent examinations into the four local plans that the key
strategic issue of housing growth has been robustly addressed and that the Duty to Co-operate
has been clearly complied with.
6.12 As part of the Strategic Spatial Options Study, a range of spatial options for distributing housing
across the HMA were considered. Three levels of growth were considered:


~46,100 new homes in line with the 2015 SHMA



~49,638 new homes in line with the DCLG 2012-based household projections



~57,400 new homes in line with early advice from ORS in light of more recent information
including the DCLG 2014-based household projections (NB this figure was later revised
down to 54,608 – see above)

12

Paragraph 181, National Planning Policy Framework
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf
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6.13 In particular, the spatial options explored different levels of growth in and around Harlow, a key
urban centre within the HMA:


~10,500 (lower growth)



~14,150 (medium growth)



~17,650 (higher growth)



~20,985 (maximum growth)

6.14 The study identified the following reasonable strategic spatial options:


Spatial options to deliver ~46,100 new homes across the SHMA area:
A. Each authority meets its OAHN within its own boundaries (NB ~14,150 at Harlow)
B. Less development at Harlow and accelerated development on the A120 (NB ~10,500
at Harlow)
C. Less development at Harlow and two new settlements in East Herts (NB ~10,500 at
Harlow)
D. Maximum growth at Harlow (NB ~17,650 at Harlow; reduced allocations in constrained
13
areas of the HMA )



Spatial option to deliver ~49,638 new homes:
E. Higher growth across the HMA (NB ~17,650 at Harlow; allocations in constrained
areas)



Spatial option to deliver ~57,400 new homes:
F. Maximum growth across the HMA (NB ~ 20,985 at Harlow)

Step 3 - Identify the preferred strategy
6.15 To assist in discharging the Duty to Co-operate, the Co-operation for Sustainable Development
Member Board (the Co-op Member Board) considered six options (A-F) for accommodating
new housing development across the West Essex and East Hertfordshire Housing Market
(HMA) area up to 2033. These six options varied in terms of: (i) the overall quantum of
development to be provided for across the HMA (ranging from ~48,300 to ~56,250 new
houses); and (ii) the spatial distribution of that development, in particular the amount of new
housing to be accommodated in and around Harlow town. Varying the overall quantum of
development allowed the Co-op Member Board to test the implications of different levels of
growth including: 46,100 (the figure for objectively assessed housing need in the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment, SHMA); 49,638 (a figure based on the CLG 2012-based
household projections); and 54,608 (an updated OAHN figure provided by Opinion Research
Services, ORS, in light of recent information including the CLG 2014-based household
projections). Varying the spatial distribution of development allowed the Co-op Member Board
to explore the implications of focusing different levels of development in different parts of the
HMA. In particular, the options varied in terms of the level of development located in and
around Harlow, the HMA’s key urban centre.
6.16 The implications of the six HMA spatial strategy options (A-F) were investigated through four
means:
1. Transport modelling by Essex County Council to explore their implications in relation to
traffic flows and the need for road upgrades or additional highways infrastructure;
2. Sustainability Appraisal to assess their implications in relation to a range of topics
including biodiversity, community and wellbeing, historic environment, landscape and
14
water. The findings of the SA were published in 2016;

13

Figures reduced across settlements in East Herts (Bishop’s Stortford, Hertford, Sawbridgeworth and Ware) and Epping
Forest to minimise Green Belt incursion.
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3. Habitat Regulations Assessment to determine their implications, if any, for the integrity of
the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation; and
4. Strategic Site Assessment to assess the suitability of the potential sites in and around
Harlow that could deliver new housing development.
6.17 In light of this investigation, the Co-op Member Board identified a Preferred Spatial Option to
deliver c. 51,000 new homes across the HMA to 2033 broken down in Table 6.1 below.
Table 6.1: The preferred broad strategy for the HMA
Local authority

Net new dwellings 2011-2033

East Hertfordshire District Council

c. 18,000

Epping Forest District Council

c. 11,400

Harlow District Council

c. 9,200

Uttlesford District Council

c. 12,500

Total across the HMA

c. 51,100

…of which the area in and around Harlow
provide

15

will

c. 16,100

6.18 The preferred strategy was established drawing on evidence available at the time on the basis
that:


At c. 51,000 new homes, the planned level of housing growth is higher than both the
established OAHN within the published 2015 SHMA (46,100) and the figure based on the
CLG 2012-based household projections (49,638). It is lower than ORS’ estimated OAHN
figure taking into account recent information including the CLG 2014-based household
projections (54,608) but nonetheless represents good progress towards this higher figure.
Overall, the figure of c. 51,000 indicates that the four HMA authorities are positively
seeking opportunities to meet the development needs of their areas in line with the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), and, furthermore, significantly boosting the
supply of housing (NPPF, para. 47).



Harlow represents the most sustainable location within the HMA at which to concentrate
development given its role as a sub-regional centre for employment (especially in
technology); its Enterprise Zone status; the need to rejuvenate the town centre; the
opportunity to capitalise on its transport connections (for example, good rail links to
London, Stansted Airport and Cambridge) and deliver north-south and east-west
sustainable transport corridors traversing the town; its important location on the London –
Stansted – Cambridge corridor; and, above all, the wider economic growth aspirations for
the town. The findings and recommendation of the London Stansted Cambridge Corridor
(LSCC) Growth Commission report, published in July 2016, stated that “Broxbourne,
Harlow and Stevenage have significant strategies and ambitions for growth and
development. They can play an important role in supporting the Corridor’s tech and life
sciences clusters. Current development and future plans will greatly improve the
industrial, commercial and residential offer. These areas must be supported to provide the
right types of development that enhance the quality of place for the Corridor’s knowledge16
based industries and residents” (our emphasis).



The transport modelling to date demonstrated that growth of between 14,000 and 17,000
new homes in and around Harlow can be accommodated provided that the mitigation
measures set out in the then Draft [now signed] Highways and Transportation
Infrastructure MoU for the West Essex and East Hertfordshire HMA are delivered during

14

Epping, East Herts, Harlow and Uttlesford District Councils (2016) SA of Strategic Spatial Options for the West Essex and
East Hertfordshire Housing Market Area. http://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6626&p=0
15
‘in and around Harlow’ refers to development in Harlow Town as well as around Harlow in adjoining Districts.
16
London Stansted Cambridge Corridor Growth Consortium (2016). Findings and recommendation of the London Stansted
Cambridge Growth Commission www.lsccgrowthcommission.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/LSCC-Growth-CommissionFinal-Report-full.pdf.
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the plan period. Evidence suggested that growth beyond 2033 is likely to be possible
subject to further transport modelling and the identification and delivery of additional
strategic highway mitigation measures.


The Strategic Site Assessment (AECOM, September 2016) indicated that sufficient
suitable strategic sites are available in and around Harlow to deliver the figure of c. 16,100
(together with sites either already completed or granted planning permission as well as
urban brownfield sites). The Strategic Site Assessment is available on the Council’s Local
17
Plan evidence-base webpage.

6.19 A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed in March 2017 by the four Councils, and
supported by Essex County Council, Hertfordshire County Council and Highways England in
respect of the Distribution of Objectively Assessed Need across the West Essex/ East
Hertfordshire HMA. Uttlesford made a commitment to meeting its housing need within its
administrative boundaries. No neighbouring authority had approached Uttlesford at this stage
and requested that it help to deliver any unmet need.

Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA)
6.20 Alongside the SHMA, the four authorities commissioned a study to consider the Objectively
18
Assessed Economic Need of the Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA), which
19
considered a wider area than that of the HMA. This was published in September 2015 and
provided an up-to-date assessment of jobs growth need in the FEMA for the period 2011-2033.
The study identified a net jobs growth per year of 1,890 for the FEMA. For the West Essex and
East Hertfordshire authority areas, this translated into the following ranges in jobs growth: 435 505 jobs per year in East Herts; 400 - 455 jobs per year in Epping Forest; 325 - 335 jobs per
year in Harlow; 665 - 675 jobs per year in Uttlesford.

‘Bottom-up’ considerations
Overview
6.21 The high-level evidence discussed above resulted in an understanding of the housing
requirement which would need to be delivered through sites within Uttlesford District. There
remained a need to develop a district-wide understanding of the capacity of the infrastructure
and environment within the district as well as the site options available to deliver growth. The
district level evidence at this stage is summarised below.

Gypsy and Traveller Needs
6.22 A Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) was carried out and published in
June 2017. It concluded that no additional pitches are required in the district up to 2033 for
Gypsy and Traveller households that meet the planning definition. There was also no current or
20
future need identified for Travelling Showpeople.

Green Belt Review
6.23 The review assessed the Uttlesford Green Belt against the purposes of Green Belt as defined
by the NPPF. The review was published in March 2016 and concluded that, “all General Areas
were deemed to meet Green Belt purpose either moderately or strongly. There are no General
Areas which do not meet Green Belt purposes and therefore no parcels in their entirety are
recommended for further consideration for release. It has been shown that the Green Belt in
Uttlesford is performing an important role in terms of national policy requirements.
At a strategic level, the northern part of the Uttlesford Green Belt plays a particularly important
role in preventing sprawl (Purpose 1) and coalescence (Purpose 2) given the close relationship
17

Harlow, Epping Forest, East Herts and Uttlesford District Councils (2016) Harlow Strategic Site Assessment. Prepared by
AECOM. https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4946/Sustainability-appraisal
18
Hardisty Jones Associates (September 2015) Economic Evidence to Support the Development of the OAHN for West Essex
and East Herts http://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5438&p=0
19
The FEMA covers the four authority areas, but also includes: Broxbourne, a fringe area comprising all of the immediately
adjacent local authorities; and a link to central London.
20
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4938/Gypsies-and-Travellers
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between the Green Belt and the large built-up areas of Bishop’s Stortford, Stansted
Mountfitchet, Stansted Airport and Sawbridgeworth/Lower Sheering. This swathe of Green Belt
scores particularly strongly compared to the southern end of the Green Belt with regard to
Purpose 1, and still strongly but to a lesser extent with regard to Purpose 2. In contrast, the
southern part of the Uttlesford Green Belt plays more of a strategic role with regard to Purpose
3 in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.
At a local level, individual parcels are responsible for protecting the Green Belt from sprawl
from large built-up areas and a high proportion of the land parcels form the wider, if not the
essential, gap between settlements. All parts of the Green Belt therefore are evidenced to play
an important strategic role in preventing the countryside from encroachment to a large extent.
Any further subdivision of these General Areas would jeopardise the role they play in
maintaining settlement patterns and avoiding encroachment into open countryside. The Green
Belt has contributed to the low percentage of built-form observed throughout the designated
area, ensuring limited encroachment across most areas in the Green Belt. The General Areas
demonstrate policy compliancy with the NPPF purposes and show a very good example of
where the Green Belt is serving well across the original functions and across the different
21
purposes”.

Countryside Protection Zone Study (CPZ)
6.24 The aim of Countryside Protection Zone Study (CPZ) was to assess the extent to which the
land within the CPZ is meeting its purposes, as set out in Policy S8 of the adopted Uttlesford
Local Plan (2005). This evidence would enable the Council to make an informed decision,
should it decide to amend the CPZ through the emerging Local Plan. The study was published
in June 2016 and demonstrated that:
“the majority of the CPZ is performing well against the purposes defined for it. It helps to
maintain the openness of the countryside and protects its rural character and restrict the spread
of development from the airport. For some parcels, particularly to the south of the airport, the
CPZ plays an essential role in protecting the separate identity of individual settlements.
In summary, therefore, the CPZ is helping to maintain the vision of the ‘airport in the
countryside’. Unless other planning policy considerations suggest otherwise, we recommend
22
that the CPZ is carried forward into the new Local Plan”.

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
6.25 The SFRA is a planning tool that assists in the selection of development sites away from
vulnerable flood risk areas in accordance with the NPPF and its associated Planning Practice
Guidance on Flood Risk and Coastal Change. The SFRA summarised the flood risk within the
Areas of Search identified at the Issues and Options stage in 2015. It concluded that:
“The Areas of Search are very large, and so none of them can be ruled out on flood risk
grounds; however, all of them have some local flood risk identified. Some of the settlements
have already been identified by the LFRMS as Tier 2 or 3 flood risk areas, and there should be
close consultation with the LLFA if these are to be taken forward. There are also several Areas
of Search where development could have a significant impact on flood risk downstream if SuDS
23
principles and strict controls on runoff are not enforced”.

Water Cycle Study (WCS)
6.26 The WCS found no significant sewerage capacity issues and no potential “show stoppers” were
identified. However, it noted that many of the sites would likely require some upgrades where
necessary in order to accommodate the increased flow as a result of development. A
qualitative water quality analysis indicated that the development proposed in the emerging
Local Plan at this stage will not lead to a Deterioration of WFD status or will compromise the
24
achievement of WFD Good status in the receiving watercourses.

21

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
Ibid.
23
Ibid.
24
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure
22
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Transport Study
6.27 The study was published in December 2016; it assessed the comparative transport merits of
twelve scenarios and identified two preferred scenarios to inform the development of the
25
emerging Local Plan. The detail of the scenarios in terms of residential development is
presented in the table below.
Table 6.2: Development scenarios tested - residential details (2016)

6.28 The study found that scenarios 5, 6, 7 and 8 resulted in large increases in link lengths
26
exceeding 100% stress in comparison to the reference case . Strategic routes through the
district, the M11 and A120(T), exceeded 100% stress under these scenarios in addition to
numerous lower category links, most notably within Saffron Walden and the villages of
Newport, Elsenham, Stansted Mountfitchet and the B1008 between Great Dunmow and
Chelmsford. On the basis of these results, scenarios 5, 6, 7 and 8 were not considered further
within the study as the potential level of highway mitigation required to accommodate these
scenarios would be more extensive than for the other scenarios (i.e. the total length of road
with greater than 100% stress is approximately double the other scenarios).
6.29 Scenario 5 includes the full build out for North Uttlesford Garden Community. This gives an
indication of the potential transport issues upon completion of this Garden Community, and can
inform thought around the mitigation beyond the plan period. Scenarios 6 and 8 include the full
build out for Easton Park and West of Braintree Garden Communities. Similarly this gives an
indication of the potential transport issues upon completion of these Garden Communities, and
can inform thought around the mitigation beyond the plan period. In reality the situation will
have changed dramatically by the time these communities are built out, particularly the larger
developments on the A120 corridor, and the mitigation measures required will need to be
adjusted as the situation develops.
6.30 The findings for the remaining scenarios were very similar with Scenario 9 resulting in the least
increase in link lengths exceeding 100% stress in comparison to the reference case (48%
increase). However, the study noted that Scenario 9 doesn’t include the delivery of any Garden
Communities and therefore spreads development across towns and villages within the district.
As a result vehicle trips are more widely dispersed across the highway network within the study
area with a greater proportion of trips on rural roads which, by their nature are less busy and

25
26

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4947/Transport
Essentially the number of and length of roads exceeding predicted capacity.
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have more spare traffic capacity. Fewer links are therefore forecast to exceed 100% stress in
Scenario 9.
6.31 Scenarios 1, 2, 3, 4, 10 and 11 were found to result in an increase of between 50% to 58% in
comparison to the reference case and the pattern of links exceeding 100% stress was found to
be similar in these scenarios.
6.32 Key differences were identified for Scenarios 2 and 3 as they both included significant new
residential development in Elsenham (2,250 dwellings in each scenario). The results forecast
that sections of the B1051, Hall Road and the B1383 through Elsenham and Stansted
Mountfitchet exceed 100% stress with stress values of up to 225%.
6.33 Overall, the study concluded that in link stress terms there is little to differentiate between
Scenarios 1 and 11. There was also little to differentiate between scenarios 4 and 10. The
study identified scenarios 10 and 11 as preferred as scenarios 1 and 4 were considered
unrealistic in planning terms as there is zero growth proposed in the towns and villages.
6.34 Following a number of appeal decisions the reference case was update in late 2016. There
were also minor revisions to the distribution of employment floorspace under scenarios 10 and
11. An additional scenario was also developed to ensure that all options for the spatial
distribution of Garden Communities had been addressed. The new scenario 12 was a slight
variation on scenarios 10 and 11 already assessed, with Garden Communities assumed at
Great Chesterford and west of Great Dunmow, with no Garden Community west of Braintree.
Table 6.3: Revised development scenarios tested - residential details (2016)

6.35 The assessment found that in terms of link stress there is no difference between the revised
scenario 11 and the new scenario 12. This is because both scenarios focus development at
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Great Chesterford and on the A120(T) corridor either west of Great Dunmow or west of
Braintree. Revised scenario 10 results in greater impacts on the A120(T) corridor with lower
impacts on roads within the study area immediately to the north of the district within South
Cambridgeshire. Whereas scenarios 11 and 12 result in lower impacts on the A120(T) and
higher impacts on roads in the vicinity of Great Chesterford including the A505 and the A1301
which are both within South Cambridgeshire. Of the three scenarios 10 results in the least total
link length within the study area exceeding 100% stress and was therefore identified as the
most favourable in traffic impacts terms.
6.36 Given the update to the SHMA in 2017 it was considered prudent to undertake further
assessments to test the impacts of higher growth scenarios. A further 16 development
scenarios were identified and assessed and they are set out in the table below.
Table 6.4: New development scenarios tested (2017)

6.37 Scenarios 13 to 17 represent development scenarios totalling 12,500 dwellings within the
district, whereas scenarios 18 to 28 represent development scenarios totalling 14,100
dwellings. As a result, any comparison between the results therefore needs to take this into
account. Furthermore, the addendum states that a direct comparison between the results
presented within it and the earlier results presented in the Transport Study Report (2016) is not
possible due to significant changes to the reference case assumptions between the
assessments.
6.38 The assessment found that for all scenarios (13 to 28 inclusive), the total length of links
exceeding 100% was very similar with only a few percentage points difference.

Essex County Council Transport Study
6.39 Essex County Council prepared a separate study ‘The UDC Transport study/Saffron Walden
Transport Assessment 2013/14 [updated 2017]’ that looked at the more detailed traffic impacts
of development on the transport network including with respect to the towns of Saffron Walden
and Great Dunmow.
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6.40 For Saffron Walden, the study assessed potential development options to the east of the town
‘with’ and ‘without’ a possible new link road to help alleviate traffic movements through the
town. The 2017 update to the study identified that the link road would now be challenging to
deliver and would, in any event, be unlikely to deliver enough traffic relief to allow significant
development to the east of the town to proceed without detrimental traffic impacts.
6.41 Deliverable improvements to the Peaslands Road corridor were identified that would help to
provide increased opportunities for traffic to avoid the centre. With these in place a
development of circa 150 dwellings could be accommodated (on SLAA site 07SAf15) with
acceptable impacts (Subject to an appropriate transport assessment/ air quality assessment as
part of the normal planning application process). Beyond this scale of development more
sophisticated modelling would be required to justify development in terms of impacts.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan
6.42 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) seeks to address what infrastructure is required as a
result of the likely scale and distribution of future growth in the district. It found that there are
some key challenges and risks to growth associated with the need for new physical and social
27
infrastructure in the district. These include:


An improved Junction 8 is considered a critical piece of infrastructure and until it is in
place, represents a risk to growth.



Access from areas of growth to the strategic highway network:
─

Upper levels of growth would place pressure on the road network in Saffron Walden,
exceeding capacity at a number of junctions during the plan period.

─

Improvements to the road network in Great Dunmow, primarily in and around the town
centre, may be needed in the plan period.

─

Growth at Great Chesterford will likely exacerbate pressure on the A505 (in South
Cambridgeshire). Improvements to the A505 are however required with or without
Great Chesterford coming forward as a new garden community and so is not seen as
a constraint to development.

─

Birchanger, which is located in close proximity to M11 junction 8, would generate
adverse impacts on the M11 and A120.

─

The current permitted scale of growth at Stansted Airport can be accommodated
within the interim solutions to M11 Junction 8. However, additional junction
improvements would be required for any further growth (over and above 35MPPA).

─

Although access from the A120 into the proposed garden settlement at Easton Park is
considered achievable, the current scheme being promoted only shows a single point
of access to serve a new settlement of 10,000 new homes. As a minimum, two
access points will be required, which will help ensure network resilience. Unless an
additional access point onto the strategic highway network can be identified and
delivered, access to Easton Park is a risk to scheme delivery.

─

Access to promoted development at Elsenham is considered difficult to achieve given
the complexities associated with access to the M11 (a new junction might be needed
but would be difficult to deliver) and the A120 (which would be convoluted given the
need to route around Stansted Airport). It thus presents a major risk to development
in this location.

─

Further growth at Takeley would be difficult to achieve given additional pressures that
would be placed on M11 Junction 8. This is a risk to development at this location.

─

Access to the strategic road network from the proposed Chelmer Mead garden
settlement is considered difficult to achieve, with no direct links to the A120 possible.
This is a risk to development in this location.

27
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Access to the A120 from the proposed West of Braintree new garden community is
considered feasible, though does require the two separate proposals (Boxted Wood
and Andrewsfield) to be considered together and impacts on the A120 at Great
Dunmow to be further assessed.



Upgrades will be required to the foul sewerage network and major upgrades and new
water supply infrastructure will be required for the new garden communities.



There are challenges in terms of education infrastructure in Thaxted and Takeley where
scope to expand existing schools is limited. These settlements also pose challenges for
secondary school needs generated from development as pupils would need to travel away
from the towns for schooling. Elsewhere, extensions of existing secondary schools will be
required, which could be challenging in Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow where existing
school sites are constrained. Education provision within the proposed GCs could help
provide for needs.

New Settlement: Landscape and Visual Impact
6.43 This paper examined the significance and the effects of change resulting from the development
of a new settlement on the landscape and on public views and visual amenity. The paper
considered North Uttlesford (Great Chesterford), Elsenham, Takeley, Easton Park, Little
28
Dunmow (Chelmer Mead) and West of Braintree.

Ecological Sites on and adjacent to New Settlement/ Neighbourhood
Proposals
6.44 This paper identified the sites designated for their ecological importance within and adjoining
the new settlement/neighbourhood sites, including: North Uttlesford (Great Chesterford),
29
Elsenham, Takeley, Easton park, Little Dunmow (Chelmer Mead) and West of Braintree.

Brief Heritage Impact Assessments
6.45 This paper identified designated heritage assets that could potentially be impacted by
development at sites being promoted for a new settlement, including: North Uttlesford (Great
Chesterford), Elsenham, Takeley, Easton park, Little Dunmow (Chelmer Mead) and West of
30
Braintree. It considers the significance of these heritage assets, the contribution that setting
makes to their overall significance and the likely effect of the proposed development on their
31
setting and overall significance.

Employment Land Review
6.46 An Employment Land Review (ELR) was first carried out in 2011. It was subsequently updated
32
in 2016 and then again in 2017. The ELR update assessed the quantity and quality of the
district’s employment land and forecasted future land and floorspace requirements.
6.47 The ELR update in 2017 found that the district is set to see a net requirement for both office
floorspace and industrial land over the Plan period to 2033 which points towards a need to
retain the current stock of employment land whilst exploring opportunities to both consolidate
poorly performing sites and promote new sites for development. It recommended that the
Council should look to promote new development within existing clusters (where appropriate)
within vacant and derelict land or through the intensification of inefficiently used sites. These
sites should be selected based on their proximity to public transport, links to strategic transport
corridors and nodes, access to markets and an appreciation of existing constraints which may
hinder growth opportunities. The ELR then included suggestions for employment cluster
retention, designation and release.

Economic Viability Study
6.48 Economic viability assessments were carried out for eight New Settlement/Neighbourhood
proposals and seventeen residential allocations put forward by promoters/developers in the
Call for Sites. The assessment concluded that all of the proposed new settlements and
28
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seventeen residential allocations are financially viable and therefore able to be delivered over
33
the Local Plan period if allocated.

Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA)
6.49 The main piece of evidence used to help determine whether the identified housing needs for
the district can be met is the Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA). This identifies the
availability and suitability of sites across the district with the potential to accommodate housing
and employment as well as other uses. The SLAA is a ‘live’ document and is updated annually
by the Council.
6.50 The SLAA involved five stages, as per the methodology proposed in the PPG, and these are
summarised below. For further detail please refer to the SLAA Methodology published in
34
2015.

Stage 1 - Site/ broad locations identification
6.51 The Council undertook a Call for Sites between April and June 2015, The 'Call for Sites' was an
opportunity for developers, landowners, individuals and other interested parties to suggest sites
within Uttlesford District for development. It should be noted that, in accordance with the
NPPG, the SLAA only considered those sites that were identified as being capable of delivering
five or more dwellings or economic development at a minimum size of 0.25ha (or 500sqm net
additional floorspace) or above, or Gypsy and Traveller sites which could accommodate 1 or
more pitches. Sites falling below this threshold are considered potential windfall sites and were
not included in the SLAA other than as part of the windfall allowance in the housing trajectory.
6.52 As part of this stage, the Council reviewed a range of different sources of information to identify
as wide a range as possible of sites as well as broad locations for development. All sites
submitted at this point, regardless of constraints, were included at this stage for the sake of
comprehensiveness.

Stage 2 - Site/ broad location assessment
6.53 The suitability, availability and achievability of sites and broad areas were then assessed and a
judgement made in the plan-making context as to whether a site could be considered
deliverable.
6.54 The council assessed the suitability of each site by considering its location against the following
factors:


Policy constraint



Flood risk



Noise Pollution



Natural environment



Historic environment



Accessibility



Other land uses on the site

6.55 It should be noted that any housing sites allocated in existing development plans, or sites with
planning permission for residential development were considered suitable for housing
development.
6.56 In terms of availability, all sites were assessed to determine if they were genuinely available i.e.
there were no legal or ownership problems, such as ransom strips, multiple ownerships,
tenancies or operational requirements of land owners. A site was considered achievable if
there was a reasonable prospect that development could take place at a particular point in time.

33
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This involved a high-level judgement about the economic viability of a site and the capacity of
the developer to complete the housing over a certain period.
6.57 Where constraints were identified, the assessment considered what action would be needed to
remove them, along with when and how this could be undertaken and the likelihood of
sites/broad locations being delivered.

Stage 3 - Windfalls
6.58 The term “windfall” refers to sites which have not been previously identified but which come
forward for development nonetheless. The NPPF and NPPG advise that, where justified,
windfall sites can contribute towards housing supply. The SLAA identified a windfall allowance
of 50 dwellings per year and this is reviewed annually.

Stage 4 - Assessment Review
6.59 Once all the sites and broad locations have been assessed, the development potential of all the
sites was considered and an assessment made as to whether there are sufficient or insufficient
sites/broad locations to meet objectively assessed needs.

Stage 5 - Final Evidence Base
6.60 The final stage is essentially the core outputs from the assessment including the SHLAA
document, which are available to view and download on the Council’s website as part of the
wider evidence base for the emerging Local Plan.
6.61 The SLAA Update Topic Paper March 2017 found 353 sites were submitted with a theoretical
potential of circa 18,000 dwellings. This included a range of sizes and locations including major
proposals at Takeley. These options were tested in the heritage, landscape, accessibility, and
transport evidence base documents. The SLAA also showed limited opportunities for
expansion of the main towns and villages in the district without a detrimental impact on the
character of the settlements (including their historic character, landscape setting and physical
form), the countryside, the highway network, and services and facilities (e.g. schools and health
services).

SA of site options
6.62 Reasonable site options submitted through the call for sites process and considered through
the SLAA were appraised through the SA process in 2017. A number of site options were
excluded from the SA process at this stage for several of reasons. Planning Advisory Service
(PAS) guidance states that potential sites - identified for example through a SLAA - should be
progressively filtered until a 'short list' of reasonable sites options is generated. In filtering sites,
you can use three broad sets of criteria. If sites don't satisfy these criteria they aren't
'reasonable' alternatives and should be discounted:


Exclusionary criteria - e.g. flood risk areas, areas of outstanding natural beauty (AONB)
and green belt (taking into account Section 9 of the NPPF (paras 79-92)) and areas
outside the pattern of development set out in the strategy.



Discretionary criteria - e.g. relating to public rights of way, agricultural land, local nature
conservation designations etc. which might not lead to the exclusion of a site but would be
important from a sustainability perspective and should influence the decision as to whether
or not a site is taken forward (and, if it is, the conditions that might be attached to any
development).



Deliverability criteria - e.g. land ownership, access, planning history, viability, size etc. all of
which may have a bearing on whether or not the site is deliverable as a location for
development.’

6.63 At this stage in the SA process these reasons amounted to the following:


The position of the settlement within the Settlement Hierarchy. Housing sites within or
adjoining settlements that do not fall within the District’s Towns, Key Villages or Type A-B
Villages (the Countryside as defined within the Plan) were not considered.



The yield or size of the site is too small to allocate in a strategic Plan (these sites can be
considered more of a development management/ control matter). The threshold was set
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at under 10 dwellings. These sites were classified as windfall sites within the plan, and
were not been identified for specific allocation.


Sites that were identified as unsuitable, unachievable or undeliverable/ undevelopable in
the SHLAA.

6.64 Site options that passed through these criteria were considered to be reasonable and were
appraised against a number of SA criteria linked to the SA Framework. The criteria were set
out in Annex C and the findings presented in Appendix 2 of the SA Report published alongside
35
the Preferred Options Document in June 2017. N.B. The plan-making and SA process has
moved on and as a result the findings of the SA for site options at this stage are not included
within this SA Report. A fresh GIS analysis of all site options was carried out to reflect current
evidence. The findings of this work are presented in Appendix IV.

Consideration of Windfall Allowance
6.65 The purpose of this report was to re-examine the methodology and evidence for a windfall
allowance. It considered the delivery of windfall sites over from 2006/7 to 2015/16. It concluded
that there is evidence to justify including a windfall allowance of 70 dwellings per annum in the
36
overall housing supply as well as the housing trajectory and 5-year supply.

Refining the spatial strategy alternatives in 2016/17
6.66 Following a review of the consultation responses received on the Issues and Options
st
Document and accompanying SA Report, a Full Council meeting was held on 21 March
37
2016. During this meeting it was confirmed that a new settlement (or new settlements) should
continue to be investigated and analysed alongside all other possible options for housing and
employment distribution and should not be dismissed at this stage. It was noted that the
delivery of homes in a new settlement would be low in the early stages of the plan period and
then a more significant supply would come on stream later in the plan period. At this stage it
was considered that new settlement[s] could potential deliver 2,000 homes during the plan
period.
6.67 Evidence on supply demonstrated that there was already a significant level of built and/ or
committed development at the towns, in particular Great Dunmow, and at a number of the
38
villages during the plan period.
6.68 The SHLAA and wider evidence base documents showed that there were limited opportunities
for expansion of the main towns and villages in the district without a detrimental impact on the
character of the settlements (including their historic character, landscape setting and physical
form), the countryside, the highway network, and services and facilities (e.g. schools and health
services).
6.69 The evidence also demonstrated that there is no justification for the release of Green Belt land
in the south and south east of the district. This includes areas around the edge of Bishop’s
Stortford, the south of Stansted Mountfichet and around the villages of Birchanger and Hatfield
Heath. A study published in June 2016 also showed that the Countryside Protection Zone
(CPZ) around Stansted Airport is still fulling its purposes and should be maintained.

Development scenarios
6.70 The Issues and Options consultation proposed seven different development scenarios for
housing growth; four based on the Council’s Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) of
580 dwellings per annum and three on a higher figure of 750 dwellings, to test the implications
of greater growth. There was some duplication between scenarios (i.e. the two options of new
settlement or settlements and a hybrid were used for the lower and higher housing figure), so
as a result the scenarios were refined/ consolidated at this stage to the following:

35
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1.

All development allocated in new settlement(s);

2.

All development pepper potted in villages;

3.

All development in the two main towns (Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow);

4.

Combination of development in main towns and villages; and

5.

Hybrid involving new settlement(s), main towns and villages.
th

6.71 There was a Full Council Meeting on 26 July 2016 that considered the five development
scenarios above and sought to identify a preferred approach based on the emerging evidence
base, responses to the Issues and Options consultation and the findings of the SA work to
39
date. The report to Full Council noted that a cross-party Member workshop had been held on
th
28 June 2016, which had considered the overall benefits and risk of the scenarios. These
benefits and risks are summarised in the table below.
th

Table 6.5: Development scenario risks and benefits presented to Full Council on 28 June
2016
Benefits

Risks

1) All development allocated in new settlement(s)




Comprehensively plan the provision of
infrastructure
Critical mass to provide additional infrastructure
Reduces development pressure on the historic
settlements






Relying on only 1 or 2 large sites to deliver the
housing
Deliverability within the Plan period
Deprives other settlements of sustainable growth
Negative impact on 5 year land supply

2) All development pepper potted in villages


Sustains village vitality





Scale of development is likely to have a detrimental
impact on their character, the countryside and the
highway network in many circumstances
Uncertainty that the scale of individual
developments would provide the infrastructure
required - Infrastructure deficit

3) All development in the two main towns (Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow)




Generally sustainable locations for development
Supports existing services and facilities
Help improve infrastructure deficit





Significant impact on their historic character and
landscape setting
Restriction of the pooling of S106 for infrastructure.
Insufficient deliverable sites

4) Combination of development in main towns and villages



Towns are generally sustainable locations for
development
Sustains village vitality and diversity




Some villages are more constrained than others –
could result in disproportionate growth
Uncertainty that the scale of individual
developments would provide the infrastructure
required - Infrastructure deficit

5) Hybrid involving new settlement(s), main towns and villages








39

Towns are generally sustainable locations for
development,
Provides an opportunity for some growth to sustain
village vitality in the most sustainable locations
New settlements allows us to provide for the
highest level of infrastructure demands and
comprehensively meet development needs
Reduces development pressure on the historic
settlements
Helps to maintain a 5 year supply of housing
It can lessen the impact on the highway network





Similar to scenarios 1-4 but to a lesser degree
Loss of countryside
Development may have detrimental impact on
historic character of existing settlements

https://uttlesford.moderngov.co.uk/Data/Council/201607261930/Agenda/Document%204.pdf
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6.72 Full Council, on the basis of the above benefits and risks, the emerging evidence base and the
findings of the SA agreed that that the preferred strategy for the Local Plan should be Scenario
5 - the Hybrid Distribution Strategy - New Settlement(s), Main Towns and Villages.
6.73 Outline reasons for the rejection or progression of distribution scenarios at this stage are
provided in Table 6.6 below.
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Table 6.6: Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of distribution scenarios in 2016
Scenario

Outline reasons

1) All development
allocated in new
settlement(s)

The Scenario is not considered a sound distribution strategy as it would lead to the
overreliance on large sites to deliver the housing and there would be issues
surrounding deliverability within the Plan period. Furthermore, it deprives other
settlements of sustainable growth, and there would be negative impact on five year
land supply. For these reasons this scenario was rejected.

2) All development
The Scenario is not considered a sound distribution strategy as the scale of
pepper potted in villages development is likely to have a detrimental impact on the character of villages, the
countryside and the highway network in many circumstances, and there would be
uncertainty that the scale of individual developments would provide the infrastructure
required. For these reasons, this scenario was rejected.
3) All development in the
two main towns (Saffron
Walden and Great
Dunmow)

The scenario would be likely to have significant impacts on historic character and
landscape setting of the towns as well as the highway network. It would restrict the
pooling of s106 monies for infrastructure, and there are also insufficient deliverable
sites to meet identified needs as submitted through the Call for Sites process. For
these reasons, this scenario was rejected.

4) Combination of
development in main
towns and villages

The main towns and villages already have a significant level of built and committed
development during the plan period. This scenario would require large-scale growth
at the villages, which could result in disproportionate growth, and there would be an
uncertainty that the scale of individual developments would provide the infrastructure
required. There is also the potential for significant impacts on historic character and
landscape setting of the villages. For these reasons this scenario was rejected.

5) Hybrid involving new
settlement(s), main
towns and villages

The scenario would allow for appropriate development at sustainable locations in the
district as well as providing an opportunity for limited growth in villages to sustain the
vitality of sustainable villages. While new settlements could comprehensively meet
development needs and provide significant levels of new infrastructure. A hybrid
strategy would reduce pressure on existing settlements, maintain a five year supply
of housing and lessen the impact on the highway network.

Scale of housing growth
6.74 At this stage, the Council explored some separate alternatives for the overall scale of growth
and made assumptions around how this would affect the number of new settlements required
during the plan period. The following options were identified (with associated assumptions in
terms of delivery related to any new settlement providing a maximum 1,400 homes over the
plan period based on expected start-dates and delivery rates):


SP3(a): A higher indicative figure than that within the SHMA (>14,100 dwellings from 20112033, specified as 15,500) - In order to deliver this quantum, the district would require the
allocation of four new Garden Communities.



SP3(b): The lower end of the OAHN figure within the SHMA (12,500 dwellings from 20112033) - In order to deliver this quantum, the district would require the allocation of two new
Garden Communities.



SP3(c): A lower indicative figure than that of the lower OAHN figure (<12,500 dwellings
from 2011-2033) - In order to deliver this quantum, the district would require the allocation
of one new Garden Community.



SP3(d): A total of 8,750 dwellings over the plan period - as identified by the Local Plan
Inspector in his report on the (withdrawn) Submission Local Plan December 2014 - In
order to meet this quantum, it would be anticipated that the district would not need to
allocate any new Garden Communities.

6.75 Each of the options identified above were subject to appraisal through the SA process. The
findings of this work were presented in Chapter 5 of the SA Report that accompanied the
40
Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan on Consultation from July to September 2017.
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6.76 The SA Report noted that the options that would deliver less than the OAHN could not be
considered as reasonable alternatives but were nevertheless included for comparative
purposes. The appraisal found that while the higher growth options are likely to result in
positive effects of greater significance for SA Objectives relating to housing, communities and
accessibility they are also more likely to have negative effects against SA Objectives relating to
biodiversity, the landscape and pollution.
6.77 Outline reasons for the rejection or progression of the options for the scale of housing growth at
this stage are provided in Table 6.7 below.
Table 6.7: Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of scale and distribution options in 2016/17
Scenario

Outline reasons

SP3(a): A higher indicative figure than that within the
SHMA (>14,100 dwellings from 2011-2033, specified
as 15,500) - In order to deliver this quantum, the
district would require the allocation of four new
Garden Communities.

Four new Garden Communities was discounted as an
option as it would lead to increased environmental effects
in the Plan area. Additionally, no currently rejected
Garden Community option has been deemed a
sustainable option for allocation due to insurmountable
issues/ an inability for benefits to outweigh constraints.

SP3(b): The lower end of the OAHN figure within the
SHMA (12,500 dwellings from 2011-2033) - In order
to deliver this quantum, the district would require the
allocation of two new Garden Communities.

This alternative was rejected as it would not meet the
District’s Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for
housing within the Plan period.

SP3(c): A lower indicative figure than that of the
lower OAHN figure (<12,500 dwellings from 20112033) - In order to deliver this quantum, the district
would require the allocation of one new Garden
Community.

This alternative was rejected as it would not meet the
District’s Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for
housing within the Plan period.

SP3(d): A total of 8,750 dwellings over the plan
period - as identified by the Local Plan Inspector in
his report on the (withdrawn) Submission Local Plan
December 2014 - In order to meet this quantum, it
would be anticipated that the district would not need
to allocate any new Garden Communities.

This alternative was rejected as it would not meet the
District’s Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for
housing within the Plan period.

Garden Communities
6.78 At this stage there was a need to explore potential options for new settlements in more detail.
The SHLAA and wider evidence base documents demonstrated that there were limited
opportunities for expansion of the main towns and villages in the district without a detrimental
impact on the character of the settlements (including their historic character, landscape setting
and physical form), the countryside, the highway network, and services and facilities (e.g.
schools and health services).
6.79 As a result, the preferred approach for the distribution of housing growth included the delivery
of one if not more new settlements to ensure that housing needs are met during the plan
period.
6.80 The call for site process and the SHLAA allowed the Council at this stage to translate the AoS
for new settlements identified in 2015 into more focused, site specific options that could
potentially deliver new Garden Communities.
6.81 Table 6.8 indicates whether sites for large scale growth were submitted through the Call for
Sites process within an identified AoS for a new settlement.
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Table 6.8: New settlement options submitted within the previously explored Areas of
Search
New Settlement Areas of Search

Promoted site/ area

Suitable land submitted
for strategic growth?

AoS 1: M11 Junction 9a - East

Great Chesterford/ North
Uttlesford

Yes

AoS 2: M11 Junction 9a - West

N/A

No

AoS 3: Elsenham area

Elsenham

Yes

AoS 4: M11 Junction 8 - North-west

Birchanger

Yes

AoS 5: M11 Junction 8 - South-east

N/A

No

AoS 6: South of A120, North of Hatfield Forest

Takeley

Yes

AoS 7: North of A120, West of great Dunmow

Easton Park

Yes

AoS 8: South of the A120

N/A

No

AoS 9: West of Braintree

West of Braintree

Yes

6.82 In addition to the six options identified above, a further site/ area was submitted for
consideration as a Garden Community (GC) through the call for sites process that fell outside
the AoS. This option, south of the A120 and east of Little Dunmow was referred to as ‘Chelmer
Mead’ at the time.
6.83 The seven identified options were as follows (with SHLAA reference number):


Easton Park (06LtEas15)



Great Chesterford (10Gte15)



West of Braintree (05Ste15 and 06Ste15)



Takeley (13Tak15 and 11Tak15)



Elsenham (07Els15)



Birchanger (05Bir15)



Chelmer Mead (03LtDun14)

6.84 The Council recognised at this stage that some of the submitted sites were not of a sufficient
scale to deliver the minimum threshold of 5,000 dwellings, which could provide a new
secondary school (as per ECC comments on the Issues and Options Document). Despite this,
these sites (including Takeley, Elsenham, Birchanger and Chelmer Mead) were carried forward
for further consideration as they were being actively promoted and in order to ensure that all
potential options were explored.
6.85 An independent SA of the seven GC options was carried out by Place Services and sent to the
Council in October 2016. The appraisal looked at the sustainability effects of development
within specific areas of land as they were submitted, and whether they were suitable in line with
Garden City Principles using a sustainability framework developed relevant to proposals of
such a scale. The framework was presented in Annex C and the findings of the appraisal were
presented in Chapter 8 of the SA Report that accompanied the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan
41
on consultation from July to September 2017.
6.86 The findings of the SA work informed the production of a Reasonable Alternatives Identification
Note (December 2016). This note was prepared by an independent consultant (Troy Planning)
to explore what could be considered reasonable in meeting identified housing needs based on
some assumptions regarding start dates and delivery rates of GCs.

41
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6.87 The note recommended that two of the site options for a new settlement should not be
considered further in plan-making for a number of reasons:


Elsenham - Following the previous conclusions of the Inspector with respect to the
withdrawn 2014 Uttlesford Local Plan and the then recently dismissed Planning Appeal
upon a portion of the site. Constraints to be overcome as part of a strategy to achieve
sustainable development appeared insurmountable within the plan period.



Birchanger - The site is located within the Green Belt and would require the Council to
demonstrate exceptional circumstances justifying Green Belt release. Discussion with
Officers indicated that the scale of delivery in the first instance would comprise a potential
‘village extension’ of c.800 units, which is inconsistent with the functions of a ‘new
42
settlement’ within the preferred ‘hybrid’ strategy.

6.88 For the remaining five GC options the note identified indicative capacities, which are provided
in the table below.
Table 6.9: Garden Community options
Column heading

Best case during
plan period

Alternative case c. 50% of best case

Total site capacity based
on submitted details

1. Great Chesterford

2,250 (1a)

1,125 (1b)

5,000

2. Easton Park

2,300 (2a)

1,150 (2b)

10,000

600 (3a)

N/A

12,000

4. Takeley

1,700 (4a)

850 (4b)

1,700

5. Chelmer Mead

2,700 (5a)

1,500 (5b)

2,700

3. West of Braintree

6.89 At this point the Council considered that it would be appropriate to explore potential
combinations of the five GC options. In December 2016 eleven scenarios were identified to
test the delivery of the identified housing quanta of 14,100 dwellings, which represented the
OAHN for the District at that time.
6.90 A twelfth scenario was included that did not meet the OAHN. This scenario was included for
comparison purposes but was not considered to be a ‘reasonable alternative'. Another
scenario (Option 5) was removed from consideration due to viability concerns surrounding any
scenario that explored less than the full proposal at Great Chesterford. As a result, the
scenarios below are referenced 1-4 and 6-13 in Table 6.10 below.

42
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Table 6.10: Garden Community Scenarios

Option

Total (including
‘constant’
components (9,854
dwellings)

Site A

Site B

Site C

Option 1

1a - Great
Chesterford (2,500)

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

5,400 (15,254)

Option 2

1a - Great
Chesterford (2,500)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

4a - Takeley (1,700)

4,800 (14,654)

Option 3

1a - Great
Chesterford (2,500)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

5,800 (15,654)

Option 4

1a - Great
Chesterford (2,500)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

5b - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

4,600 (14,454)

Option 6

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

4a - Takeley (1,700)

4,600 (14,454)

Option 7

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

5,600 (15,454)

Option 8

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

5b - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

4,400 (14,254)

Option 9

2b - Easton Park
(1,150)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

4,450 (14,304)

Option 10

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

4a - Takeley (1,700)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

5,000 (14,854)

Option 11

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

4b - Takeley (850)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

4,150 (14,004)

Option 12

1a - Great
Chesterford (2,500)

2b - Easton Park
(1,150)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

4,250 (14,104)

Option 13

1a - Great
Chesterford (2,500)

3a - West of
Braintree (600)

4b - Takeley (850)

3,950 (13,804)

6.91 The GC scenarios identified above were subject to appraisal through the SA process in
January 2017. The findings of this work were presented in Appendix 1 of the SA Report that
accompanied the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan on consultation from July to September
43
2017.
6.92 In February 2017 a workshop was held with members of the Council’s Planning Policy Working
Group to brief them on the further work on GC options and scenarios, including the findings of
the SA work. The content of the workshop was summarised in a Topic Paper - Identification of
Reasonable Alternatives for the Uttlesford Local Plan 2011-2033 that was considered by the
Planning Policy Working Group on 6 April 2017.
6.93 As stated earlier, the evidence base demonstrated that there were limited opportunities for
expansion of the main towns and villages in the district without a detrimental impact on the
character of the settlements (including their historic character, landscape setting and physical
form), the countryside, the highway network, and services and facilities (e.g. schools and health
services).
6.94 Given the predicted delivery rates of the new settlement options, it would not be possible to rely
on just one or two new settlements to help meet the residual housing requirement during the
plan period. Failure to meet these delivery rates could place additional pressure on the other,
existing towns and villages in the district. Consequently, it was considered that it was
necessary to consider combinations of three new settlements. This was considered to provide
for the housing need whilst reflecting realistic assumptions for housing delivery. Three new
settlements were considered to provide contingency and flexibility in terms of start dates and
delivery rates. It was also noted at the workshop that the evidence base for the Local Plan
43
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provided limited grounds to increase allocations elsewhere, in particular at the other towns and
villages. It was agreed at the workshop that it would be helpful to receive presentations from
each of the new settlement site promoters to inform further consideration of the reasonable
alternatives. Subsequently Developer Presentation Evenings were held for each site in March
2017.
6.95 The overall conclusion was that only three of the five options were of sufficient scale to be
Garden Communities with the potential to be sustainable. Outline reasons for the rejection or
progression of Garden Community options at this stage are provided in Table 6.11 below.
Table 6.11: Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of Garden Community options in 2017
GC options

Outline reasons

West of Braintree

Land west of Braintree is considered a sustainable location due to good access onto
the A120 and its proximity to service and facilities in Braintree.

Easton Park

Easton Park is considered a sustainable location due to its proximity to Stansted
Airport and the potential for sustainable transport links to the airport and to Great
Dunmow and good access onto the A120.

North Uttlesford (Great
Chesterford)

The site at Great Chesterford benefits from its proximity to M11 Junction 9 and Great
Chesterford Railway Station; as well as access to biomedical and research and
development employment opportunities north of Saffron Walden and south of
Cambridge.

Takeley

An extension to Priors Green, Takeley would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) leading to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11
Junction 8 in particular. Furthermore the scale of development being promoted was
not large enough to provide a self-sustaining community.

Chelmer Mead (Little
Dunmow)

Land at Little Dunmow was rejected because of issues in relation to highways and
the need for a new junction on to the A120. The site is considered an unsustainable
location because it may be more difficult to integrate a high frequency bus service
connection to rail services due to the site being some distance from rail links; and it
would lead to the coalescence the settlements of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
with detrimental impacts on historic assets of Little Dunmow.

Birchanger

Land at Birchanger lies within the Metropolitan Green Belt. The Uttlesford Green Belt
Review 2016 found that the Green Belt in this location performed strongly against the
functions of the Green Belt. Furthermore the scale of development being promoted
was not large enough to provide a self-sustaining community.

Elsenham

The decision to reject the location at Elsenham for a new settlement was based on
the inadequate access with respect to the strategic road network and the views of the
Local Plan Inspector’s letters 2014 and the refusal of planning permission for 800
dwellings by the Secretary of State in August 2016.

6.96 Based on the above, outline reasons for the rejection or progression of Garden Community
scenarios identified in Table 6.12 are provided below.
Table 6.12: Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of Garden Community options in 2017

Option

Site A

Option 1

1a - Great Chesterford 2a - Easton Park
(2,500)
(2,300)

Outline
reason

Although the quanta within the Plan has progressed to more accurately reflect expected build
out rates and requirements within the Plan period, this option most closely reflects the preferred
combination of and level of growth during the plan period at Easton Park, North Uttlesford and
West of Braintree. This combination has been selected as it ensures the merits of spatial
distribution across the District, with good links to centres of economic growth and employment
opportunities, existing services and also good connectivity to strategic roads and nearby rail
links.
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Site C
4a - Takeley (1,700)

4,800 (14,654)

Option

Site A

Option 2

1a - Great Chesterford 3a - West of Braintree
(2,500)
(600)

Outline
reason

The inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) further leading to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
particular. Furthermore the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community.

Option 3

1a - Great Chesterford 3a - West of Braintree
(2,500)
(600)

Outline
reason

The option was rejected as it includes the development of Chelmer Mead, which was rejected
because of issues in relation to highways and the need for a new junction on to the A120. The
site is considered an unsustainable location because it may be more difficult to integrate a high
frequency bus service connection to rail services due to the site being some distance from rail
links; and it would lead to the coalescence the settlements of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
with detrimental impacts on historic assets of Little Dunmow.

Option 4

1a - Great Chesterford 3a - West of Braintree
(2,500)
(600)

Outline
reason

The option was rejected as it includes the development of Chelmer Mead, which was rejected
because of issues in relation to highways and the need for a new junction on to the A120. The
site is considered an unsustainable location because it may be more difficult to integrate a high
frequency bus service connection to rail services due to the site being some distance from rail
links; and it would lead to the coalescence the settlements of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
with detrimental impacts on historic assets of Little Dunmow.

Option 6

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

Outline
reason

The inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) further leading to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
particular. Furthermore, the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community.

Option 7

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

Outline
reason

The option was rejected as it includes the development of Chelmer Mead, which was rejected
because of issues in relation to highways and the need for a new junction on to the A120. The
site is considered an unsustainable location because it may be more difficult to integrate a high
frequency bus service connection to rail services due to the site being some distance from rail
links; and it would lead to the coalescence the settlements of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
with detrimental impacts on historic assets of Little Dunmow.

Option 8

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

Outline
reason

The option was rejected as it includes the development of Chelmer Mead, which was rejected
because of issues in relation to highways and the need for a new junction on to the A120. The
site is considered an unsustainable location because it may be more difficult to integrate a high
frequency bus service connection to rail services due to the site being some distance from rail
links; and it would lead to the coalescence the settlements of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
with detrimental impacts on historic assets of Little Dunmow.

Option 9

2b - Easton Park
(1,150)

Outline
reason

The option was rejected as it includes the development of Chelmer Mead, which was rejected
because of issues in relation to highways and the need for a new junction on to the A120. The
site is considered an unsustainable location because it may be more difficult to integrate a high
frequency bus service connection to rail services due to the site being some distance from rail
links; and it would lead to the coalescence the settlements of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
with detrimental impacts on historic assets of Little Dunmow.
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Site B
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components (9,854
dwellings)

3a - West of Braintree
(600)

3a - West of Braintree
(600)

3a - West of Braintree
(600)

3a - West of Braintree
(600)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

5b - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

4a - Takeley (1,700)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

5b - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

5,800 (15,654)

4,600 (14,454)

4,600 (14,454)

5,600 (15,454)

4,400 (14,254)

4,450 (14,304)
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Total (including
‘constant’
components (9,854
dwellings)

Option

Site A

Site B

Site C

Option 10

3a - West of Braintree
(600)

4a - Takeley (1,700)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

Outline
reason

The inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) further leading to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
particular. Furthermore the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community.

Option 11

3a - West of Braintree
(600)

Outline
reason

The inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) further leading to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
particular. Furthermore the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community. Additionally, the option of Chelmer Mead was rejected in
relation to highways and the need for a new junction on to the A120.

Option 12

1a - Great Chesterford 2b - Easton Park
(2,500)
(1,150)

Outline
reason

The option only just meets the District’s OAN with no contingency or buffer identified in relation
to going some way to meeting the Plan period housing supply figure identified within the
Government’s proposed changes to the NPPF, which introduces a standardised methodology.
The option was rejected in favour of such a buffer, with higher plan period growth at Easton Park
which is considered developable.

Option 13

1a - Great Chesterford 3a - West of Braintree
(2,500)
(600)

Outline
reason

The inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) further leading to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
particular. Furthermore the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community.

4b - Takeley (850)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(2,700)

3a - West of Braintree
(600)

4b - Takeley (850)

5,000 (14,854)

4,150 (14,004)

4,250 (14,104)

3,950 (13,804)

Development limits
6.97 At this stage a number of alternative policy options were explored in relation to the
development limits of settlements, this included their potential removal. However, it was
considered that the removal of development limits would not reflect a sound planning approach
in line with settlement hierarchy and the wider spatial strategy. The absence of development
limits would lead to a significant number of speculative proposals in the Countryside.

Employment options
6.98 At this stage in plan-making a number of alternatives policy approaches were explored through
the SA process. Two alternative approaches were identified in terms of the scale of new jobs to
be delivered during the plan period based on the findings of the Objectively Assessed
Economic Need study at the FEMA level as well as the Employment Land Review. These are
set out below:


SP4(a): A higher indicative increase in jobs (>14,600)



SP4(b): A lower indicative increase in jobs (<14,600)

6.99 The two options along with the preferred policy approach for a minimum net increase of 14,630
jobs were appraised against the SA framework. The findings of this work are presented in

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
49

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Chapter 5 of the SA Report that accompanied the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan on
44
consultation from July to September 2017.
6.100 The SA concluded that there were no differences between the options against the majority of
SA objectives. The preferred policy approach and option SP4(a) were identified as having the
potential for a positive effect of greater significance against the SA objective relating to
employment.
6.101 The option proposing a higher increase in jobs (> 14,600) was rejected as it was not considered
achievable within the plan period. The option proposing a lower increase in jobs (< 14,600)
was rejected as it would not factor in a suitable amount of growth to meet identified needs.

Other topics
6.102 A number of alternative policy approaches were explored and considered through the SA
process at this stage. The findings of this work and the outline reasons for the selection or
rejection of alternatives for the different policy approaches are presented in Chapter 5 of the SA
Report that accompanied the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan on consultation from June to
September 2017.

44
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7. Regulation 19 Local Plan and
Focused Changes 2018
Introduction
7.1

Following consultation on the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan and SA Report in 2017, the
representations were reviewed and further technical work was carried out. As for the previous
chapter, emerging evidence at this stage is firstly discussed and split into two sections, ‘topdown' consideration of high-level issues and the ‘bottom-up’ consideration of district-level
issues. The chapter then goes on to explain how this evidence informed the refinement of
spatial strategy alternatives in 2018.

‘Top-down’ considerations
Housing Market Area (HMA)
7.2

A further SHMA update was carried out and published in July 2017, which took into
consideration the latest relevant evidence including the Department for Communities and Local
Government’s (now Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government) 2014 based
household projections (July 2016). These updates led to a revised objectively assessed
housing need (OAHN) for the HMA of 51,710 dwellings from a previous figure of 46,100 while
the need for affordable housing remained largely unchanged from the 2015 SHMA.

7.3

The update identified a slightly increased OAHN for three of the four local authorities in the
HMA. However, as the increase had been largely anticipated and accounted for in the HMA
level work and preferred strategy, the updated overall housing need across the entire HMA
remained broadly consistent with what had already been agreed (signed Memorandum of
Understanding, March 2017). As stated in paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), local authorities should “…ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area…”

7.4

It was not considered necessary to revisit alternatives for the level and distribution of growth for
the HMA set out in the signed MoU (March 2017). The SA of Strategic Spatial Options
published in 2016 considered three alternatives for the overall level of growth in the HMA,
45
which included the delivery of ~ 46,000, ~ 49,638 and ~ 57,400 new homes within the HMA.
As such, higher numbers including figures approximating to and in excess of 51,710 new
dwellings had already been tested and so there was no need to revisit the HMA-level
optioneering work.

7.5

As a result, the HMA authorities were satisfied that the approach set out within the MoU will
ensure that the predicted housing need of the HMA will be met over the course of the Local
46
Plan periods.

7.6

The updated SHMA (2017) identified the objectively assessed housing need (OAHN) in
Uttlesford District to be around 13,332 new homes by 2033 (based on a market signals uplift of
13.63%). The Inspector at the examination for the East Hertfordshire Local Plan adjusted the
market signals uplift for East Hertfordshire from 13.63% to 14%. It was therefore considered
prudent to do the same for Uttlesford, which led to an OAHN of 13,376 new homes.

7.7

However, this does not take into account the need for growth in communal residential
establishments, such as care homes. For Uttlesford there is a further requirement for growth of
communal establishments to meet the needs of 504 people. As a result, this was included as
part of the wider OAN for the district, taking the figure to 13,880 new homes.

45

Epping, East Herts, Harlow and Uttlesford District Councils (2016) SA of Strategic Spatial Options for the West Essex and
East Hertfordshire Housing Market Area. http://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6626&p=0
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It should be noted that Uttlesford District Council published a Regulation 18 Local Plan for consultation in July 2017, which
includes a housing target of 14,100 dwellings.
Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
51

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

7.8

SA Report

There is always uncertainty in the forecasting of growth needs; therefore, to reflect
uncertainties in the forecasting, and in order to ensure a robust level of growth that meets the
needs of the district, the housing requirement for the Local Plan was identified as ‘at least
14,000 homes’ at this stage.

Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA)
7.9

Further work was carried out to update the Objectively Assessed Economic Need for the
FEMA. This was necessary as some new evidence, including the updated SHMA and updated
East of England Forecasting Model, had been released.

7.10 The work was published in October 2017 and found that the total requirement is estimated at
86,800 sq m of offices and 261,500 sq m of industrial for the FEMA up to 2033. In land terms
this is estimated at 9-22 hectares for offices and 65 hectares for industrial development. Table
7.1 summarises the requirement 2016-33 for each of the four districts within the FEMA
47
including the additional provision.
Table 7.1 Total estimated future sites and premises requirements 2016-33
Office (Ha)

Industrial (Ha)

East Herts

3-7

13

Epping Forest

2-5

14

Harlow

2-4

16

Uttlesford

2-5

22

Additional provision to balance labour market

1-2

2

10-24

68

West Essex and East Herts FEMA

7.11 A MoU for the distribution of the objectively assessed employment needs for the West Essex/
East Hertfordshire FEMA was signed in May 2018. The agreed preferred scenario arising from
the FEMA work includes 16,000 new jobs (2011-33) in Uttlesford District as well as 2-5 ha of
offices and 22 ha of industrial (2016-33).

‘Bottom-up’ considerations
7.12 A number of additional technical studies were carried out following consultation on the
Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan and some of these were in response to some of the
representations received. A summary of this evidence is provided below.

Gypsy and Traveller Needs
7.13 A joint Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) was carried out and published
in January 2018. It concluded that no additional pitches were required for households that
meet the planning definition.

Transport Study Addendum
7.14 Additional sensitivity testing was carried out to examine the transport impacts of considering
additional committed development in the reference case and the effects of applying modal shift
assumptions to committed development and Local Plan development. The Transport Study
48
Addendum Report 2 was published in May 2018.
7.15 The further work identified that all highway links within Uttlesford currently operate within
capacity at the 2016 base year and only a few links in neighbouring districts (within the study
area) were identified as being over capacity (greater than 100% stress). The following roads
within Uttlesford are forecast to exceed their theoretical link capacity by 2033 without any Local
47

Hardisty Jones Associates (October 2017) West Essex and East Hertfordshire Assessment of Employment Needs
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Plan development, if all the assumed reference case growth is realised and in the absence of
any modal shift away from current levels of car use:


M11 Junction 7 to Junction 9;



A120 from the B1383 west of M11J8 to M11J8;



A120(T) from M11J8 to Great Dunmow;



B1256 west of Great Dunmow;



B1008 south of Great Dunmow through Barnston;



A1060 through Hatfield Heath and Leden Roding;



B1383 at Stansted Mountfitchet; and



B1383 at Newport.

7.16 The testing concluded that the addition of Local Plan development traffic increases the total link
lengths that are forecast to be at, or close to capacity by the end of 2033. However, it can be
seen from the stress plans that, by comparison, the impacts due to Local Plan development
traffic are relatively small and committed development traffic will place significantly more
pressure on the operation of the highway network within the district than Local Plan growth.
7.17 The results indicate that modal shift will help by reducing overall development car trips.
However, the maximum stress levels forecast for the A120(T) within the district still exceed
100% even with the most optimistic (25%) modal shift assumption.
7.18 The Addendum states that, “Having regard to link capacity impacts, accessibility and
sustainable transport the appraisals have found that the following locations would therefore be
preferable for new garden communities: Great Chesterford; Easton Park and West of
Braintree”.

A505 Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study
7.19 The study focuses upon the use of the A505 corridor (between the A10 at Royston in
Hertfordshire and the A11 at Abington in Cambridgeshire), areas of delay and congestion,
constraints, and options through which some of the existing and anticipated future issues
49
associated with the road’s traffic capacity can be resolved.
7.20 The study made the following conclusions:


The broad corridor in which it runs is relatively free of constraints. Where constraints exist,
they relate to either the narrow width of the carriageway and highway boundary, and the
need to bridge the motorway, river or rail provision.



Development in the sub-region, across Uttlesford and the neighbouring authorities in
Cambridgeshire, Hertfordshire and Suffolk, will generate a large increase in vehicles
seeking to use the A505. However, Uttlesford itself will only generate a relatively small
proportion of this, amounting to between 2% and 11% of all trips.



Despite the anticipated increase in demand on the corridor there are various options
through which the link capacity of the A505 could be improved. These include both ‘online’
and ‘off-line’ interventions, which have the potential to both increase capacity and generate
additional benefits in the form of opening up additional land for development, and air
quality, safety and severance improvements.

A120(T)/A120 Corridor Mitigation Strategy
7.21 A note was published in June 2018 that summarised the proposed strategy for mitigating the
impact of Local Plan development traffic on the A120(T)/A120 corridor within Uttlesford between the boundary with East Hertfordshire at the A120/B1383 junction approximately 2km
west of M11 Junction 8 and the boundary with Braintree at Blake End. In summary the
mitigation strategy proposes the following.
49
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First five years:


Promote development at locations that are or can be made sustainable.



Apply Garden Community principles for major allocations.



Deliver infrastructure and services to facilitate uptake of sustainable travel.



Interim improvements at M11 Junction.



Interim improvements at the A120/A1250 Roundabout.



Interim improvements at the A120/B1383 Stansted Road Roundabout.



Identify site specific transport mitigation at the planning application stage.

Beyond five years:


Monitor A120(T)/A120 corridor performance.



Review mitigation strategy every five years in line with Local Plan reviews.



Measures to manage peak period traffic flows.



The A120(T) to A12(T) upgrade scheme to improve the A120(T) Galley’s Corner and
Mark’s Farm Roundabout junctions as part of RIS2.



Identify and promote a ‘long term’ solution at M11 Junction 8 for delivery through future
RIS.

Historic environment
7.22 A number of assessments were carried out in relation to the historic environment. These
included the following:


Brief Archaeological Assessment - Proposed Uttlesford Garden Communities (Place
Services, Essex County Council, January 2018);



Archaeological Assessment of Allocated Sites (Place Services, Essex County Council,
February 2018);



Heritage Impact Assessments for the Garden Communities (Donald Insall Associates, May
2018); and



Archaeology Addendum notes for North Uttlesford, Easton Park, West of Braintree Garden
Communities (June 2018).

Water Cycle Study Update
7.23 This update was published in April 2018 and assessed the provision of key wastewater
infrastructure and any associated new environmental permit requirements for accommodating
50
the proposed Garden Communities. It sought to address the issues previously raised by the
Environment Agency during the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan Consultation in 2017.
7.24 The study found that substantial new water supply infrastructure will be required for the new
Garden Community sites (i.e. in addition to water efficiency measures beyond the current
statutory standards). It indicates there are limited constraints associated with the allocated
development in the Towns and Key Villages, with the existing Water Recycling Centres (WRCs)
having the capacity to accommodate increased flows, with future investment and planning by
the operating water and sewerage company. Overall, following consultation with Anglian Water
and Thames Water, no significant sewerage capacity issues associated with any of the Garden
Community sites as amount to potential “show stoppers”; however, some existing WRCs would
likely require major upgrades and new tighter discharge consents where necessary in order to
accommodate the increased flow.
7.25 The study also found that the major impact of the potential development sites on the water
environment will be the variations in water quality and quantity discharged to receiving
50

Arcadis on behalf of Uttlesford District Council (2018) Uttlesford District Water Cycle Study: Detailed Update - First Stage.
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watercourses from the sites themselves (surface water runoff) and the WRC that serve the
sites. Water discharged from the sites will require careful management to ensure the
development does not have a detrimental impact on the water environment.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan
7.26 The IDP was updated in 2018 to take account of representations received and reflect changes
51
made to the Local Plan. This identified many of the same challenges in terms of physical and
social infrastructure as the IDP published in 2017.

Economic Viability Study
7.27 The Viability Study demonstrated that the Local Plan policies in relation to residential
development are financially viable for all typologies tested and that a policy requiring 40%
affordable housing on sites of 11 units or more is achievable (H6). The high-level appraisal of
Garden Community typologies, based on available information, concluded that the allocated
52
Garden Community sites are deliverable in the plan period and beyond.

Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) Update
7.28 The methodology used to assess sites submitted through the Call for Sites process was
updated in May 2018. From this point the process was called the Strategic Land Availability
Assessment (SLAA) rather than the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).
Since the Call for Sites exercise and publication of the SHMA in 2015, additional sites have
been submitted for consideration either through the Call for Sites process or through
representations to the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan in 2017 which were assessed and
included in the SLAA. In addition the Green Belt Review and the Countryside Protection Zone
Study had been published.
7.29 Furthermore the Council had identified its preferred spatial strategy which focuses the majority
of development to the towns and new Garden Communities and for the Key Villages to be a
major focus for development in the rural areas with more limited development in the Type A
Villages.
7.30 A total of 372 sites (including the additional sites) were submitted through the Call for Sites
2
process at this stage. Only sites which proposed 5 or more dwellings, 500m or more
employment space or 1 or more gypsy or traveller pitch were considered through the SLAA
process; any smaller sites were considered potential windfall.
7.31 The new methodology applied a site classification. Once an assessment of the site against the
suitability, availability and achievability tests had been undertaken, each site was given a
Classification from A to E as indicated in Table 7.2 below.

51

Troy Planning on behalf of Uttlesford District Council (2018) Infrastructure Development Plan.
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure
52
Three Dragons and Troy Planning on behalf of Uttlesford District Council (2018) Economic Viability Study.
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure
Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
55

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Table 7.2: SLAA Classifications
Classification Explanation
A

These are sites which have planning permission and are generally considered deliverable
within the first five years of the plan period.

B

These are sites that are considered deliverable/ developable within the plan period but do not
currently have planning permission. These sites are largely free from major physical and
infrastructure constraints. The sites are broadly in line with National Planning Policy
considerations and the development strategy of the emerging Local Plan.

C

These are sites where further work is needed to demonstrate the achievability or suitability of
sites. This can include issues such as achieving a suitable access, mitigating impacts of noise
or air pollution from the M11/A120/railway line; mitigate against small parts of the site being
subject to flooding; or to minimise the impact on neighbouring uses or the landscape, historic
or natural assets.

D

Sites in this category are likely to be broadly developable but not deliverable within the plan
period. Developability may only become realistic if other sites are built out so these sites
represent future extensions, but this would require speculative consideration far beyond the 15
year plan period.

E

These sites are not considered developable and delivery is not considered suitable within 15
years for one or more of the following reasons:
 Departure from National Policy leading to development in unsustainable locations
Development being of a vastly disproportionate scale to the adjacent settlement.
 Sites contrary to the development strategy of concentrating development in Garden.
Communities which are of a scale to be self-contained and provide a secondary school.
 Sites in Type B villages where development would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
 Sites which contribute to the purposes of the Green Belt or Countryside protection Zone as
identified in the Green Belt Review (2016) and the Countryside Protection Zone Review
(2016).
 Sites with insurmountable physical constraints such as flood risk, noise pollution.

7.32 Those sites which fall within Classification A-B are likely to come forward during the plan period
and therefore contribute towards the overall housing supply in Uttlesford District. The findings
of the SLAA are summarised in Appendix IV of this SA Report.

SA of site options
7.33 Any new site options that passed the criteria previously used and referred to in Chapter 6 of
this SA Report, were subject to appraisal through the SA process. The SA criteria were set out
in Annex C and the findings presented in Appendix 2 of the SA Report published alongside the
53
Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local Plan in June 2018.
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Refinement of spatial strategy alternatives in 2018
Regulation 19 Local Plan (July 2018)
7.34 The Council reviewed and took into consideration all the representations received from the
Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan consultation in 2017 as well as further technical work carried
out.

Distribution scenarios
7.35 There was no new evidence at this stage to suggest that alternatives needed to be explored
further in terms of the distribution of housing growth during the plan period. The updated SLAA
did not identify any new strategic site options that could deliver significant growth during the
plan period. Furthermore, there was no new evidence to suggest that there could be
significantly higher growth at the towns and villages within the district given the previously
identified constraints.
7.36 Despite this, at this stage it was considered appropriate to undertake some further high level
appraisal work to examine the trade-offs between more traditional solutions to accommodating
growth (i.e. expansion of existing settlements/ urban areas) versus the delivery of new
settlements or Garden Communities.
7.37 It should be noted that the assessment was based on a number of assumptions and these are
set out in Appendix 5 of the SA Report that accompanied the Regulation 19 Local Plan on
54
consultation in June 2018. This included an assumption that the options could meet the
OAHN.
7.38 The appraisal found that the traditional approaches performed more poorly against SA
Objectives relating to biodiversity, historic environment, sustainable travel, housing, education
and the economy. It found that new settlements are more likely to result in significant long term
positive effects as the critical mass they provide will enable the delivery of more new
infrastructure and that it will also be better integrated with development. The findings of the
appraisal were presented in Appendix 5 of the SA Report that accompanied the Regulation 19
55
Local Plan on consultation from June to August 2018.
th

7.39 The hybrid distribution strategy agreed at Full Council on 26 July 2016 and subsequently
tested through the development of the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan remained the preferred
strategy, due largely to the infrastructure benefits that new communities can deliver in part from
the land value capture opportunities that a new community offers. Existing towns and villages
often have existing infrastructure constraints where it is more difficult to provide for the new
infrastructure needed for major growth. Existing towns also have other issues such as impact
on sensitive landscape and impact on the road infrastructure for example.
7.40 As a result, the outline reasons for selecting/ rejecting the five development scenarios set out in
Table 6.6, in Chapter 6 of this SA Report were considered to still be valid at this stage in planmaking.

Scale of housing growth
7.41 Since the Regulation 18 (Draft) Local Plan consultation stage in 2017 the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government's (MHCLG) (formerly the Department for Communities
and Local Government) introduced a standardised methodology for calculating OAHN
nationally. This initially indicated that OAHN for the District is 16,280 dwellings over the plan
period (2011-2033) or 740 dwellings per annum. However, it should be noted that the
methodology has not yet been formerly adopted, and a transitional period is built into the
revised NPPF, allowing plan preparation that has reached an advanced stage to progress.
7.42 Despite this, it was considered prudent to explore an additional option for a higher level of
housing growth during the plan period alongside the four options (SP3a to SP3d) identified
earlier in Chapter 6 of this SA Report. The following additional option was identified:
54
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SP3(e): A total of 16,280 dwellings over the plan period - as identified as the OAN for the
District in the MHCLG consultation using the standardised methodology. In order to meet
this quantum, it can be expected that the District could require the allocation of five new
Garden Communities or further allocations on the edge of existing communities.

7.43 This option was subject to appraisal through the SA process. The findings of this work were
presented alongside that for the other four options in Chapter 5 of the SA Report that
56
accompanied the Regulation 19 Local Plan on Consultation from June to August 2018.
7.44 The SA found that options SP3(a) and SP3(e) performed similarly with a higher level of growth
more likely to result in positive effects of greater significance for SA Objectives relating to
housing, communities and accessibility. However, they are also more likely to have significant
negative effects against SA Objectives relating to biodiversity, the landscape and pollution.
7.45 Outline reasons for the rejection or progression of the options for the scale of housing growth at
this stage are provided in Table 7.3 below.
Table 7.3: Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of scale and distribution options in 2016/17
Scenario

Outline reasons

SP3(a): A higher indicative figure than that within the
SHMA (>14,100 dwellings from 2011-2033, specified
as 15,500) - In order to deliver this quantum, the
District would require the allocation of four new
Garden Communities.

Four new Garden Communities was discounted as an
option as it would lead to increased environmental effects
in the Plan area. Additionally, no currently rejected
Garden Community option has been deemed a
sustainable option for allocation due to insurmountable
issues/ an inability for benefits to outweigh constraints.

SP3(b): The lower end of the OAN figure within the
This alternative was rejected as it would not meet the
SHMA (12,500 dwellings from 2011-2033) In order to District’s Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing
within the Plan period.
deliver this quantum, the District would require the
allocation of two new Garden Communities.
SP3(c): A lower indicative figure than that of the
lower OAN figure (<12,500 dwellings from 20112033) - In order to deliver this quantum, the District
would require the allocation of one new Garden
Community.

This alternative was rejected as it would not meet the
District’s Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing
within the Plan period.

SP3(d): A total of 8,750 dwellings over the plan
period - as identified by the Local Plan Inspector in
his report on the (withdrawn) Submission Local Plan
December 2014 - In order to meet this quantum, it
can be expected that the District would not need to
allocate any new Garden Communities.

This alternative was rejected as it would not meet the
District’s Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing
within the Plan period.

SP3(e): A total of 16,280 dwellings over the plan
period - as identified as the OAN for the District in the
MHCLG consultation using a standardised
methodology. In order to meet this quantum, it can be
expected that the District could require the allocation
of five new Garden Communities or further
allocations on the edge of existing communities.

Four new Garden Communities was discounted as an
option as it would lead to increased environmental effects
in the Plan area. Additionally, no currently rejected Garden
Community option has been deemed a sustainable option
for allocation due to insurmountable issues/ an inability for
benefits to outweigh constraints. Furthermore, there is no
current requirement to meet the OAHN identified in the
standardised methodology.

Garden Communities
7.46 At the time of preparing the Regulation 19 Local Plan and the SA Report, the North Essex
Authorities’ (Braintree DC, Colchester BC and Tendring DC) common strategic ‘Section One’
Local Plan had additional hearing sessions scheduled as part of that Plan’s Examination in
Public (EiP). The NEAs were awaiting confirmation from the Inspector whether the Plan is
sound, or whether amendments were needed to render it sound. This could feasibly mean that
the West of Braintree Garden Community might not come forward as identified in the Section
One Plan.
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7.47 As a result of this it was consider prudent at this stage to explore additional GC scenarios that
reflected the possibility that the West of Braintree Garden Community might not come forward.
These new GC scenarios were based on the four remaining GC options considered at the
previous stage in plan-making (Great Chesterford, Easton Park, Takeley and Chelmer Mead).
7.48 A further four GC scenarios were identified and these are set out in Table 7.4 below. The
twelve GC scenarios explored at the previous stage of plan-making are set out in Table 6.12 in
Chapter 6 of this SA Report.
Table 7.4: Additional Garden Community scenarios 2018

Site A

Site B

Site C

Total (including
‘constant’
components (9,854
dwellings)

Option 14

1a - Great Chesterford
(2,500)

2b - Easton Park
(1,150)

4b - Takeley (850)

4,500 (14,354)

Option 15

1a - Great Chesterford
(2,500)

2b - Easton Park
(1,150)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

5,150 (15,004)

Option 16

1a - Great Chesterford
(2,500)

4b - Takeley (850)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

4,850 (14,704)

Option 17

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

4b - Takeley (850)

5b - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

4,650 (14,504)

Option

7.49 The four additional GC scenarios were subject appraisal through the SA process and the
findings presented alongside the other twelve GC scenarios in Appendix 1 of the SA Report that
57
accompanied the Regulation 19 Local Plan on consultation from June to August 2018.
7.50 The outline reasons for the rejection/ selection of the additional GC scenarios are provided in
Table 7.5 below and should be read in conjunction with the outline reasons presented in Table
6.12 in Chapter 6 of this SA Report.
Table 7.5: Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of Garden Community options in 2017

Option

Site A

Site B

Site C

Total (including
‘constant’
components (9,854
dwellings)

Option 14

1a - Great Chesterford 2b - Easton Park
(2,500)
(1,150)

Outline
reasons

The inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) resulting in a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
particular. Furthermore, the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community.

Option 15

1a - Great Chesterford 2b - Easton Park
(2,500)
(1,150)

Outline
reasons

The option was rejected as it includes the development of Chelmer Mead, which was rejected
because of issues in relation to highways and the need for a new junction on to the A120. The
site is considered an unsustainable location because it may be more difficult to integrate a high
frequency bus service connection to rail services due to the site being some distance from rail
links; and it would lead to the coalescence the settlements of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
with detrimental impacts on historic assets of Little Dunmow.

Option 16

1a - Great Chesterford
4b - Takeley (850)
(2,500)

Outline
reasons

The inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) resulting in a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
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4b - Takeley (850)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

5a - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

4,500 (14,354)

5,150 (15,004)

4,850 (14,704)
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Site A

Site B

Site C

Total (including
‘constant’
components (9,854
dwellings)

particular. Furthermore, the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community.
Option 17

2a - Easton Park
(2,300)

Outline
reasons

he inclusion of Takeley within this scenario would lead to development in the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ) resulting in a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
Development would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and M11 Junction 8 in
particular. Furthermore, the scale of development being promoted was not large enough to
provide a self-sustaining community.

4b - Takeley (850)

5b - Chelmer Mead
(1,500)

4,650 (14,504)

7.51 The further appraisal work confirmed that the preferred approach was still GC scenario/ option
1 as it most closely reflects the preferred distribution scenario and preferred combination of GC
options (Easton Park, North Uttlesford and West of Braintree).
7.52 The three preferred GC options are well located on the strategic road network and close to
major employment locations including southern Cambridgeshire and Stansted Airport. North
Uttlesford GC is close to rail stations on the existing rail line to London and Cambridge, and the
proposed to be improved A1307 public transport corridor. There is also potential for an east west rapid transit scheme linking Easton Park and West of Braintree garden communities to
Stansted Airport and beyond into Hertfordshire.

Employment options
7.53 There were no further employment options explored at this stage in plan-making.

Other topics
7.54 There were no further options explored at this stage in plan-making.

Addendum of Focused Changes (October 2018)
Overview
7.55 The Uttlesford Local Plan - Addendum of Focused Changes (October 2018) identified ten
proposed amendments to the Regulation 19 Local Plan that was subject to consultation from
th
th
25 June to 13 August 2018. The Focused Changes principally covered three main areas:


A commitment to undertake a Plan Review should the West of Braintree Garden
Community allocation be considered undeliverable within the North Essex Authorities
(NEAs) Section One Local Plan examination.



An additional requirement to undertake Appropriate Assessment at the project scale to
identify any mitigation measures to address potential effects on European wildlife sites.



A requirement for an assessment of a development’s impact on air quality on ‘Habitats
Sites’ at the planning application stage.

Consideration of Alternatives
7.56 Alternatives were explored for the first change that related to the West of Braintree Garden
Community. The alternatives identified were as follows:
1.

The previous Plan position - allocation of West of Braintree with no specific commitment to
a Plan Review should West of Braintree be determined undevelopable in its entirety.

2.

To remove the West of Braintree Garden Community from the Plan and commit to a ‘single
issue’ Plan Review on the Garden Community once its deliverability status is known.

3.

Those combinations without West of Braintree previously considered under a three Garden
Community scenario, namely:
a.

Takeley; and
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Chelmer Mead.

4.

A higher quantum of housing supply at North Uttlesford Garden Community and Easton
Park Garden Community.

5.

A return to a focus on those spatial strategy options that explored two GCs, with more
focus on existing towns and villages.

7.57 Each of the options identified above were subject to an appraisal through the SA process. The
SA found that the options are predicted to have a number of similar effects, largely associated
with the constant elements of the Plan across all options. These represent the inclusion of the
allocated Garden Communities at Easton Park and North Uttlesford, the Plan’s smaller site
allocations and the Plan’s policy content. A summary of the findings of the SA along with
outline reasons for the selection/ rejection of the alternatives is provided below.
“The Proposed Approach has been assessed as having similar impact as those identified within
the Regulation 19 Local Plan SA due to a distribution of growth that offers homebuyers this
geographic choice. It should also be considered that new settlements should additionally be
well related to existing areas, in so far as their critical mass can offer wider benefits. The
Proposed Approach will have significantly positive impacts on providing housing growth in
accordance with the Spatial Strategy and the settlement hierarchy.
The uncertainty regarding the West of Braintree option can be considered negated due to the
increased lead in time for the delivery of the West of Braintree Garden Community option in
comparison to the other allocated Garden Community options as evidenced within the plan’s
Housing Trajectory; this enables any required Plan Review or the identification of alternative
locations for the 970 dwellings in the Plan period to be completed before the expected start
date of 2025, at least notionally. The commitment to a Plan Review embedded into the Plan at
this stage to account for any possibility that the West of Braintree Garden Community option is
deemed undeliverable allows elements of the Plan to be found sound if such uncertainty still
exists at the time of examination in public. This ensures positive impacts on housing delivery for
the majority of the Plan period and maximises the sustainability of development as allocations
have been identified through a robust Plan-led process.
Those options that do not factor in a Plan Review, or seek to remove the West of Braintree
Garden Community with a committed single issue review on the ‘shortfall’ removing West of
Braintree represents, has been identified as having uncertain impacts where there is an
increased likelihood that the Plan would be submitted for examination without meeting its OAN.
This may not allow, at least comparatively, the possibility that other elements of the Plan could
be adopted. There could therefore be an increase in speculative development that is not ‘planled’ in the absence of an up-to-date Local Plan.
Exploring other Garden Community options to ‘replace’ the West of Braintree Garden
Community allows consideration of options on a like-for-like basis, including also the
consideration of development at Takeley or Chelmer Mead for a lower dwelling threshold
related to the 970 dwelling ‘shortfall’. Despite this, smaller scales of development at each of
these locations is unlikely to lead to any re-consideration of their selection, as the principle
reasons for their rejection remain valid - landscape designations highlighted within the Takeley
option and transport reasons for Chelmer Mead.
The option of bringing forward development that would have been beyond the plan period, into
the plan period at North Uttlesford and Easton Park has largely been assessed as uncertain
related to achievability. Notionally, should development be brought forward earlier than
identified (2022-23), this may be to the detriment of any ‘infrastructure first’ approach and may
similarly affect any mitigation proposals required as necessary. The level of infrastructure
required for each option, and the land take needed, is significant and additionally the time
estimates for site promotion, preparation of proposals, submission and determination of
applications (and resolving planning obligations) and the subsequent ‘lead-in’ time between
approval and commencement on site should all not be under-estimated. The Plan states that
the ‘Local Plan’s policies for the new Garden Communities have been adopted following
extensive consultation between developers, landowners, infrastructure providers and other key
stakeholders. The anticipated timetable for delivering these strategic allocations is therefore
well-understood and realistic. The Local Plan period and housing trajectory allows some
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contingency for relatively minor delays in the earlier phases.’ As a result, it is uncertain whether
these two options could provide any additional dwellings within the plan-period beyond those
stated within Policy SP3 and in consideration of the Plan’s Housing Trajectory.
The alternative of focusing any 970 dwelling ‘shortfall’ within existing settlements requires reconsidering a number of sites that have currently been rejected. The Spatial Strategy is clear
that there is a focus of directing development to existing settlements in the first instance;
however it can be considered that as settlements expand, new development locations
becoming increasingly peripheral and less well related to centres. At the individual site level, a
broad statement can be made regarding the Council’s site selection methodology, consisting of
the SLAA and the SA and also influenced by an extensive Plan evidence base. The
methodology of selecting and assessing sites factors in numerous environmental and social
factors, which strongly contribute to a site’s overall suitability. Any site that failed this test of
suitability was not selected as an allocation within the Plan. To that extent, this alternative is
likely to lead to a need to allocate sites that have at this present time failed the Council’s
suitability testing within the SLAA. There can be expected to be uncertain to negative overall
impacts as a result of this alternative”.
7.58 The findings of the SA were presented in a SA report that accompanied the Addendum of
th
th
Focused Changes to the Regulation 19 Local Plan on consultation from 16 October to the 27
58
November 2018.
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8. Regulation 22 Submission Local
Plan 2018/19
Introduction
8.1

At this stage the Council is preparing to submit the Regulation 19 Local Plan and Addendum of
Focused Changes to the Secretary of State for examination in public in January 2019.

8.2

Representations received through consultation on the Regulation 19 Local Plan and Addendum
of Focused Changes raised a number of concerns in relation to the SA process for the Local
Plan. This included concerns around the consideration of Garden Community options through
the SA process as well as the narrative and justification for the preferred spatial strategy.

8.3

A further concern identified by the Council was that the Inspector’s Post-Hearing Letter (June
2018) published during the examination for the North Essex Authorities (NEA) Local Plans
(Strategic Section 1), identified a number of shortcomings in that plan’s SA process. These
were:
1.

Objectivity of the assessment of the chosen spatial strategy and the alternatives to it;

2.

The clarity of the descriptions of those spatial strategy alternatives and the reasons for
selecting them; and

3.

The selection of Garden Communities (GC) and GCs for assessment.

8.4

Given the concerns identified above, the Council decided that it would be prudent to undertake
further work at this stage to try and address some of the issues raised and ensure a robust SA
process for the Local Plan.

8.5

Chapters 5, 6 and 7 in this SA Report have sought to provide a clear summary of the work
undertaken to date in terms of developing and appraising alternatives through the plan-making/
SA process.

8.6

In response to the concerns identified above the aim of this Chapter is to:


Clearly set out the realistic locations, delivery rates and therefore reasonable alternatives
for Garden Communities. Provide a fresh objective and comparative appraisal of these
alternatives through the SA process.



Clearly explain how the evidence is brought together in order to establish reasonable
district-wide spatial strategy alternatives. Provide a clear description of the options as well
as an objective and comparative appraisal of them through the SA process.



Clearly present the Council’s outline reasons for selecting the preferred approach and
rejecting alternatives at this stage.

Structure of this Chapter
8.7

This Chapter is structured as follows:


‘Top-down’ considerations - briefly sets out the key high-level issues around the
quantum of growth.



‘Bottom-up’ considerations - sets out the key information on site options both for Garden
Communities and other sites to meet the identified quantum.



Establishing the reasonable alternatives - brings the evidence together and sets out
spatial strategy alternatives as well as some employment land options.



Appraising the reasonable alternatives - presents the summary findings of the
appraisal.
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Developing the preferred approach - presents the Council’s outline reasons for selecting
the preferred approach and rejecting alternatives.

‘Top-down’ considerations
Housing quantum
8.8

As set out in Chapter 7, the identified OAHN for the plan period is ‘at least 14,000 homes’. This
is based on the updated SHMA (2017) that took account of the 2014-based household
projections and the outcomes from the recent examinations of other Local Plans within the
HMA (adopted East Hertfordshire Local Plan).

8.9

It should be noted that the Government released the 2016-based household projections in
September 2018. However, there is uncertainty regarding these projections. This is on the
basis that Government is currently consulting on a proposal to revert to using the 2014-based
household projections data (in the short-term, i.e. until new 2018-based projections are issued)
59
as they consider them to be unduly low.
As a result, the identified OAHN of at least 14,000
new homes during the plan period is still justified.

8.10 A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed in March 2017 regarding the spatial
distribution of housing across the HMA. Uttlesford is committed to meeting its housing need
within its administrative boundaries; no other authority has requested that Uttlesford help to
meet any unmet needs.
8.11 There are limited arguments to suggest that the Local Plan might provide for below OAHN.
While the signed MoU (March 2017) proposes that Uttlesford will deliver around 12,500 new
homes during the plan period, updated evidence in the SHMA suggests that the level of need is
higher. Options that involve delivering below OAHN can be ruled-out as unreasonable on the
basis that Uttlesford is committed through the MoU to meeting its housing need within its
administrative boundaries. There is also no potential to export unmet needs to neighbouring
authorities during the plan period, which are equally as constrained as Uttlesford.
8.12 Options that involve delivering above the OAHN have been explored and appraised at past
plan-making/ SA stages. It is not considered necessary to explore options for delivering a
higher OAHN at this stage on the basis that no other authorities within our outside the HMA
have requested help to meet unmet needs. While this may change in the future it is clear from
the evidence presented in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 that there are limited opportunities to deliver the
current housing requirement during the plan period let alone deliver additional growth to meet
unmet needs from other areas.

Employment quantum
8.13 There are two documents which provide overarching quantitative assessment of employment
land requirements: the 2017 ELR (AECOM) and the 2017 FEMA study (HJA). It should be
noted that there are some differences in output between the ELR and FEMA. This is most
noticeable in terms of industrial and warehousing (B2/B8) requirements.
8.14 The FEMA study informed the MoU for the distribution of the objectively assessed employment
needs for the West Essex/ East Hertfordshire FEMA which was signed in May 2018. The
agreed preferred scenario arising from the FEMA work includes 16,000 new jobs (2011-33) in
Uttlesford District as well as 2-5 ha of offices and 22 ha of industrial space (2016-33).
8.15 Options were explored to deliver a higher and lower number of new jobs during the plan period
in previous plan-making/ SA stages and rejected. There is no new evidence to suggest that
these options should be revisited at this stage.
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‘Bottom-up’ considerations
8.16 The work above gives us an understanding of the housing and employment requirement which
would need to be delivered through sites within Uttlesford. There remains a need to develop an
understanding of the supply of land within the district to deliver the remaining housing and
employment requirement.

Garden Communities
Identification of GC options
8.17 As summarised in Chapter 6, the potential to deliver a new settlement has been explored since
the early stages of plan-making in 2015. Broad Areas of Search (AoS) were identified based
on their potential to contribute to effective cross-boundary strategic planning priorities; minimise
the need to travel by car; leisure opportunities and other facilities; and access to strategic
highways and rail network. Areas were excluded if they contained significant constraints, such
as Registered Parks and Gardens or Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs).
8.18 New settlements need to be of sufficient size to support the required range of social and
physical infrastructure. In line with this and in response to the Issues and Options consultation
in 2015, Essex County Council advised that any new settlement would require its own
secondary school as part of the provision. This would require a minimum of some 5,000
houses/flats to support this provision. Any new settlement(s) would therefore likely be in the
range of 5,000 - 10,000 homes which would be developed over a 20 - 25 year period. As a
result, the minimum capacity for a site to be considered a reasonable alternative for a new
settlement is 5,000 dwellings.
8.19 It should be noted that this minimum threshold is also consistent with NEAs Strategic Section 1
Local Plan, which is currently at examination. The Inspector considered the 5,000 dwelling
minimum threshold and noted that it is substantially higher than the minimum size of 1,500
dwellings set by the Government for garden village proposals. It is also higher than the
thresholds of 3,000 houses or 4,000 dwellings (houses and flats) requiring a new secondary
school, according to ECC’s Developers Guide to Infrastructure Contributions (2016). However,
the latter thresholds would support only a four-form entry secondary school, the minimum size
that ECC regard as financially viable. In Paragraph 117 of the Post-Hearing Letter (June 2018)
60
the Inspector concluded that:
“In setting the GC threshold it was legitimate, in my view, for the NEAs to take account of the
increased financial viability, curriculum choice and range of facilities that a larger secondary
school could provide. It was logical also to take into account the greater range of employment
opportunities, healthcare and other community facilities that could be supported by a GC of
5,000 dwellings compared with a smaller settlement.”
8.20 The Call for Sites process and the SLAA identified two sites in the district that fall within an AoS
for a new settlement and also meet the minimum threshold of 5,000 dwellings to deliver a new
secondary school. These are land to the North East of Great Chesterford (SLAA Ref: 10Gte15)
within AoS 1, referred to as ‘North Uttlesford’ and land to the west of Great Dunmow and north
of the A120 (SLAA Ref: 06LtEas15) in AoS 7, referred to as ‘Easton Park’.
8.21 Land was also identified within AoS 9 but the two component sites do not have sufficient
capacity to deliver the minimum threshold of 5,000 dwellings for a new GC. However, on-going
discussions with Braintree District Council through the duty to co-operate resulted in the
identification of a potential for a joint new settlement comprising these two sites (SHLAA Ref:
05Ste15 and 06Ste15) within Uttlesford and land within Braintree District that could meet the
minimum 5,000 dwelling threshold.
8.22 No other available sites have been identified through the Call for Sites or SLAA process that fall
within or outside an AoS that could deliver a minimum of 5,000 new dwellings either during and/
or beyond the plan period.
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8.23 Several other options have been considered previously through plan-making and the SA (as set
out in Chapters 6 and 7), but can be ruled-out as unreasonable for consideration as a Garden
Community at the current time for the following reasons:


Elsenham (07Els15) - The site does not have capacity to deliver 5,000 new dwellings and
therefore provide a new secondary school. There are also significant constraints to
delivering large-scale growth in this location.



Birchanger (05Bir15) - The site does not have capacity to deliver 5,000 new dwellings
and therefore provide a new secondary school. The site is also located within the GB and
the GB Review did not recommend this site for release.



Takeley (11Tak15 and 13Tak15) - The sites to the north of Takeley and south of the A120
do not have capacity to deliver 5,000 new dwellings and therefore provide a new
secondary school. There are also significant constraints to delivering large-scale growth in
this location.



Chelmer Mead (03LtDun14) - The sites to the north of Little Dunmow and between the
A120 and sites between Little Dunmow and Flitch Green do not have capacity to deliver
5,000 new dwellings and therefore provide a new secondary school. There are also
significant constraints to delivering large-scale growth in this location.

8.24 While these four options are not reasonable for consideration as a GC, they do warrant further
consideration as part of the development of wider spatial strategy alternatives, i.e. increased
growth at the villages. This is discussed further later in this Chapter.

Exploring the capacity of the identified GC options
8.25 Taking the above into account, it is considered that there are only three reasonable site options
that need to be explored for the delivery of new GCs. Table 8.1 sets out the capacity of the
options to deliver growth within the plan period (2011 to 2033), beyond the plan period (post
2033) and in total. This is based on the evidence as well as discussions with promoters and
Braintree District Council.
Table 8.1: Garden Community options
Site

Delivery during plan
period (up to 2033)

Delivery post plan period
(post 2033)

Total delivery

North Uttlesford

1,925 dwellings

3,075 dwellings

5,000 dwellings

Easton Park

1,925 dwellings

8,075 dwellings

10,000 dwellings

970 dwellings
within Uttlesford District

2,530 dwellings
within Uttlesford District

10,500 - 11,000
dwellings within
Uttlesford and Braintree
Districts

West of Braintree

8.26 The three GC options are presented in Figure 3 on the next page.
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Figure 3: Garden Community options
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8.27 For the North Uttlesford option there are limited opportunities to explore an increased level of
61
growth above the 5,000 dwelling minimum threshold given the sensitivity of the landscape
62
and historic environment . A higher level of growth would not help to deliver additional
mitigation or benefits that would reduce the significance of negative effects on the landscape or
the historic environment. Exploring a lower level of growth is also not reasonable as it would
then deliver less than 5,000 dwelling minimum threshold for a GC.
8.28 The Council has been in discussions with South Cambridgeshire District Council and
Cambridgeshire County Council about the interaction between North Uttlesford and existing
communities and new development in South Cambridgeshire. Cambridgeshire County Council
are reasonably content that the transport evidence shows that there is deliverable mitigation for
63
the likely impact of the proposed development on Cambridgeshire roads. South
Cambridgeshire District Council remains concerned about the deliverability of transport
solutions and landscape impacts on Cambridgeshire, whilst recognising the potential benefits
North Uttlesford could have in terms of labour supply for the southern employment cluster, and
64
secondary school provision for limited new housing near Hinxton.
8.29 The delivery of 10,000 dwellings at the Easton Park option has been determined based on the
various evidence base studies carried out (including landscape and heritage impact
assessments) and through discussions with the promoters of the site. As for the North
Uttlesford option, there are limited opportunities to explore a higher level of growth at this site
given the sensitivity of the landscape and historic environment. A higher level of growth would
not help to deliver additional mitigation or benefits that would reduce the significance of
negative effects on the landscape or the historic environment. It is reasonable however, given
the sensitivities of the site to explore an option for a lower level of growth that meets the
minimum threshold of 5,000 dwellings for a new GC. It should be noted that it is assumed that
a lower scale of growth would deliver less infrastructure improvements, including the proposed
Rapid Transit Scheme (RTS).
8.30 The consideration of potential options for the capacity of the West of Braintree GC is limited to
the areas of the site that fall within Uttlesford District. As noted above there are two separate
sites within the district that both form part of the wider GC option along with land in Braintree
65
District. The North Essex Garden Communities Concept Framework for West of Braintree ,
identifies the ‘southern part’ of the site in Braintree as the preferred option. This particular
distribution of development would result in the northern site in Uttlesford not adjoining the larger
site on the Braintree side of the border. Consequently, there is reasonable alternative that
looks at only the southern site in Uttlesford (Option 2a below).
8.31 Taking the above into account the following GC options have been identified for appraisal
through the SA process:

61

Chris Blandford Associates (2017) Land at North Uttlesford Landscape & Visual Appraisal [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment [accessed 20/11/18]
62
Historic England’s response to the Regulation 19 Local Plan
63
Cambridgeshire County Council Position Statement: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4947/Transport
64
South Cambridgeshire District Council’s response to the Regulation 19 Local Plan
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Table 8.2: Garden Community options for appraisal
Option

Delivery during the plan
period (up to 2033)

Delivery total

1,925 dwellings

5,000 dwellings

Option 2: West of 2a: Delivery on the
Braintree
southern site only
within Uttlesford

970 dwellings

8,500 - 9,000 dwellings
(including 1,500 dwellings
total on the southern site)

2a: Delivery on the
southern and
northern site within
Uttlesford

970 dwellings

10,500 - 11,000 dwellings
(including 3,500 dwellings
total on the northern and
southern site)

3a: Reduced level of
growth

1,925 dwellings

5,000 dwellings

3b: Preferred level of
growth

1,925 dwellings

10,000 dwellings

Option 1: North
Uttlesford

Option 3: Easton
Park

8.32 It should be noted that representations raised concerns that the emerging Local Plan places too
much reliance on the GCs for the delivery of new homes during the plan period, referring to
66
research on the speed and rate of delivery of large-scale housing developments. Taking this
into account, it would seem prudent to explore alternative district-wide spatial strategies that
rely less on the delivery of GCs during the plan period. This is explored further in the later
section which seeks to establish reasonable district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.
8.33 Something else to note is that that additional evidence was carried out to try and provide an
indicative forecast of the amount of employment land to be included within the proposed
67
Garden Communities. It estimated that the following level of employment will be required for
the GCs:






Easton Park:
─

1-2 ha of land for office use during plan period and 6-10 at full completion.

─

3-5 ha of industrial and warehousing land within the plan period and 18-25 ha at full
completion.

North Uttlesford:
─

1-2 ha of land for office use during plan period and 3-5 at full completion.

─

3-5 ha of industrial and warehousing land within the plan period and 9-13 ha at full
completion.

West of Braintree:
─

c. 1 ha of land for office use during plan period increasing to 2-3 ha at full completion
within the Uttlesford element.

─

2-3 ha of industrial and warehousing land within the plan period and 6-9 ha at full
completion within the Uttlesford element.

8.34 It is not considered necessary to explore different levels of potential alternatives for
employment land provision at the GCs. The evidence document has considered this in
considerable detail.
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Nathaniel Litchfields & partners (2016) Start to Finish - How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver?
https://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf
67
HJA on behalf of Uttlesford District Council (2018) Ensuring a Robust Employment Evidence for the Uttlesford Local Plan.
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4936/Employment
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Appraisal of the GC options
8.35 Each of the options identified in Table 8.2 was subject to a comparative appraisal against the
SA Framework. The detailed findings of this work are presented in Appendix V. A summary of
the appraisal findings are presented in Table 8.3 below.
8.36 Detailed appraisal methodology is explained in Appendix V but in summary: The appraisal
table comprises a row for each of the objectives that make up the SA Framework (see Table
3.1). Within each row the alternatives are categorised in terms of potential to result in
‘significant effects’ (using red/ green) and also ranked in order of relative performance (with ‘ = ’
used to denote instances where the alternatives perform on a par, i.e. it not possible to
differentiate between them). If an option is ranked as 1 then it is preferred to an option that is
ranked 2. Please note that the rank is not linked to the potential for a significant effect.
Table 8.3: Summary appraisal of the Garden Community options

Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank
Option 1:
North
Uttlesford
(5,000
dwellings)

Option 2a:
West of
Braintree
(8,500 - 9,000
dwellings including
1,500 on
southern site)

Option 2b:
West of
Braintree
(10,500 11,000
dwellings including
3,500 on both
northern and
southern site)

Option 3a:
Easton
Park (5,000
dwellings)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000
dwellings)

SA Objective
1: Biodiversity

2

4

4

1

3

2: Water quality and resources

2

3

3

1

3

3: Landscape

5

1

2

3

4

4: Soil/ sustainable use of land

1

2

4

1

3

5: Historic environment

4

1

2

3

4

6: Climate change

2

1

1

2

1

7: Reduce and control pollution

2

1

1

2

1

8: To reduce the risk of flooding

3

4

5

1

2

9: Sustainable methods of travel

2

1

1

2

1

10: Accessibility to services

3

1

1

2

1

11: Health and social inclusion

3

1

1

2

1

12: Housing

2

4

3

2

1

13: Resources and infrastructure

2

1

1

2

1

14: Education and skills

4

3

1

4

2

15: Employment

4

3

2

4

1

8.37 The appraisal found that for a number of the SA objectives, the GC options are likely to have a
significant negative effect, and these are summarised below:


Potential effects on designated biodiversity: whilst all of the options present biodiversity
constraints that would need to be addressed, the full extent of the Easton Park site
includes land adjacent to High Wood, Dunmow SSSI, and the West of Braintree options
contain a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). These options are considered to have the potential for
significant negative effects as a result of direct habitat loss (at the West of Braintree) and
increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. However, it should be noted that the
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assessment has also identified significant potential under Option 3b at Easton Park to
deliver positive effects through biodiversity enhancement/ net gain.


Material changes to the landscape: the delivery of any of the GCs will develop large
areas of previously undeveloped land, which will ultimately permanently change the rural
landscape character in these areas of the district. Each of the GC options are in locations
of high or moderate to high landscape and visual sensitivity, and each site contains certain
areas which are particularly sensitive to development. Sensitive design and layout along
with wider mitigation will be required to minimise impacts and any opportunities to provide
new accessible and valued landscapes should be explored.



Significant loss of key soil resources: the delivery of any of the GC options will result in a
significant loss of greenfield and Grade 2 best and most versatile agricultural land with the
potential for permanent significant negative effects.



Development affecting the historic environment: the scale of growth proposed at each of
the options will significantly change the historic rural character and setting of designated
heritage assets within or close to these areas, with the potential for significant permanent
negative effects. Each site contains designated and non-designated heritage assets that
will need to be protected and where possible, enhanced through the development of the
GCs. The North Uttlesford GC is identified as being particularly sensitive in terms of the
landscape and historic environment.

8.38 The appraisal also found that for a number of the SA objectives, the GCs present opportunities
for long term significant positive effects, and these are summarised below:


Significant delivery of housing to meet the identified local needs.



Improvements to sustainable transport options within the district: most notably the
combined delivery of a new Rapid Transit System (RTS) with the Easton Park and West of
Braintree sites that will support existing and future residents with increased sustainable
access between Stansted Airport, the two GCs, Great Dunmow and Braintree, leading to
positive effects against a number of SA objectives.



Large scale development enabling delivery of new physical and social infrastructure:
including the delivery of a new secondary school (under all options), and a new Country
Park (under Option 3b).

8.39 While the appraisal did not identify any further significant effects, it did highlight some potential
cumulative effects:


The cumulative effect of significant growth at GCs has the potential to impact the Epping
Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC) as a result of decreased air quality (associated
with the likely increase in traffic and congestion as a result of development). This is
assessed in more detail through the accompanying Habitats Regulations Assessment
(HRA); however, it is recommended that policy provisions seek contributions from
development to support the ongoing mitigation and monitoring of effects on air quality in
the vicinity of the Epping Forest SAC.



Cumulatively, the delivery of mixed use development at the GCs will contribute to meeting
employment needs in accessible locations, supporting increased self-containment within
the GCs and a reduced need to travel.

Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of Garden Community options
8.40 Outline reasons for the rejection or progression of the GC options in light of the appraisal above
and wider evidence are provided in Table 8.4 below.
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Table 8.4: Outline reasons for the selection or rejection of Garden Community options
Option
Option 1: North
Uttlesford

Option 2: West of
Braintree

Option 3: Easton
Park

Outline reasons
Development of new Garden Communities
allows for the provision of substantial new
infrastructure, including a secondary school.
There is potential to provide good access to
nearby employment sites and improved public
transport links. While there are potential
heritage and landscape impacts of the
development, mitigation is proposed, and
alternatives are assessed to have similar
impacts.

2a: Delivery on the southern
site only within Uttlesford

Development on only the southern part of this
site is not preferred at this stage as the
appraisal does not indicate significant benefits
of this lower scale of development. While part
of a larger site, a lower level of development
would impact on the ability to provide
infrastructure.

2b: Delivery on the southern
and northern site within
Uttlesford

Development of new Garden Communities
allows for the provision of substantial new
infrastructure, including a secondary school.
This cross boundary site has potential to
provide good access to Braintree, Stansted
Airport through the provision of a Rapid Transit
System. While there are potential heritage and
landscape impacts of the development,
mitigation is proposed, and alternatives are
assessed to have similar impacts.

3a: Reduced level of growth

A reduced level of development is not preferred,
as while the appraisal does indicate some
benefits in terms of a reduced impact on
biodiversity, and a somewhat reduced impact on
heritage and landscape, there are also less
positive impacts in terms of potential
infrastructure provision.

3b: Preferred level of growth

Development of new Garden Communities
allows for the provision of substantial new
infrastructure, including a secondary school.
There is potential to provide good access to
Stansted Airport and Great Dunmow through the
provision of a Rapid Transit System. While
there are potential heritage and landscape
impacts of the development, mitigation is
proposed, and alternatives are assessed to
have similar impacts.

8.41 Taking the above into account Options 1, 2b and 3b were taken forward for consideration as
part of the district-wide spatial strategy options.

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
72

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Other site options
8.42 There is also a need to give consideration to the large number of smaller site options that have
been submitted to the Council (otherwise known as ‘SLAA sites’). Given the advanced stage in
plan-making the aim of this section is to explore if there is the potential for any additional
growth at the towns and villages. These additional or ‘omission’ sites can then be taken
forward for further consideration in the development of alternatives for the district-wide spatial
strategy.
8.43 As discussed in Chapter 6, the Council explored broad locations for growth around the Main
Towns and Villages at an early stage of plan-making. The Call for Sites and SLAA process has
helped to identify specific locations for growth both within and outside the Areas of Search
identified in 2015. A summary of the SLAA findings is presented in Appendix IV of this SA
Report and maps illustrating these sites along with key constraints are provided in the same
appendix.
8.44 Various work-streams have focused on the task of examining the merits of individual site
options in isolation, including analysis of proximity to constraint (e.g. SSSI) and opportunity
(e.g. school) features using GIS software - see Appendix IV. Evidence base studies have also
68
been carried out to determine if there is justification for the release of land from the GB or the
69
CPZ . All of the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process were considered through
the SA, please see Appendix IV.

Main Towns
Saffron Walden
8.45 Saffron Walden is the largest town in the district serving an extensive rural hinterland with the
widest range of shops and facilities. It is identified as a Market Town in the settlement
hierarchy.
8.46 Between April 2011 and April 2018 a total of 585 dwellings were built in Saffron Walden. As of
April 2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 610 dwellings. That gives a
total of 1,195 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed during the plan period.
8.47 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following sites
for allocation at Saffron Walden:


SAF1 for 150 dwellings (SLAA Ref: 07Saf15);



SAF2 for 85 dwellings (SLAA Ref: 10Saf15);



SAF3 for 10 dwellings (SLAA Ref: 13Saf15);



SAF4 for 12 dwellings (SLAA Ref: 16Saf15);



SAF5 for 14 dwellings (SLAA Ref: 03Saf15);



SAF6 for 13 dwellings (SLAA Ref: 04Saf15);



SAF7 for 31 dwellings (SLAA Ref: 12Saf15);



SAF8 for 200 dwellings (committed); and



SAF9 for 35 dwellings (committed).

8.48 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Saffron Walden during the plan period.
8.49 While a number of other (‘omission’) sites were submitted within and around the fringe of the
settlement through the Call for Sites, the SLAA concluded that they would be unsuitable for
development (see Appendix IV). Please see Figure 4 for the sites submitted through the Call
for Sites process and assessed through the SLAA at Saffron Walden.

68
69
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Figure 4: Saffron Walden SLAA sites and key constraints
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8.50 Given the sites submitted through the Call for Sites there are only two areas that could
potentially deliver any kind of significant additional growth at Saffron Walden. These are to the
South East and the North West of the settlement.
8.51 Site 15Saf15 is situated to the North West of the settlement and the SLAA estimates a capacity
of approximately 400 dwellings. The site was rejected through the SLAA process as
development would have a detrimental impact on the historic core of the town and the majority
of the site is not connected to the existing settlement. The site is essentially separated from the
built area by the Audley End Historic Park and Garden. As a result, it is considered that this
site is not a reasonable option for delivering additional growth at Saffron Walden during the plan
period.
8.52 Essex County Council tested the impacts of four growth scenarios for between 150 and 1,350
dwellings on the eastern side of Saffron Walden with corresponding supporting measures/
levels of infrastructure. The work found that only the first scenario of 150 dwellings had
acceptable traffic impacts. Beyond this level of growth in the town the work found unacceptable
traffic impacts even with proportionate supporting infrastructure. In particular beyond the 150
option, the eastern link would have to deal with more traffic than envisaged with unacceptable
consequences for the wider network. It also indicated an outer eastern link would be required
of sufficient standard with corresponding impacts on the environment. The work briefly
considered the impacts of much larger growth (5,000 homes with eastern and southern links).
70
The initial view was that such a link would not solve the town’s traffic problems.
8.53 Despite the traffic impacts and air quality issues identified above, it was considered necessary
to explore site options to the South East further as this is the only remaining area that could
accommodate any additional growth given historic environment and landscape constraints
elsewhere in the town.
8.54 There are a number of available sites to the south east of the settlement (08Saf15, 11Saf15,
17Saf15 and wider areas of 07Saf15 which is an allocation). Additional growth in this area
would be most appropriately be directed to 11Saf15 as it sits between a site within existing
planning permission and a proposed allocation (SAF1) in the emerging Local Plan. There is
also an outline planning application (UTT/13/3467/OP) for 100 dwellings, which will further test
the issues at this settlement around traffic and air quality.
8.55 A further option that should be explored is site 20Saf17, which is a brownfield site within the
settlement development limit. The site makes a contribution to the supply of employment land
and is safeguarded as such in the adopted Local Plan. However, if the site was no longer
safeguarded for employment there is the potential it could deliver approximately 100 dwellings.
8.56 Potential for additional growth at site 07Saf15 to the west of Thaxted Road, for which part of the
site has planning permission, is not considered realistic as there would be greater landscape
and townscape impacts than to the east of Thaxted Road, and development in the south east of
Saffron Walden would need to comply with the County Council’s strategy for utilising Peaslands
Road to minimise impacts on the Thaxted/Radwinder Road junction. Given this, it is also
considered that additional growth at 08Saf15 would also not be reasonable.
8.57 It is recognised that there are significant issues around the capacity of the highways network
and air quality issues; however, for the purposes of exploring options for additional growth at
Saffron Walden site 11Saf15 and 20Saf17 have been carried forward for further consideration
with a capacity of around 100 dwellings each. Development at these locations would need to
comply with ECCs strategy for utilising Peaslands Road to minimise impacts on the
Thaxted/Radwinter Road junction.
8.58 Something else to note is Carver Barracks at Wimbish, which is a Ministry of Defence base with
around 1,500 military staff and their dependents living on site. The MOD is proposing to vacate
the site towards the end of the plan period. This is a substantial site, located to the south of
Saffron Walden and could therefore be a potential option for further growth in the next plan
period.
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Great Dunmow
8.59 Great Dunmow is the second largest town and an important focus for residents who live in the
southern part of the District. It is identified as a Market Town in the settlement hierarchy.
8.60 Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 561 dwellings were built in Great Dunmow. As of
April 2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 1,846 dwellings. That gives
a total of 2,407 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed during the plan
period.
8.61 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following sites
for allocation at Great Dunmow:


GtDUN1 for 400 dwellings (12GTDun15);



GtDUN2 for 150 dwellings (08GTDun15);



GtDUN3 for 120 dwellings (07GTDun15);



GtDUN4 for 60 dwellings (01GTDun15);



GtDUN5 for 25 dwellings (06GTDun15);



GtDUN6 for 12 dwellings (committed);



GtDUN7 for 22 dwellings (11GTDUN15);



GtDUN8 for 370 dwellings (committed); and



GtDUN9 for 790 dwellings (committed).

8.62 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Great Dunmow during the plan period.
8.63 Given the level of committed development, constraints and existing evidence it is clear that
delivering any significant additional growth during the plan period at Great Dunmow will be
extremely difficult and in most cases not deliverable. Allocating additional growth would not
necessarily result in the delivery of more dwellings during the plan period as given the scale of
committed development the market can only absorb so much housing. Nevertheless, it is
important to ensure that all potential options for additional growth at Great Dunmow are
explored. Please see Figure 5 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and
assessed through the SLAA at Great Dunmow.
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Figure 5: Great Dunmow SLAA sites and key constraints
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8.64 There are only two areas around the settlement that could potentially deliver a significant level
of additional growth during the plan period. Site 15GtDun15 to the North was not allocated due
largely to the landscape on the historic town. The site does not adjoin existing development
limits but is adjacent to the conservation area at Parsonage Downs and Church End. The north
eastern edge of the site lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3. A number of the adjoining buildings
are listed and there is an ancient monument adjacent to and partially within the site at
Parsonage Farm. Development at this site would introduce an area of extensive built
development on the slopes of the Chelmer Valley to the detriment of the character of the
landscape and the setting of the conservation area. As a result, it is not considered suitable for
further consideration when seeking to establish district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.
8.65 Site 05LtEas15 is large site to the North West of the settlement which was also refused on
appeal (planning application: UTT/13/1043/OP, appeal dismissed 25 August 2016), due largely
to impacts on the landscape and the historic environment. Development at this site could lead
to coalescence with Little Easton as well as the proposed Easton Park GC. It should be noted
that a large part of the site is set to be a Country Park delivered as part of the Easton Park GC.
Site 05LtEas15 is therefore not an option for additional growth at Great Dunmow unless the
Easton Park GC is not being taken forward. If this were to happen then there is the potential to
deliver approximately 1,000 dwellings, which is a scale of development that could provide a
new primary school. As a result of the additional infrastructure that development at this site
could provide it should be taken forward for further consideration as part of the district-wide
spatial strategy alternatives. However, it is recognised that there are significant constraints to
growth at this site.
8.66 There are a number of smaller site options and, of these, there are two that could potentially
deliver a small level of additional growth during the plan period. Site 09GtDun15 in Dunmow
Park, which is not designated but does form part of the historic setting of the settlement could
potentially deliver 80 dwellings. Site 11GtDun15 is situated on the eastern edge of the
settlement and adjoins onto a site with an existing planning permission to the South West. It
could deliver approximately 35 dwellings. While it is recognised that these sites have
significant issues, they have been carried forward for further consideration as part of
establishing district-wide spatial strategy alternatives in order to test the implications of
additional growth at Great Dunmow.

Edge of Bishop’s Stortford
8.67 Bishop’s Stortford is a large town within East Hertfordshire District. While it does not fall within
the district there are adjacent areas to the existing settlement that fall within Uttlesford District.
8.68 A GB Review was carried out in 2016 and found that all the areas within the Areas of Search
(identified in 2015) on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford perform strongly against the GB purposes.
The Council consider that none of the areas should be considered for release.
8.69 Given the findings of the GB Review and SLAA the emerging Local Plan does not propose the
release of any GB adjacent to Bishop’s Stortford for development. There were only two sites
(06Bir15 and 03GtHal15) submitted through the Call for Sites process within Uttlesford District
and adjacent to Bishop’s Stortford. The SLAA estimated that these sites could deliver
approximately 530 dwellings during the life of the plan.
8.70 Other sites submitted through the Call for Sites are separated from the existing settlement by
the A120 and are therefore considered unsuitable. They also fall within the GB and the
evidence does not recommend that any areas of the GB be considered for release. Please see
Figure 6 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and assessed through the
SLAA on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford.
8.71 For the purpose of exploring alternative district-wide spatial strategies, sites 06Bir15 and
03GtHal15 have been carried forward for further consideration. They are situated adjacent to
the existing settlement and development at these sites would help to reduce reliance on the
GCs during the plan period or potentially reduce pressure for growth at some of the lower tier
settlements within Uttlesford.
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Figure 6: Edge of Bishop’s Stortford SLAA sites and key constraints
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Key Villages
Elsenham
8.72 Elsenham is identified as a Key Village in the settlement hierarchy; it also has a train station on
the London Liverpool Street/ Cambridge line.
8.73 Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 385 dwellings were built in Elsenham. As of April
2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 97 dwellings. That gives a total
of 482 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed during the plan period.
8.74 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following sites
for allocation at Elsenham:


ELS1 for 40 dwellings (08Els15);



ELS2 for 130 dwellings (committed); and



ELS3 for 20 dwellings (02Els15).

8.75 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Elsenham during the plan period.
8.76 A significant number of sites were submitted through the Call for Sites process around the
fringes of the village. Please see Figure 7 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites
process and assessed through the SLAA at Elsenham.
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Figure 7: Elsenham SLAA sites and key constraints
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8.77 As explained in previous chapters, land to the north and north east (05Els15, 06Els15 and
07Els15) of the village has been promoted for large-scale growth for some time. The withdrawn
Local Plan included an allocation in this area and the Inspector raised concerns in relation to
the proposal for a linked new settlement at Elsenham for 2,100 dwellings, which he considered
to be a ‘major village expansion’ rather than a new settlement. He also referred to a lack of
evidence to demonstrate the suitability of the local roads and the capacity of junction 8 on the
M11.
8.78 A proposal for 800 dwellings in this area was rejected at appeal in 2016 (UTT/13/0808/OP)
because of harm to the landscape/ views, loss of best and most versatile agricultural land and
traffic impacts. There is an existing planning application (UTT/17/3573/OP) for a reduced scale
of growth at 350 dwellings. It is understood that the applicant is currently in the process of
producing further highways evidence which is being discussed with the County Council.
8.79 While there are clearly significant constraints to the delivery of large-scale growth on site
06Els15, it is considered appropriate that the existing planning application for a lower scale of
growth at 350 dwellings is included for consideration as part of any options for additional growth
at Elsenham. There is a further small site to the south of 06Els15 and adjacent to the
development limits. Site 11Els17 is a greenfield site with the potential to deliver an estimated
40 dwellings. Alongside the development of 350 dwellings at 06Els15 it has been taken
forward for further consideration.
8.80 Parts of site 07Els15 and the entirety of site 05Els15 are located to the north of the settlement
between the railway line and the M11. A portion of these sites fall within the poor air quality
zone for the M11 and there are also issues in terms of access because of the railway line, so
these sites have not been taken forward for further consideration.
8.81 Site 09Els15 is situated to the south of the settlement and adjacent to an existing planning
permission; however, development would not be a natural extension of the village and would
extend into an area of more rural character. It has therefore not been taken forward for further
consideration.
8.82 Site 03Els15 is situated in the east of the village and adjacent to an existing planning
application and Ancient Woodland. While the site was rejected because it acts as a buffer
between the existing planning application and the ancient woodland, it is considered
appropriate that it be considered further as part of an option to deliver additional growth at
Elsenham. It is estimated that it could deliver around 100 dwellings.

Great Chesterford
8.83 Great Chesterford is identified as a Key Village in the settlement hierarchy; it also has a train
station on the London Liverpool Street/ Cambridge line.
8.84 Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 55 dwellings were built in Great Chesterford. As
of April 2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 77 dwellings. That gives
a total of 132 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed during the plan period.
8.85 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following sites
for allocation at Great Chesterford:


GtCHE1 for 11 dwellings (committed).

8.86 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as a constant for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Great Chesterford during the plan period.
8.87 Please see Figure 8 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and assessed
through the SLAA at Great Chesterford.

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
82

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Figure 8: Great Chesterford SLAA sites and key constraints
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8.88 A significant number of sites were submitted through the Call for Sites process around the
fringes of the village. Some of these sites fell within the Great Chesterford Conservation Area
(03GtChe15 & 04GtChe15) and contained a scheduled monument (02GtChe15 and
06GtChe15). These sites were considered through the SLAA as not suitable for development.
Site 06GtChe15 was also rejected as it would reduce the separation between the village and
North Uttlesford GC. Even if the North Uttlesford GC was not brought forward, it is still
considered that these sites to the north of the settlement would not be suitable for additional
growth given the presence of designated heritage assets and the sensitivity of the historic
environment.
8.89 There are two sites (03LtChe15 and 04LtChe15) close to the train station that were considered
unsuitable in the SLAA as development would extend the village south-westwards along the
valley, which would diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness of the settlement. The
SLAA states that the southern edge of the village currently forms a strong defensible boundary.
However, for the purposes of exploring options for additional growth at Great Chesterford sites
03LtChe15 (estimated capacity of 200 dwellings) and 04LtChe15 (estimated capacity of 100
dwellings) have been taken forward as they could deliver approximately 300 additional
dwellings during the plan period and would avoid coalescence with the North Uttlesford GC.
They also fall outside the conservation area and do not contain a scheduled monument.

Hatfield Heath
8.90 Hatfield Heath is identified as a Key Village in the settlement hierarchy. It is situated in the
south of the district and is surrounded by the Green Belt.
8.91 The emerging Local Plan does not propose any further growth at this village. While a number
of sites were submitted through the Call for Sites either adjacent or in close proximity to the
development limit of the settlement, they all fell within the GB. The GB Review (2016) found
that the parcels of land for which these sites fall within perform strongly against the GB
purposes and did not recommend that any areas be considered for release.
8.92 It should be noted that there is a current application (UTT/17/2499/FUL) on the previously
developed land within site 04HHEA15 for around 26 dwellings. While this will only deliver a
small level of growth it has been carried forward for further consideration as part of the districtwide spatial strategy alternatives as there is no additional growth currently proposed through
the Local Plan at this settlement.
8.93 Please see Figure 9 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and assessed
through the SLAA at Hatfield Heath.
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Figure 9: Hatfield Heath SLAA sites and key constraints
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Newport
8.94 Newport is identified as a Key Village in the settlement hierarchy; it also has a train station on
the London Liverpool Street/ Cambridge line.
8.95 Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 90 dwellings were built in Newport. As of April
2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 301 dwellings. That gives a total
of 391 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed during the plan period.
8.96 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following sites
for allocation at Newport:


NEWP1 for 94 dwellings (06New15);



NEWP2 for 11 dwellings (02New15);



NEWP3 for 12 dwellings (committed); and



NEWP4 for 81 extra care units (07New15).

8.97 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Newport during the plan period.
8.98 A significant number of sites were submitted through the Call for Sites process around the
fringes of the village. The SLAA identified that site 04New15 could potentially deliver 200
dwellings and is suitable subject to assessments on the impact of development on the
landscape and highways. This site has therefore been carried forward for consideration as part
of an option for additional growth at Newport.
8.99 The SLAA found site 05New15 to not be suitable on landscape and historic environment
grounds. Evidence suggests that the landscape is sensitive to change in this area and would
extend development into the open countryside and the river valley. This site has not been
carried forward for further consideration.
8.100 There are a number of smaller scale sites to the north of the settlement and these were found
by the SLAA to be unsuitable for development. It is not considered appropriate to include these
sites for additional growth given the findings of the SLAA and that they would not significantly
contribute to the delivery of new homes during the plan period.
8.101 Please see Figure 10 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and assessed
through the SLAA at Hatfield Heath.
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Figure 10: Newport SLAA sites and key constraints
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Stansted Mountfitchet
8.102 Stanstead Mountfitchet is identified as a Key Village in the settlement hierarchy; it also has a
train station on the London Liverpool Street/ Cambridge line.
8.103 Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 427 dwellings were built in Stansted Mountfitchet.
As of April 2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 155 dwellings. That
gives a total of 582 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed during the plan
period.
8.104 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following sites
for allocation at Stanstead Mountfitchet:


STA1 for 40 dwellings (09Sta15); and



STA2 for 12 dwellings (committed).

8.105 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Stanstead Mountfitchet during the plan
period.
8.106 A significant number of sites were submitted through the Call for Sites process around the
fringes of the village. The GB Review (2016) found that all the areas performed strongly
against the GB purposes and none should be considered for release. This includes all the sites
to the south of the village up to the M11 and the A120. It also includes: site 02Sta15; 08Sta15;
13Sta15; 20Sta15 and 27Sta17. For the purposes of exploring options for the delivery of
additional growth the focus will therefore be on the areas outside the GB to the north and east
of the settlement.
8.107 The SLAA found that the sites to the east of the village were unsuitable as they would result in
development beyond the current defensible boundary of High Lane. Despite this, it is
considered appropriate to explore these sites further for the potential to deliver additional
growth at the village. Sites 17Sta15 and 19Sta15 do not extend past Gall End Lane or the
stream to the east. There is the potential to deliver approximately 50 dwellings at site 17Sta15
and 15 dwellings at site19Sta15. There is also the potential for some additional development
on site 12Sta15 to the north of these sites but this would need to be limited to the south west of
the site and should not pass the stream. The potential to deliver an additional 100 dwellings in
the South West section of site 12Sta15 has been carried forward. Site 14Sta15 only adjoins
the settlement development limit at its western corner and would extend into an area of more
rural character and introduce coalescence with Elsenham. It has therefore not been
progressed as part of an option for additional growth at the village.
8.108 The southern part of site 15Sta15 has planning permission (UTT/13/1618/OP) for 160 dwellings
and other uses. The SHLAA found that a larger extension of the site to deliver 300 dwellings
and other uses would be unsuitable as it would introduce a tongue of development extending
into the countryside.
8.109 Site 07Sta15 adjoins the Bentfield Green Conservation Area. The site was subject to an
application (UTT/13/1203/OP) for 140 dwellings, primary school and recreational space which
was refused and dismissed on appeal in 2014. The Inspector concluded that the scheme
would harm the countryside north of Bentfield Green. Similarly the Inspector concluded that the
development would harm the character of the conservation area which was characterised by
this edge of settlement rural location. There is a proposal for a smaller scale development (70
dwellings) which moves the development away from the conservation area and the traffic would
use Rainsford Road. Since the appeal decision, planning permission has been granted for 160
dwellings to the east on site 15Sta15, extending development northwards into the countryside.
The potential for a smaller scale of 70 dwellings at site 07Sta15 has therefore been progressed
as part of an option for increased growth at this village.
8.110 Site 24Sta16 was found suitable through the SLAA subject to access being delivered through
site 07Sta15 to the south and the capacity of the road network. The site has a capacity of
approximately 70 dwellings and has been progressed for further consideration given the
inclusion of site 07Sta15.
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8.111 Site 25Sta16 includes site 24Sta16 and extends further north. As for site 15Sta15, the SLAA
found that development on site 25Sta16 would be unsuitable as it would introduce a tongue of
development extending into the countryside. This site has not been considered further for the
potential to deliver additional growth.
8.112 Please see Figure 11 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and assessed
through the SLAA at Stansted Mountfitchet.
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Figure 11: Stansted Mountfitchet SLAA sites and key constraints
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Takeley
8.113 Takeley is identified as a Key Village in the settlement hierarchy and is situated to the south of
the A120. Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 678 dwellings were built in Takeley/
Little Canfield. As of April 2018 there are no outstanding planning permissions.
8.114 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following site
for allocation at Takeley:


TAK1 for 20 dwellings (01Tak15).

8.115 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Takeley during the plan period.
8.116 Please see Figure 12 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and assessed
through the SLAA at Takeley.
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Figure 12: Takeley SLAA sites and key constraints
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8.117 A large number of sites were submitted around the fringes of Takeley through the Call for Sites
process. Sites to the north of Takeley between the A120 and settlement have been promoted
for large-scale development at an early stage in plan-making. Initially the sites were being
promoted for 1,700 dwellings; however, a reduced scale of 850 dwellings has also been
considered through plan-making and the SA process. The sites (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15
and 11Tak15) to the North of the settlement are being actively promoted. A larger scale of
development at around 1,700 dwellings is not considered realistic or reasonable given identified
constraints along the B1256 and Junction 8a of the M11. There are also identified issues in
terms of traffic and atmospheric pollution impacts on Hatfield Forest SSSI, which is situated
adjacent to the B1256. Furthermore, the northern area also falls within the CPZ. Despite the
identified constraints, it is considered reasonable to explore a reduced scale of growth that
could deliver around 750 dwellings, as the area is still being actively promoted and 750
dwellings could deliver a new primary school.
8.118 A potential alternative to the delivery of additional growth to the north of Takeley could be
comprised of growth to the south at sites 03HBO15 and 04GtCan15. 03HBO15 is a greenfield
site located in the South West of the village. It wraps around the site submitted at Bonningtons
(02HBO15) and forms part of an extant planning permission for a golf course, hotel, conference
centre and indoor leisure facilities. It has the potential to deliver approximately 275 dwellings.
8.119 There have been two applications for development on site 04GtCan15 in 2014 for 211 dwellings
(UTT/14/2306/OP) and 2015 for 180 dwellings (UTT/14/3705/OP), which were both refused.
Permission was refused due to harm to the rural character of the area and countryside (CPZ)
as well as insufficient information on access, highways and design. Despite the refusals it is
considered reasonable to explore the potential for growth at this site given developer interest
and the presence of Takeley Park Homes to the west. The SLAA identified that there is the
capacity to deliver 211 dwellings at this site and this has been carried forward for further
consideration.
8.120 Given the identified constraints it is not considered realistic to propose additional growth both to
the north and south of Takeley. It would likely be a choice of one or the other; therefore, it is
appropriate for these two options to be subject to further appraisal work prior to formulation of
district-wide spatial strategy options. The two options for Takeley are identified in Figure 13
and a description provided below:


Option 1: Additional growth to the north - approx 750 dwellings distributed between sites
08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15 and 11Tak15. It is assumed that development will not cover
the whole extent of the sites indicated on Figure 13. The option would seek to protect the
countryside by keeping development to those sites adjacent to the existing development
limits.



Option 2: Additional growth to the south - approx 486 dwellings at sites 03HBO15 (275
dwellings) and 04GtCan15 (211 dwellings).
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Figure 13: Takeley growth options

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
94

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Appraisal of the Takeley growth options
8.121 The growth options identified in Figure 13 were subject to a comparative appraisal against the
SA Framework and the detailed findings are presented in Appendix V. A summary of the
findings is presented in Table 8.5 below along with outline reasons for why additional growth
would be preferred in the north or south of the village.
8.122 Detailed appraisal methodology is explained in Appendix V but in summary: The appraisal
table comprises a row for each of the objectives that make up the SA Framework (see Table
3.1). Within each row the alternatives are categorised in terms of potential to result in
‘significant effects’ (using red/ green) and also ranked in order of relative performance (with ‘ = ’
used to denote instances where the alternatives perform on a par, i.e. it not possible to
differentiate between them). If an option is ranked as 1 then it is preferred to an option that is
ranked 2. Please note that the rank is not linked to the potential for a significant effect.
Table 8.5: Summary appraisal of the Takeley growth options

Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank

SA Objective

Option 1: 750 dwellings north of
Takeley Village

Option 2: 486 dwellings south of
Takeley Village

1: Biodiversity

2

1

2: Water quality and resources

=

=

3: Landscape

2

1

4: Soil/ sustainable use of land

2

1

5: Historic environment

2

1

6: Climate change

1

2

7: Reduce and control pollution

2

1

8: To reduce the risk of flooding

2

1

9: Sustainable methods of travel

1

2

10: Accessibility to services

1

2

11: Health and social inclusion

=

=

12: Housing

1

2

13: Resources and infrastructure

=

=

14: Education and skills

1

2

15: Employment

=

=

8.123 The appraisal found that for a number of the SA objectives, development in Takeley Village
poses a risk of significant negative effects, and these are summarised below:


Potential effects on designated biodiversity: both options are likely to increase traffic on
the B1256 north of Hatfield Forest SSSI as residents will use this route to access Junction
8 of the M11 as well as access the A120. This is likely to affect traffic along the B1256 and
therefore air quality at the adjacent SSSI. Given the proximity of the SSSI to the
settlement, it is also likely to be subject to increased recreational pressures. In line with
advice from Natural England, it is recommended that Local Plan policy provisions seek
contributions towards the delivery of mitigation measures to address the likely impacts of
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recreational disturbance and decreased air quality at Hatfield Forest from all development
falling within the emerging Zone of Influence (ZoI) - which will include any development at
Takeley.


Material changes to the landscape: given the scale of growth proposed under both
options at a village, it is considered that they are both likely to result in a residual
significant negative effect on the character of the settlement.



Significant loss of key soil resources: any development in Takeley Village is likely to result
in significant loss of greenfield and Grade 2 best and most versatile agricultural land with
the potential for permanent negative effects.



Development affecting the historic environment: both options are likely to affect the
setting of designated heritage assets in the Village with the potential for significant
negative effects. Given that Option 1 is likely to impact the setting of a Grade I Listed
Buildings (rarer and more significant than Grade II) and development is at a larger scale,
the likely effects are considered to be of greater significance compared to Option 2.



Impacts on air quality: the Transport Study predicts that without mitigation, the capacity of
the B1256 will be exceeded at 2033 without development proposed through the Local
Plan. Both of the options will increase traffic along the B1256 and at Junction 8 of the M11
in order to access the motorway and the A120, where there is identified congestion and
existing air quality issues. The higher level of growth proposed under Option 1 is likely to
have a negative effect of greater significance on traffic and therefore atmospheric pollution
compared to Option 2.

8.124 The appraisal has also found that for a number of the SA objectives, development in Takeley
Village presents opportunities for long term significant positive effects, and these are
summarised below:


Delivery of housing to meet the identified local needs.



Larger scale development enabling delivery of new infrastructure: the delivery of 750
dwellings under Option 1 is considered to be of a sufficient scale to deliver a new primary
school within the Village.

Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of Takeley growth options
8.125 On balance, Option 1 is preferred and taken forward for consideration as part of the districtwide spatial strategy options as the scale of development could provide a new primary school
at the village, for which there is an identified need. The opportunity to deliver a primary school
is considered to outweigh the negatives effects, which are primarily associated with an
increased scale of development having greater impacts on environmental factors. Tied to this
consideration is the fact that if there were to be less development in Takeley, there could be
additional pressure to increase development in other more sensitive settlements.

Thaxted
8.126 Thaxted is identified as a Key Village in the settlement hierarchy and is situated in the East of
the district away from strategic transport infrastructure.
8.127 Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 183 dwellings were built in Thaxted. As of April
2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 39 dwellings. That gives a total
of 222 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed during the plan period.
8.128 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following site
for allocation at Thaxted:


THA1 for 20 dwellings (14Tha15).

8.129 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at Thaxted during the plan period.
8.130 Despite being removed from the strategic transport network, a number of sites were submitted
through the Call for Sites process either adjacent or in close proximity to the development limit
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of the settlement. Please see Figure 14 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites
process and assessed through the SLAA at Thaxted.
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Figure 14: Thaxted SLAA sites and key constraints
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8.131 An appeal was refused for the development of 120 dwellings at site 16Tha15 in 2015
(UTT/14/1033OP). The Inspector concluded that the proposed development would cause
significant harm to the landscape setting of Thaxted. He considered that the extent of harm,
particularly to the character and appearance of the area and the harm to the setting of the
church would not constitute sustainable development in terms of the NPPF. As a result this site
has not been carried forward as part of this option.
8.132 Site 04Tha15 was found through the SLAA to be available and achievable; however, it is
ultimately unsuitable due to landscape impacts and significant impacts on the setting of the
church (Grade I Listed Building). As a result of the appeal decision for site 16Tha15, this site
option has not been taken forward for further consideration.
8.133 Sites 06Tha15 and 08Tha15 are situated to the south of the settlement and adjacent to each
other. They are separated from the settlement and considered unsuitable in the SLAA. These
sites have not been taken forward for further consideration.
8.134 Site 5Tha15 was found through the SLAA to be unsuitable as a result of flood risk and impacts
on the landscape and the setting of the adjacent conservation area. This site has not been
taken forward for further consideration.
8.135 Site 09Tha15 was found by the SLAA to be suitable subject to further assessment of the
capacity of local roads. The site is currently being promoted for 23 dwellings to round off the
existing development. While this will not deliver a significant level of additional growth it has
nevertheless been taken forward for further consideration.
8.136 Site 17Tha15 is in the ownership of Essex County Council and has historically been
safeguarded for school or community uses. The site is being promoted by a third party and is
estimated to have capacity for 25 dwellings. While the deliverability of this site is uncertain and
it cannot deliver a significant amount of additional growth, it has been taken forward for further
consideration as the landownership may change or it could be promoted for residential
development in the future.

Type A and B Villages
8.137 Between April 2011 and April 2018, a total of 525 dwellings were built in the Type A and B
Villages. As of April 2018 there are outstanding planning permissions for a total of 239
dwellings. That gives a total of 764 dwellings that have either been built out or are committed
during the plan period.
8.138 Based on the findings of the SLAA and wider evidence the Council identified the following sites
for allocation at the Type A and B Villages:


CLA1 (Clavering) for 13 dwellings (committed);



DEB1 (Debden) for 25 dwellings (02Deb15 & 03Deb15);



FEL1 (Felsted) for 40 dwellings (01Fel15);



FEL2 (Felsted) for 30 dwellings (17Fel15);



GtEAS1 (Great Easton) for 20 dwellings (04GtEas15);



QUE1 (Quendon and Rickling) for 19 dwellings (02Que15); and



STE1 (Stebbing) for 30 dwellings (committed).

8.139 The committed development/ sites identified above should be considered as constants for any
district-wide options that explore increased growth at the Type A and B Villages during the plan
period.
8.140 In terms of the potential for additional growth at the Type A and B Villages, the Council has
indicated that that there is the potential for some additional small scale growth at the following
Type A and B Villages:
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Felsted - 16Fel15 (15 dwellings) and 19Fel15 (23 dwellings) as these sites are currently
being actively promoted;



Barnston - 01Bar15 (23 dwellings) is not currently being actively promoted but could be
included for consideration as the decision not to recommend allocation of this site was
marginal; and



Clavering - 07Cla15 (30 dwellings) as this site is currently being actively promoted.

8.141 These sites have been carried forward for further consideration as part of establishing districtwide spatial strategy alternatives.
8.142 While it is not considered necessary to explore each Type A and B Village individually, there is
large-scale growth being promoted at the villages of Little Dunmow and Flitch Green that
warrant further discussion. Furthermore, it would also be prudent to re-consider the potential
for growth at Birchanger Village given that it was identified as an Area of Search for a new
settlement in 2015 and considered further in 2016 but eventually rejected.

Birchanger
8.143 Birchanger is a Type A Village in the settlement hierarchy. It is situated in the south of
Stanstead Mountfitchet and north of Bishop’s Stortford and is surrounded by the Green Belt.
8.144 While a number of sites were submitted through the Call for Sites, essentially surrounding the
settlement, they all fell within the GB. The GB Review (2016) found that the parcels of land for
which these sites fall within perform strongly against the GB purposes and did not recommend
that any areas be considered for release.
8.145 Taken the above into account it is considered that there is no potential for additional growth
given the findings of the GB Review and that any significant growth would be likely to lead to
coalescence with Stanstead Mountfitchet and Bishop’s Stortford.

Little Dunmow and Flitch Green
8.146 A number of sites were submitted through the Call for Sites process between the A120 and
Little Dunmow (Type B Village) as well as between Flitch Green (Type A Village) and Little
Dunmow. Please see Figure 15 for the sites submitted through the Call for Sites process and
assessed through the SLAA at Little Dunmow and Flitch Green.
8.147 Various scales of development have previously been promoted and therefore considered in this
area through plan-making/ SA process, including for 1,020, 1,500 and 2,700 dwellings.
Development in this area has previously been referred to as ‘Chelmer Mead’ and was
considered at previous stages in the plan-making/ SA process as a potential Garden
Community option (please refer to Chapter 6 and 7 in this SA Report). One of the key issues
for large-scale growth in this location is providing suitable access to the A120. It is understood
that even the maximum scale of growth at around 3,000 dwellings would not be a sufficient
scale to deliver a new junction onto the A120.
8.148 The sites between Little Dunmow and Flitch Green should not been taken forward for further
consideration as development would result in the coalescence of the two villages. While it is
recognised that there are still significant issues to delivering large-scale growth in this area,
given that the sites to the North are being actively promoted it is considered prudent to take
forward a reduced scale of growth for further consideration. Additional growth of 750 dwellings
to the North of Little Dunmow (sites 02LtDun15 and 03LTDun15) has been taken forward as it
would be able to provide a new primary school as well as avoid coalescence with Flitch Green
to the south.
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Figure 15: Little Dunmow and Flitch Green SLAA sites and key constraints
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Establishing the Reasonable Alternatives
Spatial strategy options
8.149 The evidence around housing supply has been updated and indicates that, as of April 2018,
there have been 4,156 dwellings already built since the beginning of the plan period (April
2011). A further 3,364 dwellings have been granted planning permission. Including a windfall
allowance of 1,050 dwellings (between 2018/19 and 2023/33), the total supply is therefore
8,570 dwellings.
8.150 The identified OAHN for the plan period is at least 14,000 new homes, plus the required 5%
buffer to allow for flexibility gives a total housing requirement of at least 14,700 new homes for
the plan period. Take the housing supply away and we are left with a shortfall or residual
housing requirement of at least 6,130 dwellings during the life of the Local Plan.
8.151 Based on the evidence base, in particular the SLAA, the Council has sought to meet as much
of this residual need on sites located at the main towns and villages in line with the settlement
hierarchy and the identified development limits. The Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Local Plan
proposes the delivery of an additional 1,082 dwellings at the main towns and 478 dwellings at
the villages in line with the settlement hierarchy. Evidence suggests that significant additional
growth at the main towns and villages is not possible due to constraints, and, if it were pursued
there is a high likelihood of significant impacts on existing infrastructure and the setting of
historic settlements. Based on the level of growth allocated at the main towns and villages
there is still a residual requirement of 4,750 dwellings.
8.152 Taking this into account, the Council explored opportunities for the delivery of one or more new
settlements from an early stage in plan-making. Only three GC options were identified at North
Uttlesford, Easton Park and West of Braintree that could deliver the minimum threshold of
5,000 dwellings that would provide a higher order secondary school in line with comments from
ECC. Evidence on the delivery of housing at these sites demonstrates that they each could
only deliver a proportion of their total capacity during the plan period. As a result, in order to
meet the residual housing requirement during the plan period there was a need to progress all
three realistic options for new Garden Communities.
8.153 Building on the previous work set out in Chapters 5, 6 and 7, and in light of the discussion
above, Officers and AECOM (working in collaboration) were able to establish reasonable spatial
strategy alternatives - i.e. a series of alternative packages of sites - for appraisal.
8.154 A number of representations on the emerging Local Plan raised concerns that it places too
much reliance on the GCs for the delivery of new homes during the plan period, referring to
71
research on the speed and rate of delivery of large-scale housing. Taking this into account, it
was therefore considered prudent to also explore alternatives that rely less on the delivery of
GCs during the plan period.
8.155 Representations have also suggested that there should be additional growth directed towards
the main towns and villages instead of the new GCs, despite the evidence demonstrating that
this could have significant impacts on infrastructure capacity and the environment. As
demonstrated earlier in this Chapter, further consideration has therefore been given to the
potential for additional growth at these settlements.
8.156 It should be noted that there could be any number of different permutations of spatial strategy
alternatives. However, it is important that the alternatives are suitably distinct in order to allow
a meaningful appraisal to be carried out. The recent Inspector’s Report for the West
Oxfordshire District Local Plan stated in Paragraph 27 that:
“In practice there is an almost limitless number of combinations of comparative assessments
which could be undertaken across the full breadth of options for the plan’s overall spatial
strategy, for broad directions of growth at the main settlements and for strategic and non71

Nathaniel Litchfields & partners (2016) Start to Finish - How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver?
https://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf
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strategic site allocations. However, that this appraisal work could, in theory, be undertaken
does not mean that it is necessary for the SA to be legally compliant”.
8.157 Taking the above into account, four alternative spatial strategy options were identified and
these are described in more detail below.
8.158 It is important to remember that a large proportion of development proposed under each of the
options is comprised of committed development (completions, sites with existing planning
permission and windfall). It is also important to note that the level of growth allocated at the
main towns and villages through the Regulation 19 Pre-submission Plan is considered a
constant for each option. The variation between options therefore reflects the following:


Reduced delivery at the Garden Communities during the plan period;



No Garden Communities delivered during the plan period; and



Additional growth at the main towns and settlements, including the release of Green Belt
land on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford during the plan period.

Option 1: Preferred Option
8.159 This is the development strategy set out in the Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local Plan. It is a
hybrid strategy with significant growth in three new settlements, but some additional growth in
existing communities as well in line with the settlement hierarchy. The strategy recognises that
the towns and larger villages offer sustainable locations for development but that there are
significant constraints that limit large-scale town or village extensions. The approach seeks to
realise the infrastructure benefits of concentrating development in new settlements as well as
limiting the impact on existing communities.

Option 2: Reduced reliance on Garden Communities during the plan period
8.160 This option was developed to explore potential alternatives for meeting the residual housing
requirement if the GCs delivered less housing during the plan period (up to 2033). This option
assumes that the start date for the delivery of each GC is delayed by three years, which would
result in a reduction of approximately 800 dwellings at both Easton Park and North Uttlesford
GCs as well as 450 dwellings at the West of Braintree GC during the plan period. This leaves a
residual total of 2,050 dwellings to meet the housing requirement of 14,700 dwellings. Two
variations of this option were explored and further details are provided below.

Option 2a: Reduced reliance on Garden Communities and greater focus on Market
Towns and Key Villages (with a railway station)
8.161 In seeking to meet the residual housing need from reduced delivery at the GCs, it was
considered appropriate to first consider the potential for additional growth at the Main Towns,
including land adjacent to Bishop’s Stortford which falls just outside the district boundary.
Following that, the potential for additional growth at the Key Villages with a train station was
explored. Under this option the shortfall as a result of reduced delivery at the GCs during the
plan period is made up by additional growth in the following areas:


Edge of Bishop’s Stortford - Additional growth delivered on sites 06Bir15 (350 dwellings)
and 03GtHal15 (180 dwellings), which are both GB sites. A total of 530 dwellings.



Saffron Walden - Additional growth delivered on sites 11Saf15 (100 dwellings) and
20Saf15 (100 dwelligns). Including development proposed through Option 1 that gives a
total of 515 dwellings for this settlement.



Great Dunmow - Additional growth delivered on sites 09GtDun15 (80 dwellings) and
11GtDun15 (35 dwellings). Including development proposed through Option 1 that gives a
total of 882 dwellings for this settlement.



Elsenham - Additional growth delivered on sites 03Els15 (100 dwellings), 11Els17 (40
dwellings) and 06Els15 (350 dwellings). Including development proposed through Option
1 that gives a total of 660 dwellings for this settlement.



Great Chesterford - Additional growth delivered at sites 03LtChe15 (200 dwellings) and
04LtChe15 (100 dwellings). Including development proposed through Option 1 that gives
a total of 300 dwellings for this settlement.
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Newport - Additional growth delivered on site 04New15 (106 dwellings). Including
development proposed through Option 1 that gives a total of 200 dwellings for this
settlement.



Stanstead Mountfitchet - Additional growth delivered on sites 07Sta15 (70 dwellings),
12Sta15 (100 dwellings), 17Sta15 (50 dwellings), 19Sta15 (15 dwellings) and 24Sta16 (70
dwellings). Including development proposed through Option 1 that gives a total of 345
dwellings for this settlement.

Option 2a: Reduced reliance on Garden Communities and greater focus on Villages
where large-scale growth is being promoted
8.162 A large number of sites were submitted around the Key Villages without a train station and
around some Type A and B villages through the Call for Sites process. Option 2b seeks to
explore the potential for these sites to help meet the shortfall as a result of a reduced reliance
on GCs during the plan period. Under this option the shortfall as a result of reduced delivery at
the GCs during the plan period is made up by additional growth in the following areas:


Hatfield Heath - Additional growth delivered at site 04HHEA15 (26 dwellings). Just the
smaller PDL area of the site being promoted. A total of 26 dwellings.



Takeley - Additional growth on sites to the north for 750 dwellings as could provide a new
primary school (Parts of sites 08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15 and 11Tak15). Including
development proposed through Option 1 that gives a total of 770 dwellings for this
settlement.



Thaxted - Additional growth delivered on sites 09Tha15 (23 dwellings) and 17Tha15 (25
dwellings). Including development proposed through Option 1 that gives a total of 68
dwellings for this settlement.



Type A and B Villages:
─

Little Dunmow: Additional growth delivered on sites to the north of Little Dunmow
(sites 02LtDun15 and 03LTDun15 (750 dwellings) previously referred to as Chelmer
Mead;

─

Felsted: Additional growth delivered at 16Fel15 (15 dwellings) and 19Fel15 (23
dwellings);

─

Barnston: Additional growth delivered at 01Bar15 (23 dwellings); and

─

Clavering: Additional growth delivered at 07Cla15 (30 dwellings).

─

Including development proposed through Option 1 that gives a total of 975 dwellings
for the Type A and B Villages.

Option 3: No Garden Communities
8.163 This option was developed to explore potential alternatives for meeting the residual housing
requirement if the GCs do not deliver any housing during the plan period (up to 2033). Given
the significant shortfall in the housing requirement this option would require all the additional
growth identified above for Options 2a and 2b. Without the delivery of the GCs there is also the
opportunity for additional growth in the following areas:


Great Dunmow - Additional growth delivered at site 05LtEast15 (1,000 dwellings) as
coalescence with the Easton Park GC is no longer an issue. Including development
proposed through Option 1 and 2a that gives a total of 1,882 dwellings for this settlement.

8.164 Table 8.6 on the following page sets out the four options in more detail.
8.165 It could be argued that additional options should be explored that include the delivery of just
one or perhaps two of the three GC options. Particularly given Historic England’s objection to
the North Uttlesford GC in response to the Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local Plan. However,
it is important to note that a comparative and independent appraisal of the three GC options
has been carried out and this included variations in the total scale of growth that might be
delivered at each of the options where feasible. The summary appraisal findings are presented
earlier in Chapter 8 and the detailed appraisal tables provided in Appendix V and this worked
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informed the development of the spatial strategy options. Furthermore, the four identified
alternative spatial strategy options allow the SA to evaluate the likely significant effects and
explore the differences between options that focus less or no growth at the GCs compared to
increased growth and the district’s towns and villages. It is therefore not considered necessary
to identify and appraise any additional options.
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Table 8.6: The reasonable spatial strategy alternatives
Option 1: Preferred
option

Option 2a: Reduced reliance on GCs greater focus
on Towns / Key Villages (with a train station)

Option 2b: Reduced reliance on
GCs greater focus on other Villages

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Constants
Completions (April 2018)

4,156

4,156

4,156

4,156

Permissions (April 2018)

3,364

3,364

3,364

3,364

Windfall (2018/19 - 2032/33)

1,050

1,050

1,050

1,050

Constants Total

8,570

8,570

8,570

8,570

0

530

0

530

Saffron Walden

315

515

315

515

Great Dunmow

767

882

767

1,882

1,082

1,927

1,082

2,927

Choices
Towns
Edge of Bishop’s Stortford

Town Total
Villages
Elsenham

170

660

170

660

Great Chesterford

0

300

0

300

Hatfield Heath

0

0

26

26

Newport

94

200

94

200

Stanstead Mountfitchet

40

345

40

345

Takeley

20

20

770

770

Thaxted

20

20

68

68

A and B Villages

134

134

975

975

Village Total

478

1,679

2,143

3,344

Easton Park

1,925

1,125

1,125

0

North Uttlesford

1,925

1,125

1,125

0

970

520

520

0

Garden Communities Total (up to 2033)

4,820

2,770

2,770

0

Total dwellings during the plan period

14,950

14,946

14,565

14,841

7%

7%

4%

6%

Garden Communities

West of Braintree

% over OAHN (14,000 dwellings)
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Employment land options
8.166 Compared to the outputs of the ELR (2017) and FEMA study (2017) the Regulation 19 PreSubmission Local Plan includes substantial over provision in purely quantitative terms. This is
largely a result of large allocations at North Stansted and Chesterford Research Park.
8.167 The enlargement of the allocation at Chesterford Research Park is a given in all scenarios, as
this is the only large-scale Science Park in the district and it is linked with the successful
‘Cambridge phenomenon’, growth here is able to provide highly skilled jobs that will support the
local and national economy. The options in the area of the airport regarding the location of
strategic employment land to meet the needs of the district is between allocating land at North
Stansted and allocating land at Gaunt’s End. North Stansted is an area with existing structure
that is currently reserved for ‘airport related uses’; however, this has been the case for a long
time, and it is apparent that there is no need for this land for airport related uses. Gaunt’s End
is an area to the north of the airport within the Countryside Protection Zone that has a
significant existing permission for new office and retail space. The proposal at Gaunt’s End is
to expand the site for further employment space, beyond the existing extant permission.
8.168 At this stage, the reasonable options for the allocation of strategic employment land are as
follows:


Option 1: Allocating employment land at Chesterford Research Park and North Stansted;



Option 2: Allocating employment land at Chesterford Research Park and Gaunt’s End;
and



Option 3: Allocating employment land at Chesterford Research Park, North Stansted and
Gaunt’s End.
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Appraisal of the Reasonable Alternatives
Spatial strategy options
8.169 The spatial strategy options identified in Table 8.6 were subject to a comparative appraisal
against the SA Framework and the detailed findings are presented in Appendix V. A summary
of the findings is presented in Table 8.7 below.
8.170 Detailed appraisal methodology is explained in Appendix V but in summary: The appraisal
table comprises a row for each of the objectives that make up the SA Framework (see Table
3.1). Within each row the alternatives are categorised in terms of potential to result in
‘significant effects’ (using red/ green) and also ranked in order of relative performance (with ‘ = ’
used to denote instances where the alternatives perform on a par, i.e. it not possible to
differentiate between them). If an option is ranked as 1 then it is preferred to an option that is
ranked 2. Please note that the rank is not linked to the potential for a significant effect.
Table 8.7: Summary appraisal of the spatial strategy options

Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank

SA Objective

Option 1:
Option 2a: Less
Preferred option at GCs more at
Towns/ Villages
(with a train
station)

Option 2b:
Less at GCs
more at other
Villages

Option 3: No
Garden
Communities

1: Biodiversity

1

2

3

4

2: Water quality and resources

=

=

=

=

3: Landscape

=

=

=

=

4: Soil/ sustainable use of land

=

=

=

=

5: Historic environment

=

=

=

=

6: Climate change

1

1

2

3

7: Reduce and control pollution

1

2

3

4

8: To reduce the risk of flooding

=

=

=

=

9: Sustainable methods of travel

1

1

2

3

10: Accessibility to services

1

2

3

4

11: Health and social inclusion

1

2

2

3

12: Housing

2

1

1

1

13: Resources and infrastructure

1

1

1

2

14: Education and skills

1

2

2

3

15: Employment

1

1

1

2

8.171 The appraisal found that for a number of the SA objectives, the spatial strategy options have
the potential for a significant negative effect, and these are summarised below:


Potential effects on designated biodiversity: all of the options will result in localised
impacts on biodiversity where development is focussed as a result of the loss and
fragmentation of habitats as well as increased disturbance (noise, light and recreation) to
habitats/ species. Natural England (NE) raised two key issues that need to be addressed
in relation to the development proposed through the emerging Local Plan; increased
atmospheric pollution and recreational pressure to Epping Forest SSSI and SAC and
Hatfield Forest SSSI. Uttlesford District falls outside the 6.2km zone of influence for
recreational pressure impacts to Epping Forest SAC and SSSI so NE is satisfied that this
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issue can be screened out for the emerging Local Plan. The issue of increased
atmospheric pollution to the Epping Forest SAC and SSSI is being addressed through the
HRA process for the Local Plan. The National Trust, who own and manage Hatfield Forest
SSSI and National Nature Reserve (NNR), commissioned visitor surveys that demonstrate
that there is unsustainable recreational pressure, in the winter months, which is damaging
parts of Hatfield Forest. The findings of the winter visitor survey show a zone of influence
(ZoI) for recreational pressure of 10.4 km radius from the site, and this zone may extend
further once summer visitor surveys have been analysed. Natural England advises that
the Uttlesford Local Plan should include policy requirements for development within the
ZoI (once fully defined) to provide a contribution towards delivery of appropriate mitigation
measures, once agreed. Taking the above into account, it is reasonable to assume that the
spatial strategy options which direct a higher level of growth within the emerging ZoI are
more likely to have impacts at Hatfield Forest SSSI in terms of increased recreational
pressure. This is an issue for additional growth proposed at a number of settlements
(edge of Bishop’s Stortford, Great Dunmow, Stansted Mountfitchet, Elsenham, Takeley,
Hatfield Heath and Little Dunmow) and Easton Park GC, and options that direct more
development towards these settlements (Options 2b and 3) are considered to have the
greatest potential for significant negative effects.


Material changes to the landscape: all options are predicted to have a residual significant
negative effect as a result of the introduction of development in previously undeveloped
areas. It is noted however that the overall significance of the effects will ultimately be
dependent upon the design/ layout of development as well as the implementation of
mitigation measures. Options 2a, 2b and in particular 3 are more likely to have impacts on
the landscape character surrounding and townscape of the towns and villages.



Significant loss of key soil resources: all options will result in significant loss of greenfield
and Grade 2 Best and Most Versatile agricultural land with the potential for permanent
negative effects.



Development affecting the historic environment: all of the options will result in localised
impacts on the historic environment depending on where the additional growth is directed
and all are predicted to have a residual significant negative effect. While the development
of the GCs, in particular the North Uttlesford GC, has the potential for a significant
negative effect on the historic environment; the alternatives of reducing or delivering no
growth at the GCs and increasing the scale of growth at the historic towns and villages
within the district is also likely to result in a significant negative effect on the historic
environment.



Capturing benefits in terms of infrastructure delivery: Option 3 is also predicted to lead to
significant negative effects on SA Objectives 7, 13 & 14 as will not help to reduce the need
to travel and will not encourage a modal shift to the use of sustainable transport modes. It
is more likely to continue the current trend of private vehicle use and does not capitalise on
opportunities to deliver new physical and social infrastructure as a result of large-scale
development; such as the delivery of the Rapid Transit System (RTS) and new secondary
schools to serve the district.

8.172 The appraisal has also found that for a number of the SA objectives, the spatial strategy options
present opportunities for long term significant positive effects, and these are summarised
below:


Significant delivery of housing to meet the identified local needs: all options will
significantly contribute to meeting housing needs. However, Options 2a, 2b and 3 are
preferred as they are more likely to deliver housing earlier in the plan period, and thus
reduce risk overall in terms of meeting identified needs.



Larger-scale development enabling delivery of new infrastructure: larger scale growth
proposed under Options 1, 2a and 2b provide significant opportunity to deliver
improvements to social and physical infrastructure when compared to the smaller scale
development proposed under Option 3.



Developing in accessible locations: Options 1 and 2a are considered to have the
potential for significant long term positive effects for accessibility and climate change
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mitigation as they are more likely to promote sustainable transport modes and reduce the
need to travel.

Strategic employment land
8.173 The employment options identified in paragraph 8.165 were subject to a comparative appraisal
against the SA Framework and the detailed findings are presented in Appendix V. A summary
of the findings is presented in Table 8.8 below.
Table 8.8: Summary appraisal of the strategic employment land options

Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank
Option 1: Strategic
employment allocations
at Chesterford
Research Park and
North Stansted

Option 2: Strategic
employment allocations
at Chesterford
Research Park and
Gaunt’s End

Option 3: Strategic
employment allocations
at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s
End

1: Biodiversity

1

1

2

2: Water quality and resources

=

=

=

3: Landscape

1

2

3

4: Soil/ sustainable use of land

1

2

2

5: Historic environment

1

2

3

6: Climate change

2

1

3

7: Reduce and control pollution

1

1

2

8: To reduce the risk of flooding

2

1

2

9: Sustainable methods of travel

2

1

2

10: Accessibility to services

=

=

=

11: Health and social inclusion

=

=

=

12: Housing

=

=

=

13: Resources and infrastructure

2

1

3

14: Education and skills

=

=

=

15: Employment

=

=

=

SA Objective

8.174 The appraisal found that for a number of the SA objectives, the options have the potential for a
significant negative effect and these are summarised below:


Significant loss of key soil resources: development at any of the allocations is likely to
result in the loss of Grade 2 best and most versatile agricultural land with the potential for
permanent negative effects. This loss is considered most significant at the Gaunt’s End
site.



Development affecting the historic environment: there is a listed building at the Gaunt’s
End site and its setting is likely to be significantly affected by development. Whilst it is
anticipated that the listed building will be retained on site, the type of development
proposed (employment land) is considered likely to affect the setting of the listed building,
which is a one storey timber framed cottage located in the centre of the site.



Impacts on air quality: options are considered likely to increase traffic on the M11 and
congestion around Junctions 8 and 9, which are all sensitive air quality areas. In this
respect, development is considered likely to exacerbate existing air quality issues with the
potential for significant long term negative effects. Overall, there are no significant
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differences between Options 1 and 2; however, Option 3 is considered to perform worse
due to the greater scale of development and therefore increased levels of traffic and
congestion.
8.175 The appraisal has also found that the delivery of strategic employment land to meet the
identified needs (to include a buffer) has the potential for long term significant positive effects
on SA Objective 15 relating to the economy.
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Developing the preferred approach
Introduction
8.176 This Chapter presents the Council’s response to the alternatives appraisal and the Council’s
reasons for selecting its preferred approach in light of alternatives appraisal and other factors.

The Council’s outline reasons for choosing the preferred
approach
Spatial strategy
8.177 The following text is in the form of a general discussion of the reasoning and justification behind
the preferred option.
8.178 The preferred approach is a hybrid strategy that seeks to focus development at the existing
market towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow and the three new Garden Communities of
Easton Park, North Uttlesford and West of Braintree. This seeks to focus development on the
most sustainable locations as to minimise the need to travel and maximise the opportunities for
trips by sustainable modes. Significant development in the new Garden Communities also
seeks to meet the housing needs of the district while minimising the impact of new
development on existing communities, which have seen substantial impacts in recent years
through incremental growth. Focussing development in the Garden Communities also provides
better opportunities for upfront, deliverable infrastructure provision for meeting the needs of the
development than the alternative options.
8.179 Significant additional levels of development at the market towns, beyond the preferred
approach, is not preferred as the transport and air quality issues in Saffron Walden are limiting
as well as the heritage and landscape restraints to the north and west; and the levels of
committed development in Great Dunmow means that further development is likely to have
significant negative impacts. Further development at the Key Villages with a railway station is
also not preferred. Development around these villages is likely to have significant negative
impacts on heritage, coalescence with surrounding villages, furthermore, the development is
likely to further impact on local infrastructure without being of a suitable scale to provide new
secondary schools or other required improvements. In particular: Elsenham has significant
access and transport issues; Great Chesterford has heritage assets to the north, and potential
coalescence to the south; Hatfield Heath is surrounded by Green Belt; Newport has landscape
and heritage constraints; Stansted Mountfitchet has Green Belt to the south, and further
development to the north or east risks coalescence with Elsenham and development being too
far away from the core of the village and railway station; development at Takeley is likely to
greater have impacts on Hatfield Forest, and potential impacts on the Countryside Protection
Zone; and development at Thaxted is likely to have significant landscape and heritage impacts.

Strategic employment land
8.180 The enlargement of the allocation at Chesterford Research Park is a given in all scenarios, as
this is the only large-scale Science Park in the district and it is linked with the successful
‘Cambridge phenomenon’, growth here is able to provide highly skilled jobs that will support the
local and national economy. The options in the area of the airport regarding the location of
strategic employment land to meet the needs of the district is between allocating land at North
Stansted and allocating land at Gaunt’s End. North Stansted is an area with existing structure
that is currently reserved for ‘airport related uses’, however this has been the case for a long
time, and it is apparent that there is no need for this land for airport related uses. Gaunt’s End
is an area to the north of the airport within the Countryside Protection Zone that has a
significant existing permission for new office and retail space. The proposal at Gaunt’s End is
to expand the site for further employment space, beyond the existing extant permission. North
Stansted is the preferred option as this is an area of previously developed land not within the
Countryside Protection Zone (CPZ). The CPZ is a longstanding policy that seeks to ensure the
Stansted Airport remains and ‘airport within the countryside’, further encroachment at Gaunt’s
End undermines the purposes on the CPZ.
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Part 2: What are the SA findings
at this current stage?
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9. Introduction (to Part 2)
9.1

The aim of this chapter is to present an appraisal of the Submission Local Plan, as currently
presented in the Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Plan and Addendum of Focussed Changes.

Methodology
9.2

The appraisal identifies and evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ of the plan on the baseline,
drawing on the sustainability objectives identified through scoping (see Table 3.1) as a
methodological framework. In total, there are 15 sustainability objectives as follows:
1) To conserve and enhance biodiversity (habitats, species and ecosystems) within the District
2) To conserve and enhance water quality and resources and help achieve the objectives of
the Water Framework Directive
3) To conserve and enhance the District’s landscape character and townscapes
4) To conserve and enhance soil and contribute to the sustainable use of land
5) To maintain and enhance the District’s cultural heritage assets and their settings
6) To reduce contributions to climatic change
7) Reduce and control pollution
8) To reduce the risk of flooding
9) To promote and encourage the use of sustainable methods of travel
10) To ensure accessibility to services
11) To improve the population’s health and promote social inclusion
12) To provide appropriate housing and accommodation to meet existing and future needs
13) To promote the efficient use of resources, including land and ensure the necessary
infrastructure to support sustainable development
14) To improve the education and skills of the population
15) To ensure sustainable employment provision and economic growth

9.3

Every effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given
the high level nature of the policies under consideration, and understanding of the baseline
(now and in the future under a ‘no plan’ scenario) that is inevitably limited. Given uncertainties
there is a need to make assumptions, e.g. in relation to plan implementation and aspects of the
baseline that might be impacted. Assumptions are made cautiously, and explained within the
text (with the aim to strike a balance between comprehensiveness and conciseness/
accessibility). In many instances, given reasonable assumptions, it is not possible to predict
‘significant effects’, but it is nonetheless possible and helpful to comment on merits (or
otherwise) of the Plan in more general terms.

9.4

Finally, it is important to note that effects are predicted taking account of the effect
characteristics and ‘significance criteria’ presented within Schedules 1 and 2 of the SEA
72
Regulations. So, for example, account is taken of the probability, duration, frequency and
reversibility of effects as far as possible. Cumulative effects are also considered, i.e. the
potential for the Plan to impact an aspect of the baseline when implemented alongside other
plans, programmes and projects. Explicit reference is made within the appraisal as appropriate
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(given the need to balance the desire of systematic appraisal with a desire to ensure
conciseness/ accessibility).

Adding structure to the appraisal
9.5

Whilst the aim is essentially to present an appraisal of ‘the plan’ under each of the SA
73
objectives, it is appropriate to also give stand-alone consideration to elements of the Plan. As
such, within the appraisal narratives below, sub-headings are used to ensure that stand-alone
consideration is given to distinct element of the Plan, before the discussion under a final subheading concludes on the Submission Plan as a whole.

9.6

Within these narratives, specific policies are referred to only as necessary (i.e. it is not the case
that systematic consideration is given to the merits of every plan policy in terms of every
sustainability objective).

73

Regulations require simply an appraisal of ‘the plan’.

Prepared for: Uttlesford District Council

AECOM
115

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

10. Appraisal of the Local Plan
Introduction
10.1

As introduced above, the aim of this chapter is to present an appraisal of the Submission Plan
under the SA framework. A commentary on the spatial strategy is provided as well as an
appraisal of the plan as a whole and finally a commentary on cumulative effects; for each of
the 15 SA objectives identified within the SA framework.

SA objective 1: to conserve and enhance
biodiversity (habitats, species and ecosystems)
within the District
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.2

The overall spatial strategy seeks to deliver the majority of growth within three new Garden
Communities (GCs) and the Market Towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow. This is
supported by further growth within the Key Villages, and limited growth in Type A Villages.
Employment development will also be delivered across two key growth sites at Chesterford
Research Park and North Stansted, and supported by smaller market sites in Little Canfield,
Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted. Six Development Opportunity Sites are
also identified for the expansion of town centre uses within Great Dunmow, Saffron Walden
and Stansted Mountfitchet.

10.3

The three proposed new GCs will be developed in rural locations where pockets of woodland
and hedgerows support biodiversity. At the proposed Easton Park site there are a number of
biodiversity assets that have the potential to be affected by development. Within the site
there are woodland habitats in the north and south, which are identified as BAP Priority
Habitats and are protected through the Local Plan as ‘Important Woodland’. The area of
Ancient Woodland in the north of the site (Middlefield Wood) is also designated as a Local
Wildlife Site (LWS). The woodland in the south of the site at Canfield Spring is likely to be a
supporting habitat for High Wood, Dunmow SSSI - which is located adjacent to the site in the
south east. The Topic Paper ‘Ecological Sites on and adjacent to New Settlement/
74
Neighbourhood Proposals (May 2017) further identifies Little Easton Airfield on site for an
isolated patch of grassland which supports scare Essex flora. There are also significant
biodiversity assets in the vicinity of the site, including; Quenden Wood and Easton Wood
SSSIs in the north west of the site, and Hatfield Forest SSSI and National Nature Reserve in
the south west beyond Takeley Village. The Topic Paper additionally identifies a number of
historic lanes adjoin the site (7), and concludes that up to date information on the designated
and woodland habitats on site would be required as part of an overall ecological survey
accompanying any development proposals.

10.4

Given the significant presence of biodiversity assets within and surrounding the site, there is
inevitably the potential for significant long term negative effects on biodiversity as a result of
development - first and foremost there is the potential for direct loss of habitats, but in the
longer term there is also the potential for minor negative effects associated with increased
levels of disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. The Local Plan proposes Policy SP6 to
guide development at the Easton Park site, which identifies that a Strategic Growth
Development Plan Document (DPD) will be produced to include a concept plan for the GC
and indication of the urban design and landscape parameters to be incorporated into any
future planning application, and will provide the framework for development of more detailed
masterplans. The policy requires development to “enhance wider green infrastructure and
networks including maintenance and enhancement of existing watercourses, ponds and lakes
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Uttlesford District Council (2017) Topic Paper: Ecological Sites on and adjacent to New Settlement/ Neighbourhood
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within the site” and “mitigate landscape impact to the north of the site including retention,
enhancement and reinforcement of existing pockets of woodland, tree blocks and copses”.
This is alongside a requirement to “provide a new Country Park” which is likely to contribute to
increased ecological connectivity with the potential for long term positive effects. The Country
Park will also help to minimise impacts on Hatfield Forest SSSI by offering an alternative area
for recreation. The policy is supported by development management policies in relation to
the natural environment and these are explored further under the next heading (appraisal of
the Plan as a whole). The site is also likely to fall within the emerging Zone of Influence (ZoI)
for Hatfield Forest SSSI.
10.5

At North Uttlesford GC; there are two LWSs located within/ partially within the development
site along the northern and south western borders - these are also identified through the Local
Plan as ‘Special Verges’ - and an area of Woodland BAP Priority Habitat in the north east of
the site. Waterbodies on site are also considered likely to contribute to biodiversity and
ecological connectivity. Further to this, the eastern border of the site lies adjacent to a deer
park, Hilderham Wood SSSI, and an area identified through the Local Plan as ‘Important
Woodland’. In the wider surroundings there are also two LWSs in close proximity in the east/
south east at Crave Hall Meadow and Burton Wood. As the LWSs on site are roadside
verges it is considered likely that these designated areas can be easily retained in
development proposals, and the impacts of development at the site are likely to be as a result
of increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution; with the potential for minor long term
negative effects. A Phase 1 Ecological Report from July 2016 for the North Uttlesford site
identifies that ‘overall the site was of limited value in habitat and botanical terms being
dominated by intensive arable land’, aside from the designated habitats at road side verges
and Hildersham Wood SSSI ‘the main habitat interests relate to hedgerow boundaries/ mature
boundary trees, occasional wet ditches, ponds and in particular an L-shaped linear block of
broad-leaved woodland in the site’s north east corner, close to HIldersham Wood SSSI’. The
75
Ecological Topic Paper concludes that up to date information for the roadside verges and
woodland on site would be required as part of an overall ecological survey accompanying any
proposals at the site. Policy SP7 (North Uttlesford Garden Community) again identifies that a
Strategic Growth DPD will be produced to further guide development at the GC, and the
policy specifically requires development to “provide natural, semi-natural and amenity green
space”, and “enhance wider green infrastructure and networks including maintenance and
enhancement of existing watercourses, ponds and lakes within the site”. The policy also
seeks to “provide soft transition zones around the boundaries of the deer park”. Again, this
allocation is be supported by wider development management policies (explored in the next
section - appraisal of the Plan as a whole).

10.6

At West of Braintree GC, the whole site contains areas of Woodland BAP Priority Habitat.
The western end of the site lies within Uttlesford District and this area contains Broxted Wood
LWS and lies adjacent to Ancient Woodland at Mouslin Wood which is also designated as a
LWS and has valuable habitats surrounding it. As identified through the Ecological Topic
76
Paper there are further habitats in the vicinity of the site including at Whitehouse Spring,
Stebbing Green, Flitch Way and the Stebbing – Whitehouse Road lane. A Preliminary
77
Ecological Assessment (2015) identifies that ‘the majority of the site is considered to be of
low ecological value due to the dominance of intensively farmed arable crops and isolated,
heavy shaded linear woodland blocks (spinneys) lacking structural diversity’, and that
‘opportunities to enhance these relatively extensive uniform landscape features within the
context of the proposed development are available’. Further to this, the assessment identifies
that ‘habitats of higher ecological value including field margins, hedgerows, woodland and
waterbodies are present throughout the site and these habitats have a greater potential to
support rare and protected species’. The Topic Paper concludes that up to date information on
the sites will be required as part of an overall ecological survey accompanying any
development proposal. Development across the site will need to retain the pockets of
woodland to avoid the negative effects associated with direct habitat loss; however, in the
long term development surrounding designated habitats is likely to lead to minor negative
effects as a result of increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. Policy SP8 (West of
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Braintree Garden Community) again identifies that a Strategic Growth DPD will be produced
to further guide development at the GC, and the policy specifically requires development to
“provide natural, semi-natural and amenity green space” as well as allotments and open
space, and to “incorporate measures to protect and enhance the Ancient Woodland and Local
Wildlife Site of Broxted Wood and its setting.”
10.7

Policy SP5 (Garden Community Principles) also identifies overall principles for development
at the GCs which includes the requirement for development “that enhances the natural
environment, providing a comprehensive green infrastructure network and net biodiversity
gains” - providing a strong policy position to support the delivery of positive effects for
biodiversity at the GCs.

10.8

At the Market Town of Saffron Walden the proposed allocations that do not yet have planning
permission (SAF1 to SAF7) do not contain any designated biodiversity and are not known to
contain any Priority Habitats. Combined with the sites allocated in the plan that have planning
permission (SAF8 & SAF9) the majority of growth will occur in the south east of the settlement
and away from the surrounding habitats and LWSs (which are largely concentrated north east,
and west of the settlement area). Therefore the proposed development in Saffron Walden is
not considered likely to lead to any significant effects for biodiversity.

10.9

High Wood SSSI is located just west of Great Dunmow, and two allocations within the plan
(GtDUN1 and GtDUN4) are located adjacent/ in very close proximity to the designated site.
Development at these sites are considered likely to lead to long term minor negative effects
as a result of increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. Policy GtDUN4 identifies
that “development proposals will need to demonstrate that they will have no adverse impact
on the High Wood SSSI located adjacent to the site” and it is recommended that similar
provisions are added to Policy GtDUN1 where the development of 400 dwellings and a new
secondary school are considered likely to lead to impacts in terms of disturbance and reduced
air quality along Stortford Road.

10.10

Within the Key Villages the proposed development site at Newport is located within the SSSI
Impact Risk Zone associated with Debden Water SSSI where residential development of 50
or more houses outside the existing settlement (or 100 houses or more when within the
settlement) will require further consultation with Natural England to mitigate any potential
negative effects arising for biodiversity. The proposed development site at Takeley Street is
located adjacent to Hatfield Forest SSSI and is considered likely to lead to long term negative
effects as a result of increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. The site, being
adjacent to the SSSI will fall within the emerging ZoI for Hatfield Forest SSSI where it is
recommended that development contributes to the delivery of mitigation measures to address
the likely impacts of recreational disturbance and decreased air quality at Hatfield Forest.
There are no significant biodiversity constraints associated with the proposed development
sites at Elsenham, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted (given a lack of designated biodiversity
sites or Priority Habitats within or surrounding the sites).

10.11

Within the smaller villages (Type A Villages Debden, Felsted, Great Easton and Quendon and
Rickling) the proposed development sites that do not have planning permission are not
considered likely to lead to any significant effects on biodiversity given a lack of designated
sites or Priority Habitats within or surrounding the sites.

10.12

In regards to the employment allocations; Chesterford Research Park is located within a
parkland setting containing (and surrounded by) Ancient Woodland and woodland BAP
Priority Habitats. The site allocated for further development largely avoids any loss of
habitats, but the expansion of the site is considered likely to lead to long term minor negative
effects for biodiversity as a result of increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. The
North Stansted site contains BAP Priority Habitats and is located adjacent to a Local Wildlife
Site. Development can reduce the potential for negative effects by avoiding habitat loss;
however, overall it is likely to lead to minor long term negative effects as a result of increased
disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. Development at the North Stansted site may also
fall within the emerging ZoI for Hatfield Forest. These large strategic employment allocations
are supported by smaller market choice sites at Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet,
Thaxted and Little Canfield. The small site within Little Canfield is located in close proximity
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to High Wood SSSI and development has the potential for minor negative effects - particularly
as a result of more traffic on the A120 which runs adjacent to the SSSI. The remaining small
sites at Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted are not considered likely to lead
to any significant effects on biodiversity given the lack of designated sites or Priority Habitats
within or surrounding the sites.
10.13

In regards to the Development Opportunity Sites, these are located within the town centres of
Great Dunmow, Saffron Walden and Stansted Mountfitchet and are not considered likely to
lead to any significant effects on biodiversity given the lack of designated biodiversity sites
and Priority Habitats in these areas.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.14

Whilst the spatial strategy avoids development in locations likely to significantly impact upon
biodiversity; pockets of woodland and priority habitats are located throughout the plan area,
and many of these are nationally designated SSSIs or locally designated LWSs. The plan
includes Policies EN7 (Protecting and enhancing the natural environment) and EN9 (Ancient
woodland and protected trees) that support the retention and enhancement of biodiversity in
the Plan area. Policy EN7 requires an ecological survey alongside any development that has
the potential to affect internationally, nationally or locally designated sites, or protected
species and their habitats, and identifies that “the design of development should incorporate
measures to improve the biodiversity or geodiversity value of the development site” and that
these measures should “include making a contribution to the network of biodiversity sites” and
“should also attempt to link wildlife habitats together, improving access to, between and
across them”.

10.15

Policy EN9 provides further protection for woodland which, as a dominant asset within the
Plan area, is likely to be affected cumulatively as a result of the allocations. The Policy
identifies that the need for development or benefits of development will need to clearly
outweigh the loss of any important trees to be permitted, and any development proposals
affecting Ancient Woodland or veteran trees will be expected to mitigate any adverse effects.
Further to this Policy EN18 seeks to reduce the impact of light pollution, including a criterion
for all development proposals for external lighting to ensure that “there is no harm to local
ecology [or] intrinsically dark landscapes”. This will minimise the impacts of proposed
development in terms of disturbance to species.

10.16

The HRA that accompanies the Local Plan identifies that the Plan is not likely to result in
significant impacts on European sites (including following consideration of the Focused
Changes). It recommends that recreational pressures on Epping Forest SAC are kept under
advisement through the HMA-wide commitment set out in the Epping Forest SAC
Memorandum of Understanding; and that the Local Plan includes a policy demonstrating
Uttlesford’s commitment to the multi-authority HMA working to address air quality issues on
Epping Forest SAC as a safeguard.

10.17

Overall, the Local Plan is seeking to meet identified housing, employment and infrastructure
needs and this will result in the loss and fragmentation of habitats as well as increased
disturbance (noise, light and recreation) where this development is located. To minimise the
impacts of development (including those identified as a result of the spatial strategy) the Local
Plan includes policies that seek the protection of key habitats and ecological features, as well
as enhancements where possible. This includes the provision of new habitats, improvements
to ecological connectivity, and by seeking biodiversity net gain through the delivery of the
GCs. However, the potential for positive effects is uncertain at this stage. The Local Plan
includes allocations that are likely to fall within the emerging ZoI for and/ or increase
atmospheric pollution at Hatfield Forest SSSI. In line with advice from Natural England, it is
recommended that the Local Plan includes a requirement for all development located within
the emerging ZoI to provide contributions towards the delivery of mitigation measures to
address the likely impacts of recreational disturbance and decreased air quality at Hatfield
Forest.
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On balance, while there is the potential for both positive and negative effects, the overall level
of growth is considered likely to have a residual minor long term negative effect on
biodiversity.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.19

Within the plan itself (intra-plan), cumulatively the delivery of growth is likely to impact upon
Hatfield Forest SSSI located south of the District. Natural England are developing a ZoI
around Hatfield Forest to manage the cumulative effects of growth on the SSSI in terms of
recreational disturbance and decreased air quality, and it is recommended that this is
supported through the Local Plan policy framework. Potential cumulative (or in combination)
effects on Epping Forest SAC and other European sites were considered through the HRA
78
process for the Local Plan. It should also be noted that there is a signed MoU committing
parties to managing the impacts of growth within the HMA on Epping Forest SAC.

10.20

Development proposed in the Local Plan has the potential to have cumulative effects with
growth proposed in other authorities within and outside the HMA. This includes the proposed
joint West of Braintree GC with Braintree District Council. Potential cumulative (or in
combination) effects on Epping Forest SAC and other European sites were considered
through the HRA process for the Local Plan. All of the Local Plans include policies which
seek to protect and enhance biodiversity. The authorities are also working closely to minimise
79
cumulative impacts on important biodiversity. An example of this is the signed MoU
committing parties to managing the impacts of growth within the HMA on Epping Forest SAC.
It will be important for Local Planning Authorities to work closely to identify potential crossboundary issues and seek to protect and enhance ecological corridors that cross authority
boundaries where possible. They should also explore strategic opportunities to delivery
biodiversity net gain.

SA objective 2: to conserve and enhance water
quality and resources and help achieve the
objectives of the Water Framework Directive
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.21

In terms of water quality, none of the rivers in the Roding, Beam and Ingreborne catchment
currently achieve good or better ecological or biological status/potential. A total of 67% are
classified as having poor biological status, and 11% of the assessed river water bodies have
bad status. In the Upper Lee catchment, 16% of rivers currently achieve good or better
ecological status/potential and 10% have good or high biological status, with 62% at poor
biological status, but none classed as bad status. The Cam and Ely Ouse and Combined
Essex catchments achieve higher percentages of water bodies with at least good biological
status at over 27% and 33% respectively but Combined Essex catchment reported only 7% of
80
water bodies achieving good ecological status/potential.

10.22

Whilst the spatial strategy will have implications for rivers running through the Plan area, it is
considered that mitigation available at the development management level could significantly
reduce the potential for negative effects, and enhance the potential for development to deliver
positive effects in terms of ecological quality enhancements in this area. It will also be
important for development to provide sustainable drainage systems to ensure that
groundwater and/ or surface water quality supports or enhances the ecological and chemical
quality of the rivers. This will also be appropriate for the northern half of the District, which
lies within a Groundwater Source Protection Zone where development will need to ensure that
it does not deteriorate the quality of groundwater resources.
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West Esses/ East Hertfordshire HMA authorities, ECC, Hertfordshire CC, City of London Corporation and Natural England
West Esses/ East Hertfordshire HMA authorities, ECC, Hertfordshire CC, City of London Corporation and Natural England
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River Basin Management Plan Anglian River Basin District, December [2009] & River Basin Management Plan Thames River
Basin District, December [2009]
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10.23

While the EA have expressed concerns in relation to the Easton Park GC and potential
options for addressing wastewater and sewerage infrastructure, the Water Cycle Study (2018)
considered this issue and indicated that development can be accommodated albeit subject to
a detailed WCS for the Thames Area of the district. .

10.24

In terms of water resources, the Water Cycle Study (2018) identifies that Uttlesford District is
partly underlain by a chalk aquifer of regional importance and the Environment Agency
currently class the surface water and groundwater resources within the district as overlicensed or over-abstracted, meaning there that there is no additional water available for
supply. The District falls within Affinity Water’s supply area. Water companies in England are
legally required to supply water to private consumers and businesses within their area. As set
out in the Water Industry Act 1991, they must prepare and maintain a Water Resources
Management Plan (WRMP) that sets out how the company intends to maintain the balance
between water supply and demand. Water companies are currently in the process of
updating their WRMPs to take account of predicted growth and ensure that there are
82
schemes in place to meet future demands. The scale of growth proposed through the Local
Plan will inevitably increase pressures on water resources, however; given the legal
requirements in place for WRMPs, it is considered unlikely that there be any significant effects
and the phasing of development and close consultation with water companies will support the
timely provision of the necessary infrastructure. In line with the Water Cycle Study
recommendations, Local Plan policies should encourage the conservation of water in new
dwellings and commercial properties to minimise negative effects on water resources. It is
also expected that development at any of the allocations can deliver mitigation (for example
rainwater harvesting measures) to support reduced water use per person per day.

10.25

The Water Cycle Study also assessed the impacts of the development proposed through the
Local Plan on wastewater treatment and sewage infrastructure and found that, overall, within
the Towns and Key Villages there are limited constraints associated with the allocated
development, with the Water Recycling Centres (WRCs) having the capacity to accommodate
increased flows, with future investment and planning by the operating sewerage company.
The Study also found that within the Garden Communities there were no ‘show-stoppers’ that
would prevent a timely delivery of at least one suitable technically feasible option to discharge
to existing WRCs for each Garden Community. Furthermore, given the scale of growth under
each of the options, there would be the potential to provide a new, separate on-site WRC to
serve each community; however, in line with current legislation and policies, new discharges
should be connected to existing infrastructure where it is reasonable to do so. Anglian Water
and Thames Water companies who collect and treat waste water in the district, identify
through representations that the phasing of development should ensure that the necessary
infrastructure updates to WRCs are completed prior to occupation of the sites. Policy SP5
(Garden Community Principles) identifies that ‘the phasing of all forms of infrastructure will
meet the needs of the new community as they arise and will not exacerbate existing
problems’.

10.26

Overall, given the lack of significant constraints available options to address infrastructure
needs a residual neutral effect is considered likely.

81

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.27

Local Plan Policies EN10 - EN12 seek to protect the water environment in the plan area.
Policy EN11 (Surface water flooding) identifies that “all new development will incorporate
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)” and that “such systems will be expected to provide
optimum water run-off rates and volumes”. In line with the Water Cycle Study
recommendations, Policy EN12 supports development “where it is designed to minimise
consumption of water, protect and enhance water quality and protect water resources”. The
policy specifically seeks “a water efficiency target of 110 litres per person per day” in
residential development, as well as “adequate and appropriate provision for water recycling”.
The policy further identifies that it will only permit development “where it will not cause
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Arcadis Design and Consultancy prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2018) Water Cycle Study Detailed Update [online]
available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure [accessed 30/11/18]
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contamination of groundwater [or surface water], particularly in the protection zones”. Policy
INF1 requires that development is supported by the timely delivery of infrastructure to meet
the needs arising.
10.28

The WCS suggests that while there are constraints, there is the potential to meet increased
demands as a result of proposed development in the Local Plan both in terms of water
resources and wastewater treatment and sewage. It also found that the proposed
development will not lead to a deterioration of WFD status or unduly compromise the
achievement of WFD good status. Given the findings of the WCS it is predicted that the Local
Plan will have a residual neutral effect on this SA objective.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.29

There is the potential for development proposed through the Local Plan to interact with
development proposed in other plans and programmes to have both a negative and positive
cumulative effect on the water environment. Water resources and wastewater treatment
capacity are generally managed at a catchment level and there is close working between the
Environment Agency, water companies and wastewater service providers to monitor the
situation and plan ahead for new infrastructure to meet predicted demands. Given the
findings of the WCS, it is considered that the Local Plan will not have a significant negative
cumulative effect on this SA objective.

SA objective 3: to conserve and enhance the
District’s landscape character and townscapes
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.30

The overall spatial strategy seeks to deliver the majority of growth within three new Garden
Communities (GCs) and the Market Towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow. This is
supported by further growth within the Key Villages, and limited growth in Type A Villages.
Employment development will also be delivered across two key growth sites at Chesterford
Research Park and North Stansted, and supported by smaller market sites in Little Canfield,
Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted. Six Development Opportunity Sites are
also identified for the expansion of town centre uses within Great Dunmow, Saffron Walden
and Stansted Mountfitchet.

10.31

With regards to the GCs, Landscape and Visual Appraisals for each of the proposed GCs
were completed in 2017 by Chris Blandford Associates. Overall these appraisals have
identified that the sites are located in areas of high (at North Uttlesford GC) or moderate to
high (at Easton Park and West of Braintree GCs) landscape and visual sensitivity and each
option contains areas that are particularly sensitive to development. At Easton Park the
northern part of the site is the most sensitive in terms of landscape and visual sensitivity, and
this coincides with a strong heritage setting at Easton Lodge. Policy SP6 does requires the
delivery of a Country Park, which has the potential to become a valued landscape if effectively
implemented with the potential for long term positive effects.

10.32

At North Uttlesford the upper valley sides and ridgeline are identified as the most sensitive
areas to development, but the appraisal states that good design can support mitigation of
negative effects on the landscape. At West of Braintree the easternmost part of the site is
considered to be the area most sensitive in terms of landscape and visual sensitivity, and this
area falls outside of Uttlesford District. Evidence indicates that careful planning and the
sensitive design and location of development within the sites can reduce the potential for
negative effects and careful and appropriate mitigation of these impacts will be required.

10.33

Ultimately, the delivery of at the GCs in rural locations will permanently change the rural
character of these areas with a significant negative effect on the landscape through the
introduction of large scale development in previously undeveloped areas. However, it is
important to note that the delivery of the GCs helps to direct growth away from the historic
settlements in the district. Without the GCs it is likely that there would be increased growth at
these settlements and this could have significant negative effects on their historic townscape.
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10.34

The GC policies (SP5 to SP8) identify that a Strategic Growth Development Plan Document
(DPD) will be produced and will set out the nature and form of the new community to include a
concept plan and indication of the urban design and landscape parameters to be incorporated
into any planning application; providing the framework for more detailed masterplanning. The
DPDs will identify site specific mitigation measures that will address the potential negative
effects on the landscape.

10.35

Housing development across the rest of the existing settlements, and the proposed
employment land allocations avoid the most sensitive landscapes within the district. Whilst
development within the Market Towns and Villages has the potential to affect townscapes, the
effects can be both positive and negative and are ultimately dependent upon the delivery of
high quality, responsive design that compliments the townscape character. Some of the sites
are include previously developed land where redevelopment is likely to support improvements
to the townscape with the potential for long term minor positive effects. The spatial strategy
has sought to minimise development within the smaller settlements, which will support the
retention of village identities and the rural qualities/ characteristics of many of these
settlements.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.36

Whilst the spatial strategy avoids development in locations likely to significantly impact upon
key protected landscapes, the scale of development across the district, including at the GCs
is likely to impact upon the rural character of the district to some degree. To address this, the
Local Plan includes Policy C1 which seeks to protect landscape character. The policy
provides protection for; cross-valley views in the river valleys and panoramic views of the
plateaux and uplands. It also importantly protects historic settlement patterns and landscape
patterns. Policy EN18 seeks to minimise the impact of external lighting on “intrinsically dark
landscapes” and the wider landscape which will support the retention of the rural character of
the area and overall tranquillity.

10.37

The Local Plan seeks to protect the countryside by defining ‘Development Limits’ around
existing settlements (Policy SP9) and directing the majority of development to within these
settlement limits. Policy SP10 (Protection of the Countryside) identifies that development
within the countryside will only be permitted for agricultural, horticultural, forestry and outdoor
recreation uses or other uses which require a countryside location.

10.38

Policy D1 (High Quality Design) will also support the delivery of high quality design in
development that will contribute to mitigating the potential negative effects arising as a result
of the implementation of the Local Plan and its spatial strategy. In this respect, Policy D1
identifies that “all new development in Uttlesford should contribute to the creation of high
quality places through a design-led approach underpinned by good design principles and
reflecting a thorough site appraisal” and demonstrate how the development will “respond to
the landscape, local and longer-views and the natural and historic environments.”

10.39

Development proposed through the Local Plan is likely to have a negative effect on the
landscape, in particular the rural character in the areas where the GCs are proposed. Local
Plan policies seek to ensure that development retains and enhances the key landscape
areas, and the overall landscape character and rural setting, to reduce the extent and
significance of the inevitable effects as a result of growth to meet identified needs. On
balance, it is predicted that the Local Plan has the potential for a significant residual negative
effect on the landscape. This is primarily as a result of the delivery of three new GCs that will
permanently alter the rural character of those areas. However, it is recognised that this
strategy also helps to minimise impacts on the landscape/ townscape around the existing
towns and villages within the district. It is also recognised that only a proportion of the GCs
will be delivered during the plan period and as a result mitigation may not be fully
implemented or established until the GCs are fully built out.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.40

Development proposed through the Local Plan has the potential to interact with development
proposed through other plans to have a cumulative effect on the landscape. This is most
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likely to arise through the incremental loss of greenfield sites on the edge of existing
settlements as well as the delivery of large-scale development such as new settlements.
Ultimately the nature and significance of effects will be dependent on the design/ layout or
development and the implementation of mitigation measures. It will be important for Local
Planning Authorities to work closely with each other as well as Natural England to try and plan
at a landscape scale, minimise potential impacts as well as identify opportunities to deliver
improvements where possible, including the delivery of new valued landscapes.

SA objective 4: to conserve and enhance soil and
contribute to the sustainable use of land
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.41

The overall spatial strategy seeks to deliver the majority of growth within three new Garden
Communities (GCs) and the Market Towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow. This is
supported by further growth within the Key Villages, and limited growth in Type A Villages.
Employment development will also be delivered across two key growth sites at Chesterford
Research Park and North Stansted, and supported by smaller market sites in Little Canfield,
Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted. Six Development Opportunity Sites are
also identified for the expansion of town centre uses within Great Dunmow, Saffron Walden
and Stansted Mountfitchet.

10.42

Development at the proposed GCs will inevitably result in the significant loss of greenfield
land and Grade 2 Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land; with the potential for
significant permanent negative effects on soil resources.

10.43

The majority of the land in the district outside of the settlements is Grade 2 BMV agricultural
land, and, as such, a large proportion of the allocations are likely to lead to further incremental
loss of this soil resource with the potential for permanent negative effects. Brownfield sites
within the settlements have been identified where available and feasible/ suitable; however,
given the predominantly rural nature of the district, these inevitably do not make a significant
contribution in helping to meet identified needs.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.44

Whilst the spatial strategy will inevitably lead to significant negative effects on soil resources
as a result of the permanent loss of high quality agricultural land, the Local Plan seeks to
minimise any further effects on agricultural land resources. In particular, Policy SP9
(Development within development limits) will restrict the development of the countryside, and
Policy SP10 (Protection of the countryside) seeks to protect the countryside for “its value as
productive agricultural land” requiring development within the countryside to “protect the best
and most versatile agricultural land”. Policy C3 permits the change of use of agricultural land
to domestic garden; however, this is not considered likely to lead to any significant effects.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.45

Development proposed through the Local Plan has the potential to interact with development
proposed through other plans to have a cumulative effect on this SA objective. This is most
likely to arise through the incremental loss of agricultural land on the edge of existing
settlements as well as the delivery of large-scale development such as new settlements.
While Local Planning Authorities can try and direct development to areas of lower agricultural
land quality, this is not always possible. Given the nature of the district, it will still retain an
overall high level of high quality agricultural land resources.
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SA objective 5: to maintain and enhance the
District’s cultural heritage assets and their settings
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.46

The overall spatial strategy seeks to deliver the majority of growth within three new Garden
Communities (GCs) and the Market Towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow. This is
supported by further growth within the Key Villages, and limited growth in Type A Villages.
Employment development will also be delivered across two key growth sites at Chesterford
Research Park and North Stansted, and supported by smaller market sites in Little Canfield,
Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted. Six Development Opportunity Sites are
also identified for the expansion of town centre uses within Great Dunmow, Saffron Walden
and Stansted Mountfitchet.

10.47

In terms of the Easton Park GC, there are a number of heritage constraints, in particular,
Easton Lodge Registered Park and Garden in the north east of the site. The site also
contains 3 Listed Buildings, 3 non-designated assets (World War II Airfield, Brookend
Farmhouse and Strood Hall) and 12 Sites of Special Archaeological Interest. Additionally, the
allocated area is located adjacent to/ partially within the recently designated Little Easton
Conservation Area. Given the assets, both designated and non-designated on site, it is
recognised that development has the potential for significant long term negative effects,
primarily through the introduction of development in a previously undeveloped area; ultimately
changing the landscape and overall character of this area. It is also recognised that
development has the potential for minor positive effects as a result of increased access to and
awareness of the historic environment. The site allocation Policy SP6 (Easton Park Garden
Community) seeks to address the constraints of the site and includes requirements to;
“incorporate measures to substantially conserve and enhance the Gardens of Easton Lodge”,
“respond positively to the landscape character and significance of the historic environment
including designated and non-designated heritage assets”, “be informed by appropriate
landscape/ visual and heritage impact assessments, the latter to include the results of
archaeological field evaluation”, and “conserve, and where appropriate enhance the
significance of heritage assets and their settings, both within the site and the wider area”. The
policy further identifies mitigation measures for consideration, including; tree screening, buffer
zones (for example in areas where tree planting is not extensive), archaeological
investigation, beneficial re-use and management of heritage assets, and maintaining key
views to the Parish Church Tower in connection with Little Easton Conservation Area.

10.48

There are also significant heritage constraints associated with the North Uttlesford GC, which
contains a Scheduled Monument - a Romano-Celtic temple 400m south of Dell’s Farm. The
nationally important archaeological site has not been fully explored or excavated, but is known
to be connected to the adjacent historic settlement of Great Chesterford and further Roman
and Anglo Saxon archaeological sites there. The site allocation also surrounds Park Farm
and its Listed Building; where development has the potential to affect its setting. Though not
adjacent to the GC, the settlement of Great Chesterford, and the Great Chesterford
Conservation Area is located in close proximity to the site, and the overall addition of 5,000
homes in the wider landscape is considered likely to significantly impact upon the setting of
the historic settlement. Policy SP7 (North Uttlesford Garden Community) seeks to address
the identified constraints, with requirements for development at the GC to; “positively respond
to the landscape and historic value of this location with proposals accompanied and
influenced by landscape/ visual and heritage impacts assessments”, and “conserve and
where appropriate enhance the significance of heritage assets and their settings both within
the site and the wider area”. The policy further identifies mitigation measures for
consideration, including: consideration of density, scale, form, materials, and existing
boundaries; appropriate buffer zones that work with the topography and geology of the site;
screening; protection of the Scheduled Monument and its setting; retaining visual and historic
association between the Roman Temple and the Roman Town; archaeological investigation;
and, as far as possible, retaining the character of existing historic routes through the site,
narrow lanes and mature tree lines. However, it should be noted that Historic England object
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to the allocation of this site for its potential impacts on the historic environment and the
historic settlement of Great Chesterford.
10.49

At the West of Braintree GC the full extent of the site includes Listed Buildings, a nonregistered park and garden (Blake House Farm - small arboretum) and two non-designated
assets (Old Hall moat and fishponds, and Airfield buildings and firing range - the Butts).
Further to this there are a large number of heritage assets surrounding the site, including:
Great Saling Conservation Area, Saling Hall and Saling Grove Registered Parks and
Gardens, and further listed buildings and non-registered assets. The overall delivery of
around 10,500 dwellings at the site is considered to significantly impact upon the historic
character of the area and the predominantly rural setting. Similarly to Policy SP7, the site
allocation Policy SP8 (West of Braintree Garden Community) seeks to address the identified
constraints, with requirements to “respond positively to the landscape character and
significance of the historic environment, including designated and non-designated heritage
assets”, “reflect the rural character to avoid harm to heritage assets and their settings on site
and adjacent to the site”, and “be informed by appropriate landscape/ visual and heritage
impact assessments”. The policy identifies mitigation measures for consideration, including;
consideration of density, scale, form, materials, and existing boundaries, appropriate buffer
zones/ transition zones/ areas of open land that work with the topography and geology of the
site; tree screening, and design to take account of further research into non-designated
heritage assets and archaeology within the site.

10.50

The spatial strategy focuses substantial development at the GCs and this will help to protect
the historic settlements within the district for which a number already have a significant level
of committed development. Despite this, the proposed allocations at the Market Towns of
Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow have the potential to both negatively and positively affect
the historic environment. Within Saffron Walden there are two Conservation Areas, and
additionally two Registered Parks and Gardens (Audley End and Bridge End Gardens) lie
adjacent to the settlement in the west. The majority of the site allocations within Saffron
Walden are limited in scale and located to the east/ south east of the settlement and avoid the
designated heritage assets and are considered unlikely to significantly affect their setting. As
such, these sites are considered unlikely to lead to any significant effects. However, it should
be noted that site allocation SAF3 is located within Saffron Walden Conservation Area 1 and
adjacent to Bridge End Gardens Registered Park and Gardens, and site allocation SAF7 is
located just north east of Bridge End Gardens Registered Park and Garden also. These two
sites will develop the areas north and south of Bridge End Gardens with the potential for
cumulative negative effects on its setting. Additionally, site allocation SAF4 is located just
outside of Saffron Walden Conservation Area 1. Any proposal for these sites should take any
Conservation Area Appraisals into account and be sensitively designed.

10.51

At Great Dunmow, the allocated sites GtDUN1 and GtDUN4 are located adjacent to the Listed
Building at Highwood Farm and GtDUN1 is also located adjacent to more Listed Buildings at
Folly Farm. Site allocation GtDUN2 is located adjacent to Great Dunmow Conservation Area
in the east (along with its Listed Buildings contained within), and adjacent to a Listed Building
at Newton Hall in the west. The development of these sites will require suitable mitigation to
avoid/ reduce the potential for long term negative effects. Whilst site allocation GtDUN6 is
located adjacent to Listed Buildings and within Great Dunmow Conservation Area it proposes
the redevelopment of a brownfield garage site which is considered likely to improve the
townscape with the potential for minor long term positive effects.

10.52

Within the Key Villages and Type A Villages, as well as the smaller market choice employment
sites at Little Canfield, Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted; the proposed
allocation sites are generally small extensions adjoining the settlement, most of which have
the potential to affect the settings of Listed Buildings and/ or Conservation Areas. The
development of these sites will require appropriate mitigation to avoid/ reduce the potential for
long term minor negative effects. However, given their scale they are unlikely to have
significant negative effects.

10.53

Two large scale employment allocations are proposed at Chesterford Research Park and
North Stansted. Chesterford Research Park does not contain and is not immediately
surrounded by any designated heritage assets. Whilst development has the potential to affect
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the wider rural setting; there are significant areas of woodland surrounding the site that are
likely to provide screening and therefore development is not considered likely to lead to any
significant effects on the historic environment. However, it is recognised that an increase in
traffic on local roads as a result of the development may affect the heritage settings of Little
Walden, Little Chesterford and Great Chesterford (which contains a designated Conservation
Area); with the potential for minor long term negative effects.
10.54

The North Stansted site (in Options 1 and 3) is not known to contain any designated heritage
assets; however, it is located adjacent to two Grade II Listed Buildings in the south west of the
site, and a number of Grade II Listed Buildings located along Bury Lodge Lane, north east of
the site. Therefore, development at the site is likely to affect the setting of designated
heritage assets, with the potential for both positive and negative effects; which are ultimately
dependent on aspects such as high quality design and layout. It is also a consideration that
the site is partially previously developed land and development has the potential to improve
the public realm in this area.

10.55

Overall, the site allocation policies for housing and employment sites within the Strategic
Employment Allocations, Market Towns, Key Villages and Type A Villages are less detailed
and substantive in terms of requirements for development than those provided for the GCs,
and the wider Local Plan policies (explored under the next heading - appraisal of the plan as a
whole) are intrinsically linked to ensuring that these sites manage the potential negative
effects arising.

10.56

The proposed Development Opportunity Sites are town centres sites and will generally affect
the townscape setting of the relevant Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings; however, the
proposals are for town centres uses that should complement the range of uses and attraction
of these areas, to support town centre vitality and viability with the potential for long term
minor positive effects. High quality design that is in keeping with heritage settings will be
crucial to maximising the potential positive effects, and in this respect the wider Local Policies
(explored under the next heading - appraisal of the plan as a whole) play a key role in
successful delivery and facilitation of this growth.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.57

Alongside the spatial strategy, the Local Plan proposes a number of policies that support and
guide development to minimise the impact of the spatial strategy on the historic environment,
and maximise opportunities for enhancements, particularly in terms of accessibility.

10.58

Policies EN1 to EN6 provide protections for the historic environment including Conservation
Areas, Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and sites of archaeological importance,
Historic Parks and Gardens and non-designated assets of local importance. These policies
will be key to addressing the potential impacts arising as a result of the spatial strategy,
particularly within the employment allocations and housing allocations across the Strategic
Employment Sites, Market Towns, Key Villages and Type A Villages, where the site allocation
policies are less detailed and substantive than those provided for development at the GCs.

10.59

Policy EN1 (Protecting the Historic Environment) identifies that “development will be
supported where it preserves of enhances the significance of the historic environment”, and
that applicants will be required to “describe the significance of any heritage assets affected,
including any contribution made by their settings” drawing upon historic environment records
and supported by appropriate archaeological assessment where necessary. Policy EN2 sets
criteria for the design of development within Conservation Areas, including; “no detrimental
visual impact and no substantial pollution of any type”, no damage to “key views in, out or
within the Conservation Area”, “no loss of character or historic significance”, and a “positive
contribution to local character and distinctiveness”. Policy EN4 recognises that “development
affecting a Listed Building should be in keeping with its scale, form, character, materials and
surroundings”, and Policy EN5 (Scheduled Monuments and Sites of Archaeological
Importance) identifies that “where nationally important archaeological assets, whether
scheduled or not, and their settings, are affected by proposed development there will be a
presumption in favour of their physical preservation in situ for example through modification of
design, layout, drainage, landscaping or the siting and location of foundations”. Further to
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this, Policy EN5 (duplicated policy number) (Historic Parks and Gardens) requires
development to sustain and enhance the significance of Historic Parks and Gardens, and
Policy EN6 seeks to ensure the retention, enhancement, and viable use of heritage asset of
local interest.
10.60

Policies EN7, EN8, EN9, and C1 all seek to protect the natural environment, open spaces,
woodland and trees, landscape character and the countryside which support the wider historic
environment and heritage settings; with the potential for indirect long term positive effects.

10.61

Overall, whilst development proposed through the Local Plan will inevitably significantly
change the landscape and townscapes of areas within the district, the Local Plan policies
seek to ensure that development retains and enhances the significance of the historic
environment and heritage assets and their settings (including designated and non-designated
sites). Protection is also provided to ensure that development appropriately considers
archaeology as a prominent historic asset within the district. The policies are likely to reduce
the extent of the negative effects identified, however the overall impact remains uncertain at
this stage as it is ultimately dependent on successful design, layout and integration. On
balance, it is likely that development will lead to at least a residual minor negative effect given
the scale of growth proposed within a rural historic setting. However, this is considered
alongside the merits of delivering the GCs away from the main historic settlement areas which
would otherwise be subject to significantly higher levels of growth. It is also recognised that
only a proportion of the GCs will be delivered during the plan period and as a result mitigation
may not be fully implemented or established until the GCs are fully built out.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.62

There is the potential for a significant cumulative loss of greenfield land as a result of the
distribution of housing to meet the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) across the West Essex/
East Hertfordshire Housing Market Area (HMA) and this may cumulatively affect the wider
historic environment setting.

SA objective 6: to reduce contributions to climatic
change
Commentary on the spatial strategy
83

10.63

The Renewable Energy Study identifies that a high proportion of the households in
Uttlesford could employ solar water heating systems, active and passive solar space heating
and solar photovoltaics (PV). In larger schemes, large active solar systems can be combined
with community heating schemes to support renewable energy and increased energy
efficiency. Further to this, the Study identifies potential for community wind energy projects
particularly within rural communities, and scope for ground-coupled energy which is identified
for the ability to compete economically in rural locations where the only conventional form of
heating available is that fuelled by oil or electric storage heaters. There is good scope for
development (both housing and employment) to include such measures to support renewable
energy generation. The delivery of three new GCs provides supports this objective as they
provide a scale of development which is more likely to incorporate renewable/ low carbon
energy compared to smaller scale development.

10.64

The implementation of the spatial strategy proposed through the Local Plan will ultimately
increase pressures on existing highways infrastructure and affect per capita emissions, and
the Local Plan seeks to maximise opportunities to facilitate this growth in sustainable
locations, which are supported by infrastructure and sustainable transport choices, and which
reduce the need to travel.

10.65

The proposed GCs are expected under Policy SP5 (Garden Community Principles) to
“demonstrate high levels of self-containment”, with “integrated and accessible transport
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Altechnica (2008) Renewable Energy Study of the District [online] available at:
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systems, with walking, cycling and public transport designed to be the most attractive forms of
local transport”. The policy specifically seeks to ensure that “opportunities for smarter and
sustainable travel will be maximised, with links to neighbouring settlements provided that
reduce the reliance on the private car” and that “the phasing of all forms of infrastructure will
meet the needs of the new community as they arise and will not exacerbate existing
problems”. The development of the Easton Park and West of Braintree GCs will also deliver a
new Rapid Transit System (RTS) to improve connections between London Stansted, the GCs,
Great Dunmow and Braintree. The additional sustainable transport route will support
improved per capita emission rates not only for the future residents at the GCs but also the
existing and future residents and employees at Great Dunmow and Stansted/ Stansted
Mountfitchet with the potential for significant long term positive effects.
10.66

New allocations at Saffron Walden are limited over the plan period to deliver a total of around
315 dwellings, 1ha of employment land (excluding sites with existing planning permission),
and 3 brownfield Development Opportunity Sites (totalling less than 2ha) within the town
centre. The site allocation policies for Saffron Walden (SAF1 - SAF15) each require
appropriate transport/ air quality assessments to accompany any development proposals,
which will support the management and facilitation growth in the settlement which is
recognised for significant highways constraints but also its role at the top of the settlement
hierarchy. Therefore providing access to services, facilities and retail supporting the needs of
the district, and reducing the need to travel further afield for many of the smaller settlements.

10.67

Further to this, the spatial strategy includes the provision for a minimum net increase of
16,000 jobs in the period (Policy SP4), recognising that the delivery of a successful economy
is linked to Stansted Airport, and good connections along the M11 and rail network to the
north and south, and east along the A120. Further employment development that focuses on
this infrastructure as an economical asset is likely to increase pressures on the infrastructure
by attracting more users and exacerbate per capita emissions and existing air quality issues,
with the potential for significant long term negative effects. In developing the Plan, the
Council has recognised, and taken into account, the need to reflect the London Stansted
Cambridge Corridor (LSCC) Vision. In this context Local Authorities are required to deliver
sustainable growth through working with partners to secure investment in major infrastructure
including increasing rail capacity on the West Anglia Mainline and maximising the
opportunities that Crossrail 2 can deliver, together with road improvements including a new
junction on the M11 at 7A and improvements to Junctions 7 and 8, to the A414, A120, A10
and M25; and delivery of superfast broadband. The commitments under the LSCC Vision will
support the facilitation of economic and housing growth within the district to reduce the
significance of the potential negative effects, and support opportunities to deliver positive
effects in terms of a modal shift or homeworking reducing the need to travel.

10.68

The spatial strategy further seeks to strike a balance in the Key Villages and Type A and B
Villages of delivering growth that can meet identified local needs without placing unnecessary
constraint on existing infrastructure and exacerbating reliance on the private car. Low levels
of growth in these areas are proposed, and the site allocation policies largely require transport
assessment in consultation with the highways authority.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.69

A number of the wider policies proposed through the Local Plan will also support climate
change mitigation, and mitigation for the negative effects emerging as a result of the delivery
of development to meet identified needs. Five transport policies are proposed (TA1 - TA4)
seeking to address the topics of accessible development, sustainable transport, the provision
of electric charging points, vehicle parking standards and new transport infrastructure or
measures. This is supported by infrastructure policies (INF1 & INF4) guiding infrastructure
delivery and the delivery of high quality communications infrastructure and superfast
broadband, as well as design policies (D1, D8, D9 & D10) requiring high quality design,
sustainable design and construction, minimal carbon dioxide emissions and highly energy
efficient buildings.

10.70

Overall, whilst growth will inevitably lead to negative effects in terms of increased traffic and
congestion affecting air quality; the spatial strategy seeks to locate the growth in the most
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sustainable locations that can support sustainable transport solutions and a reduced need to
travel, and reduce per capita emissions and overall contributions to climate change. It should
be noted that the Transport Study (update 2018) identified that committed development is
likely to have the greatest impact on traffic compared to the additional growth proposed by the
Local Plan. The delivery of the GCs and RTS, and commitments under LSCC Vision will
improve opportunities for sustainable transport with the potential for significant long term
positive effects. This is supported by Local Plan policies that seek sustainable design,
construction and energy efficiency to further support climate change mitigation with the
potential for minor long term positive effects.
10.71

On balance, while there is the potential for both positive and negative effects, the overall level
of growth proposed through the Local Plan is likely to lead to a residual minor negative effect
on climate change mitigation.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.72

Development proposed in the Local Plan has the potential to interact with development
proposed through other plans within and outside the HMA. The Council has worked closely
with other HMA and wide Local Authorities and the ECC to mitigate for the potential impacts of
increased growth on local and strategic highways infrastructure and resulting increase in
greenhouse gas emissions. This includes capacity improvements identified through the A505
Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study (2018), the A120(T)/A120 Corridor Mitigation Strategy
(2018) and the proposed delivery of the RTS. It should be noted that the cumulative effect of
proposed development in the HMA on the highways network is considered through the
Strategic Spatial Options Study, which explored and identified options for spatially distributing
the housing need across the HMA. This work was also informed by transport modelling. A
signed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) (2017) has been produced, which identifies a
number of new infrastructure interventions that will be necessary. Upgrades to junctions and
enhancements to public transport and pedestrian and cycle infrastructure will help to limit
potential negative effects and secure positive effects in this regard.

SA objective 7: reduce and control pollution
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.73

The spatial strategy focuses the majority of development at the three GCs and Market Towns
of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow. The GCs are not located within Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMAs) nor poor air quality zones, and seek to deliver a high level of
self-containment. Nonetheless, it is considered that the scale of growth proposed through the
GCs is likely to increase emissions (particularly associated with transport) and noise levels in
certain areas of the district. In accordance with Policy SP5 (Garden Community Principles)
the GCs will include “integrated and accessible transport systems, with walking, cycling and
public transport designed to be the most attractive forms of local transport”. The policy
specifically seeks to ensure that “opportunities for smarter and sustainable travel will be
maximised, with links to neighbouring settlements provided that reduce the reliance on the
private car” and that “the phasing of all forms of infrastructure will meet the needs of the new
community as they arise and will not exacerbate existing problems”. The development of the
Easton Park and West of Braintree GCs will also deliver a new Rapid Transit System (RTS) to
improve connections between London Stansted, the GCs, Great Dunmow and Braintree. The
additional sustainable transport route will support improved per capita emission rates not only
for the future residents at the GCs but also the existing and future residents and employees at
Great Dunmow and Stansted/ Stansted Mountfitchet with the potential for significant long term
positive effects for climate change mitigation.

10.74

It is recognised that all Garden Communities have good access to the strategic road network;
Easton Park and Land West of Braintree have good access onto the A120, Land West of
Braintree will be able to utilise sustainable transport infrastructure in Braintree, and North of
Uttlesford benefits from its proximity to M11 Junction 9, Great Chesterford Railway Station
and Whittlesford Parkway Railway Station. However, the Transport Study (2017) highlights
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these locations as noticeable strategic and local congestion hotspots within the district. In this
context, the Transport Study (2017) identifies eight roads within Uttlesford forecast to exceed
their theoretical link capacity without any Local Plan development. This includes M11
Junction 7 - 9 and two sections of the A120. Focusing development around these roads
through the spatial strategy, and specifically through the delivery of the Garden Communities,
therefore has the potential to exacerbate capacity issues in these areas.
10.75

It is anticipated that strategic and local highway improvements proposed through the Plan;
and mitigation measures identified through the Transport Study (2017), will likely reduce
residual adverse effects on transport infrastructure within the district. Consideration is also
given in this respect to cross-boundary transport strategies including the A505 Corridor
Improvement Feasibility Study (2018), the A505 Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study
(2018), and further work to be undertaken by the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Combined Authority which propose sub-regional improvements and interventions.

10.76

The Spatial Strategy directs a level of growth at Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow;
recognising that both provide key services to a wide rural hinterland but have constraints to
how much further growth can be accommodated, especially the former given the Air Quality
Management Area (AQMA) present. The spatial strategy seeks to balance the need to
support the vitality and viability of Market Towns and their role in the settlement hierarchy with
the constraints in terms of infrastructure requirements and air quality issues. To address air
quality issues in Saffron Walden new allocations are limited over the plan period to deliver a
total of around 315 dwellings, 1ha of employment land (excluding sites with existing planning
permission), and 3 brownfield Development Opportunity Sites (totalling less than 2ha) within
the town centre. The Transport Study (2017), the Saffron Walden Transport Assessment
(2013/14 and updated 2017), and the Uttlesford Cycling Strategy (2014 and 2018 draft)
consider the impacts of development on the transport network within the Market Towns.
Mitigation measures proposed through these evidence documents include diverting traffic
from the centres (i.e. the Peaslands Road Corridor), providing a core cycling network in
Saffron Walden, and improving cycling on the A120 corridor. This would help reduce
vehicular pollution levels and manage air quality; particularly within the AQMA where baseline
conditions are poorest. In this context it is noted that the County Council and the Council are
exploring ways of looking at longer term growth via a separate Saffron Walden Town
Transport Study that would inform a future review of the Local Plan. Addressing high levels of
air pollution and congestion would contribute positively towards achieving sustainable growth
in the constrained Market Towns; facilitating improved access via sustainable transport.

10.77

There is some growth proposed in the rural settlements (Key Villages and Type A Villages)
which may help to reduce the potential impacts of traffic and reduced air quality at Saffron
Walden and to a lesser extent Great Dunmow. However, it is also considered that
development in the rural settlements may be dependent on the Market Towns for access to
services and facilities that are not provided for in the smaller settlements, and therefore may
exacerbate adverse effects on roads with existing capacity issues.

10.78

A number of specific sustainable transport measures will be delivered from existing Section
106 contributions and relevant future Section 106 contributions within development. A
transport assessment and air quality assessment would also be required in a number of
instances as part of the planning application process. These are detailed within the site
allocation policies, and relate in many instances to proposed development in Saffron Walden
given the AQMA present, and Great Dunmow considering its role as the district’s centre.

10.79

The spatial strategy includes the provision for a minimum net increase of 16,000 jobs in the
period (Policy SP4) and recognises that the delivery of a successful economy is linked to
Stansted Airport, and good connections along the M11 and rail network to the north and
south, and east along the A120. The spatial strategy therefore seeks to focus a significant
proportion of employment provision in close proximity to these strategic routes, capitalising
upon accessibility to destinations outside of the district, including London, Cambridge,
Bishop's Stortford, Chelmsford and Braintree, with these locations providing shopping,
entertainment and services to Uttlesford residents.
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These key roads are identified as Poor Air Quality Zones and focussing employment
development in these areas is likely to exacerbate existing air quality issues, with the potential
for significant long term negative effects. In developing the Plan, the Council has recognised,
and taken into account, the need to reflect the London Stansted Cambridge Corridor (LSCC)
Vision. In this context local authorities are required to deliver sustainable growth through
working with partners to secure investment in major infrastructure including increasing rail
capacity on the West Anglia Mainline and maximising the opportunities that Crossrail 2 can
deliver, together with road improvements including a new junction on the M11 at 7A and
improvements to Junctions 7 and 8, to the A414, A120, A10 and M25; and delivery of
superfast broadband. The commitments under the LSCC Vision will support the facilitation of
economic and housing growth within the district to reduce the significance of the potential
negative effects, and capitalise upon opportunities to improve access via sustainable
transport.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.81

Road transport is a major contributor to pollution and decreased air quality, and it is
exacerbated by the presence of the M11 motorway in the area. A number of the wider policies
proposed through the Local Plan seek to reduce emissions and pollution, and provide
mitigation for the impacts likely to arise as a result of committed and proposed growth to meet
identified needs. Five transport policies are proposed (TA1 – TA4) seeking to address the
topics of accessible development, sustainable transport, the provision of electric charging
points, vehicle parking standards and new transport infrastructure or measures. This is
supported by infrastructure policies (INF1 & INF4) guiding infrastructure delivery and the
delivery of high quality communications infrastructure and superfast broadband, as well as
design Policy D9 requiring minimal carbon dioxide emissions. The policies will support
sustainable transport solutions that minimise effects associated with emissions, and support a
reduced need to travel.

10.82

Policy EN15 focuses on Air Quality, identifying requirements for development to demonstrate
“that it does not lead to significant adverse effects on health, the environment or amenity from
emissions to air”, or “where a development is a sensitive end-use, that there will not be any
significant adverse effects on health, the environment or amenity arising from existing poor air
quality”. Further to this, any development within an AQMA (at Saffron Walden) “will also be
expected to contribute to a reduction in levels of air pollutants within the AQMA”.

10.83

Policy EN14 seeks to manage the potential impacts of exposure to pollutants, Policy EN17
sets criteria for noise sensitive development, restricting development where “the occupiers of
surrounding land or the historic and natural environment is exposed to unacceptable adverse
levels of noise and/ or vibration”. Policy EN18 also provides criteria to manage the effects of
light pollution, including ensuring that “it does not have an unacceptable adverse impact on
neighbouring uses or the wider landscape”, “the alignment of lamps and provision of shielding
minimises spillage, glare and glow, including into the night sky”, and “the level of lighting and
its period of use is the minimum necessary for security and operational purposes”.

10.84

Overall, whilst growth will inevitably lead to negative effects in terms of increased traffic and
congestion affecting air quality; the spatial strategy seeks to locate the growth in the most
sustainable locations that can support sustainable transport solutions and a reduced need to
travel. Alongside the delivery of transport and infrastructure improvements, the provisions of
the Local Plan seek to reduce the extent and significance of these inevitable effects in
facilitating growth. Despite this, a residual minor negative effect is still predicted at this stage.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.85

Development proposed in the Local Plan has the potential to interact with development
proposed through other plans within and outside the HMA, particularly in consideration of the
GCs and the West of Braintree site. The Council has worked closely with other HMA and
wide Local Authorities and the ECC to mitigate for the potential impacts of increased growth
on local and strategic highways infrastructure and resulting increase in atmospheric pollution.
This includes delivering high levels of self-containment at the GCs, capacity improvements
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identified through the A505 Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study (2018), the A120(T)/A120
Corridor Mitigation Strategy (2018) and the proposed delivery of the RTS. It should be noted
that the cumulative effect of proposed development in the HMA on the highways network is
considered through the Strategic Spatial Options Study, which explored and identified options
for spatially distributing the housing need across the HMA. This work was also informed by
transport modelling. A signed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) (2017) has been
produced, which identifies a number of new infrastructure interventions that will be necessary.
Upgrades to junctions and enhancements to public transport and pedestrian and cycle
infrastructure will help to limit potential negative effects and secure positive effects in this
regard.

SA objective 8: to reduce the risk of flooding
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.86

Uttlesford District consists of a number of watercourses flowing away from the centre of the
district to beyond its boundary. The principal watercourses in the district are:



The River Cam (or Granta) in the north of the district;



The River Pant in the east of the district;



The River Chelmer and Stebbing Brook in the southeast of the district; and



The River Roding, River Stort, Pincey Brook and Stansted Brook in the south and west of the
district.

10.87

The Uttlesford Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) (2016) and the Environment
Agency’s Risk of Surface Water Flooding Maps (2018) show the flood risk across the district.
The SFRA (2016) identifies that the region is prone to localised flooding, with the main source
of flooding from fluvial and surface water sources. However, it is recognised that just over
96% of the district lies within Flood Zone 1 where there is a low probability of fluvial flooding.

10.88

In terms of the Garden Communities; Easton Park and West of Braintree Garden
Communities contain areas of Flood Zone 2 and 3 (of high risk of flooding). This is located
along the western boarder of Easton Park; and in terms of West of Braintree, flood risk is
largely concentrated around the River Ter in the south-west of the site (within Uttlesford
District), and around a tributary of the River Ter running centrally through the site, and in the
vicinity of the River Brain to the east of the site (within Braintree District). In terms of
mitigating against adverse effects, the spatial strategy (specifically policies SP6 and SP8)
requires development to resolve any flood risk issues; “providing Sustainable Urban Drainage
systems to provide water quality, amenity and ecological benefits as well as flood risk
reduction”.

10.89

There are site allocations with fluvial flood risk issues in Saffron Walden, notably the North
Stanstead Employment Area where < 50% intersects with Flood risk zone 2 or 3. Site
allocation polices require, where necessary, that applications for development be
accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment and Approved Drainage Strategy. This will
contribute positively towards resolving flood risk issues.

10.90

Areas of flood risk are present within the majority of the Market Towns, Key Villages and Type
A Villages and the allocation sites are predominantly affected by surface water flood risk. In
this respect wider Local Plan policies explored under the next heading will be key to
minimising the potential for negative effects on flood risk as a result of the spatial strategy.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.91

There are a number of other policies within the Plan which will contribute positively towards
managing and mitigating against flood risk in the district. In line with Policy EN10 (Minimising
Flood Risk) the sequential test will be used to ensure new development takes place in the
areas with the lowest probability of all forms of flooding and, where necessary, the exception
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test will be used. Further to this, all proposals for development of 1 hectare or above in Flood
Zone 1 and for development in Flood Zones 2 (or 3a) must be accompanied by a flood risk
assessment that sets out the mitigation measures for the site and agreed with the relevant
authority. The Council will work with developers, the Environment Agency and the Lead Local
Flood Authority to implement flood alleviation schemes as set out in the SFRA (2016).
Notably, Essex County Council are currently implementing a Flood Alleviation Scheme in
Thaxted.
10.92

All proposals for new development will also be required to manage and reduce surface water
run-off, in line with Policy EN11 (Surface Water Flooding). In this context all new development
must include Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS), and consideration must be given
to “relevant local or national standards and the impact of the Water Framework Directive on
flood risk issues”.

10.93

Policy D8 (Sustainable Design and Construction) requires that development “will not increase
flood risk on or off the site”. Similarly, Policy H12 (Agricultural/Rural Workers’ Dwellings)
requires that in terms of agricultural/rural workers’ dwellings, proposed dwellings should
"satisfy planning requirements including impact on flood risk”.

10.94

Policy H3 (Subdivision of Dwellings and Dwellings in Multiple Occupancy) requires that “if the
dwelling is located within a flood risk area, no residential unit is created without access to a
first floor level for refuge”. This will contribute towards controlling potential adverse effects of
flooding in terms of the subdivision or multiple occupancy of residential properties.

10.95

Overall, the Plan policies seek to ensure that the risk of flooding is fully considered as part of
new development proposals. While it is recognised that a number of watercourses flow
through the district, it is also noted that over 96% of the district lies within Flood Zone 1 where
there is a low probability of fluvial flooding. The Plan requires that the proposed Garden
Communities and site allocations proposed for development are, as far as possible, outside
areas known to be at risk from flood risk or are required to provide appropriate mitigation and
safeguards. In this context, the Council will work with the Environment Agency, developers
and the Lead Local Flood Authority to achieve sustainable local flood mitigation measures as
part of development.

10.96

It is recognised throughout the Plan that surface water flooding is also a constraint for the
district, and as such development proposals must incorporate SuDS, which will achieve
multiple flood risk benefits.

10.97

On balance, it is appropriate to conclude residual neutral effects at this stage, i.e. it is not
possible to conclude positive or negative effects on the baseline.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.98

Uttlesford is part of three different Catchment Flood Management Plan (CFMP) areas: the
Great Ouse CFMP, the Thames CFMP and the North Essex CFMP. These Catchment
Management Plans will address cumulative effects of development within the CFMP areas;
recommending ways of managing the risk now and over the next 50 to 100 years.

10.99

It is considered, in terms of cumulative effects of new development in relation to surface water
and fluvial flooding, that the provisions of the NPPF (2018) and measures and policy
approaches implemented through the relevant plans and proposals will limit the significance
of effects.

10.100 In this context, in accordance with the Essex Local Flood Risk Management Strategy (2013)
Essex County Council Environment, Sustainability and Highways (as Lead Local Flood
Authority for Essex under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010), and district councils
must contribute to the achievement of sustainable development when carrying out flood risk
management functions. The Strategy (2013) sets out the roles and responsibilities of the
various authorities in terms of local flood risk. The Strategy defines nine objectives for
management of local flood risk which will be delivered through a series of local measures and
actions.
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SA objective 9: to promote and encourage the use of
sustainable methods of travel
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.101 The Uttlesford District Council Transport Study addendum (2017) found that even with no
Local Plan development, congestion will increase throughout the district due to committed
developments within the district and adjacent districts; and the attractiveness of distant
employment locations by car.
10.102 Transport is therefore a key issue in the district, with above average long-distance car
commuting and resulting impacts on strategic and local transport infrastructure. In terms of
potential options for growth, the Transport Study (2017) found that the delivery of new garden
communities at North Uttlesford, Easton Park and West of Braintree have the least traffic
impact, the best accessibility and have the most potential for sustainable transport compared
with other alternatives. The spatial strategy therefore seeks focusing a significant level of
growth at the three Garden Communities; delivering4,820 new homes by 2033. Each garden
community will demonstrate high levels of self-containment, delivering new services, facilities
and employment to meet the needs of residents and reducing the need to travel.
10.103 It is recognised that all Garden Communities have good access to the strategic road network;
Easton Park and Land West of Braintree have good access onto the A120, Land West of
Braintree will be able to utilise sustainable transport infrastructure in Braintree, and North of
Uttlesford benefits from its proximity to M11 Junction 9, Great Chesterford Railway Station
and Whittlesford Parkway Railway Station. However, the Transport Study (2017) highlights
these locations as noticeable strategic and local congestion hotspots within the district. In this
context, the Transport Study (2017) identifies eight roads within Uttlesford forecast to exceed
their theoretical link capacity without any Local Plan development. This includes M11
Junction 7 - 9 and two sections of the A120. Focusing development around these roads
through the spatial strategy, and specifically through the delivery of the Garden Communities,
therefore has the potential to exacerbate capacity issues in these areas.
10.104 It is anticipated that strategic and local highway improvements proposed through the Plan;
and mitigation measures identified through the Transport Study (2017), will likely reduce
residual adverse effects on transport infrastructure within the district. Consideration is also
given in this respect to cross-boundary transport strategies including the A505 Corridor
Improvement Feasibility Study (2018), and the A505 Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study
(2018) which propose sub-regional improvements and interventions.
10.105 In terms of the Garden Communities, the IDP identifies that all three locations will be required
to deliver a package of sustainable transport measures to include bus, walking and cycling
routes. This aligns with the Garden Community principles set out in Policy SP5 (Garden
Community Principles); “supporting walking, cycling and public transport as the most
attractive forms of local transport”. In this context, Policy SP6 (Easton Park Garden
Community) incorporates, from the early delivery phase of the garden community, a “package
of measures to provide transport choice, including the delivery of a direct, high quality,
frequent and fast rapid transit priority measures to London Stansted Airport and beyond, and
bus / rapid transit measures to Great Dunmow town centre and beyond, and a network of
direct, safe walking and cycling routes to enhance permeability within the site and to access
other nearby destinations, including connections with and improvements to the Flitch Way”.
This will contribute positively towards increasing and improving the availability and useability
of sustainable transport modes.
10.106 The District Transport Study Technical Notes (2017) highlights that travel to work is heavily
car based at 71% of trips, with journeys by train and by foot around 10% each; and levels of
cycling negligible. The Transport Study (2017) notes the opportunities presented by the
Garden Communities to increase uptake of sustainable travel, and this is reflected to an
extent through the spatial strategy. Notably, the delivery of the RTS will likely support a
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reduced reliance on the private vehicle and promote the use of sustainable transport modes
for access to employment; particularly the North Stansted Employment Area (Policy SP11).
10.107 However, it is noted that none of the Garden Communities are expected to deliver a new
railway station and as such will rely on existing infrastructure in this respect. In this context
the delivery of 5,000 new homes at the North of Uttlesford Garden Community may lead to
capacity issues at Audley End, Great Chesterford and Whittlesford Parkway rail stations.
While Policy SP7 (North Uttlesford Garden Community) includes the “delivery of high quality,
frequent and fast public transport services to Audely End, Great Chesterford and Whittlesford
Rail Stations”, it is noted that it does not include improvements to the existing railway stations
(or their facilities i.e. parking). Rail improvements are however proposed along the West
Anglia Mainline and Braintree Branch Line, increasing service capacity into London (Policy
TR4).
10.108 The Spatial Strategy directs a level of growth at Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow;
recognising that both provide key services to a wide rural hinterland but have constraints to
how much further growth can be accommodated, especially the former given the Air Quality
Management Area (AQMA) present. In this context, the Transport Study (2017), the Saffron
Walden Transport Assessment (2013/14 and updated 2017), and the Uttlesford Cycling
Strategy (2014 and 2018 draft) consider the impacts of development on the transport network
within the Market Towns. Mitigation measures proposed through these evidence documents
include diverting traffic from the centres (i.e. the Peaslands Road Corridor), providing a core
cycling network in Saffron Walden, and improving cycling on the A120 corridor. This would
help reduce vehicular pollution levels and manage air quality; particularly within the AQMA
where baseline conditions are poorest. In this context it is noted that the County Council and
the Council are exploring ways of looking at longer term growth via a separate Saffron Walden
Town Transport Study that would inform a future review of the Local Plan. Addressing high
levels of air pollution and congestion would contribute positively towards achieving
sustainable growth in the constrained Market Towns; facilitating improved access via
sustainable transport.
10.109 There is some growth proposed in the rural settlements (Key Villages and Type A and Type B
villages) which may help to reduce the potential impacts of traffic and reduced air quality at
Saffron Walden and to a lesser extent Great Dunmow. However, it is also considered that
development in the rural settlements may be dependent on the Market Towns for access to
services and facilities that are not provided for in the smaller settlements, and therefore may
exacerbate adverse effects on roads with existing capacity issues.
10.110 A number of specific sustainable transport measures will be delivered from existing Section
106 contributions and relevant future Section 106 contributions within development. A
transport assessment and air quality assessment would also be required in a number of
instances as part of the planning application process. These are detailed within the site
allocation policies, and relate in many instances to proposed development in Saffron Walden
given the AQMA present, and Great Dunmow considering its role as the district’s centre.
10.111 A number of employment allocations proposed through the Plan have less than satisfactory
access via sustainable transport. Employees accessing these locations are therefore
anticipated to still rely on the private car for access. Policy LtCHE1 (Chesterford Research
Park), for example, is located relatively close to Great Chesterford railway station; however, it
is considered largely beyond reasonable walking distance. Opportunities should be
capitalised on at this location to support improved sustainable access.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.112 The transport section of the Plan (Policies TA1 - TA4) seeks to ensure that development and
transport planning will be co-ordinated to reduce the need to travel by car, increase public
transport use, cycling and walking and improve accessibility and safety in the district while
accepting its rural nature. This will be achieved by improving strategic road and rail
connections, promoting transport choice through improvements to public transport services as
well as promoting improved, safe access to sustainable transport modes by all forms of
transport (Policies TA1 Accessible Development and TA2 Sustainable Transport).
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10.113 Furthermore, Policy TA4 (New Transport Infrastructure or Measures) sets out the provision of
new or enhanced transport infrastructure and initiatives to be pursued and implemented (in
partnership with the relevant transport providers). Notably, new transport infrastructure to be
delivered through the Plan includes rail improvements, strategic and local highway
improvements, and the delivery of the Rapid Transport Corridors. The delivery of this
infrastructure will support sustainable connectivity throughout the district.
10.114 Policy TA3 (Provision of Electric Charging Points) commits to working in partnership with
Essex County Council to delivering electric vehicle charging points. Requirements including
“future proofing measures” will ensure that demand for electric vehicles can be met as this
increases over time.
10.115 Policy INF1 (Infrastructure Delivery) seeks to ensure that new development is served and
supported by appropriate infrastructure and services identified through the IDP (2018), which
includes transport infrastructure. It is also noted that the site allocation policies require
supporting infrastructure to be delivered at a rate and scale to meet the needs that arise from
the proposed development, in accordance with the IDP (2018) and Transport Strategy (2017).
10.116 Overall, the Plan recognises that new development should be linked to existing services and
facilities and therefore capitalises upon the opportunity to develop homes in locations where
residents have reduced travel between home, job and services and facilities, promoting
sustainable transport. To this effect, the new GCs will be highly self-sufficient, located where
the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be
maximised.
10.117 It is recognised that given the rural nature of the district, new residents, including those within
the GCs, are likely to look outside of the district to access wider services and employment
(e.g. within Cambridge, Bishop’s Stortford or Braintree) with the potential for cross-boundary
negative effects on traffic, highways infrastructure and parking. This is considering the
district’s limited transport network and existing capacity issues along the M11 and A120
corridors and rail links to London and Cambridge (Transport Strategy, 2017). The plan seeks
to avoid and reduce the significance of these effects as much as possible through the
provision of new and improved infrastructure delivered at the appropriate time as well as other
mitigation measures through plan policies. Notably, Policy TA4 (New Transport Infrastructure
or Measures) includes the provision of strategic and local highways improvements, rail
improvements, walking and cycling improvements, and rapid transport corridors.
10.118 Therefore, based on currently available information, the improvement schemes/measures
mentioned above and detailed within the Transport Strategy (2017) are expected to address
forecast traffic conditions at key network locations. It is however noted that additional
complementary highway improvements and sustainable transport measures may need to be
identified through the planning application process for delivery by developers.
10.119 On balance, while the evidence suggests that the most significant impacts of proposed
development on the highway network can be mitigated, there is still likely to be some residual
minor long term negative effects in terms of encouraging the use of sustainable travel. This is
given the rural nature of the district and the level of development proposed.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.120 Cumulative effects in this respect relate to the combination of proposed development in
neighbouring districts through Local Plans and the Local Transport Plans. Namely, Local
Transport Plans for Essex, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire County Councils are
considered.
10.121 The cumulative effects of development are expected to lead to adverse effects including
increased traffic flows and congestion on local and strategic highways infrastructure, effects
on parking, and also potential impacts on air and noise quality. However, the cumulative
effects of improvement schemes that are located both within and outside of the district that
are being promoted will likely benefit traffic conditions within Uttlesford. This includes
capacity improvements identified through the A505 Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study
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(2018) and the A120(T)/A120 Corridor Mitigation Strategy (2018). Upgrades to junctions and
enhancements to public transport and pedestrian and cycle infrastructure will help to limit
potential negative effects and secure positive effects in this regard.

SA objective 10: to ensure accessibility to services
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.122 The GCs will be developed in accordance with the garden city principles defined by the Town
and Country Planning Association (TCPA) and the wider definition of sustainable development
outlined in the NPPF. In this context, the design, development and phased delivery of each
Garden Community must accord with principles set out in Policy SP5 (Garden Community
Principles). This includes the securing of high-quality place making; and ensuring the timely
delivery of on-site and off-site infrastructure to address the impact of the new GCs; delivering
positive effects both within and outside of the Plan period.
10.123 The GCs will deliver a level of services, facilities and employment provision to foster a degree
of self-containment and help to minimise the need to travel. The delivery of the proposed
Rapid Transit System (RTS) through Policy SP6 (Easton Park Garden Community) is
considered likely to improve access between the Garden Communities, Braintree, Great
Dunmow and Stansted Airport. The RTS seeks to provide direct, high quality, frequent and
fast access to a range of employment opportunities for residents, including the major
employment centre at North Stansted Employment Area (Policy SP11). This will contribute
positively towards delivering the Vision of the London Stansted Cambridge Corridor (LSCC)
and meeting the needs of local people through supporting sustainable access to jobs.
10.124 Existing services will also be utilised by residents of the GCs; notably Land west of Braintree
is considered a sustainable location due to good access onto the A120 and its proximity to the
local facilities and transport infrastructure in Braintree. The RTS proposed at Easton Park will
also provide streamlined access to a range of services in Great Dunmow, which includes
health facilities and two primary schools, as well as a range of shops and services located
within the Town Centre. Easton Park Garden Community (Policy SP6) will also include a
network of direct, safe walking and cycling routes to enhance permeability within the site and
to access other nearby destinations. This includes connections with and improvements to the
Flitch Way; a linear country park which runs east west through the district along the old
railway line from Hatfield Forest to Braintree, providing access via walking and cycling. This
will support accessibility and social inclusion in this respect.
10.125 Despite this, there is the potential for increased pressure on existing services as a result of
the new GCs. In this context, there may be increased pressure on Audley End, Great
Chesterford and Whittlesford Parkway railway stations for access to London and Cambridge
(in addition to other employment centres) as a result of the 5,000 new homes proposed at
North Uttlesford Garden Community. While Policy SP7 (North Uttlesford Garden Community)
includes the “delivery of high quality, frequent and fast public transport services to Audely
End, Great Chesterford and Whittlesford Rail Stations”, it is noted that it does not include
improvements to the existing railway stations (or their facilities i.e. parking).
10.126 Pressure on services and facilities in the key settlements may also be experienced from rural
villages. Outside of the Market Towns it is recognised that rural isolation has led to pockets of
deprivation, with a level of dependence held on the Market Towns for access to goods and
services. This may further exacerbate pressure on the services in these key centres, namely
education and healthcare. Adverse effects may therefore arise in this respect, particularly
considering the high level of committed development, and the infrastructure needs identified
for the district (IDP, 2018). It is however recognised that new residents are still likely to look
outside to larger centres outside of the district to access a wider range of goods and services.
10.127 In terms of infrastructure delivery, the site allocation policies set out requirements for
individual sites. In terms of improving accessibility, in Saffron Walden; Policy SAF1 (Land
north of Thaxted Road) requires proposals to make provision for the delivery of a link road
between Thaxted Road and Radwinter Road. This policy, among others, will contribute
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positively towards reducing congestion and improving access to services and facilities,
including employment.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.128 Policy INF1 (Infrastructure Delivery) seeks to provide the timely provision of infrastructure
necessary to support the delivery of housing and employment provision in the district. In line
with Policy INF1 “each development must address physical, community, social and green
infrastructure”. Policy INF1 recognises that significant investment in infrastructure is required
to meet the needs of residents and businesses. This will support the socio-economic growth
of the district, ensuring that new development is served and supported by appropriate
infrastructure and services identified through the IDP (2018).
10.129 In line with Policy SP4 (Provision of Jobs) provision will be made for a minimum net increase
of 16,000 jobs in the plan period. As discussed above, a significant proportion of this will be
delivered through the London Stanstead Airport strategic allocation (Policy SP11); which
incorporates the North Stansted Employment Area. This 55ha site is allocated for B2 and B8
employment uses and will serves the strategic role of London Stansted Airport and associated
growth of business, industry and education, which are important for Uttlesford, the subregional and national economy.
10.130 Business growth and therefore access to employment will also be secured through the
development of the Chesterford Research Park; which is progressing in accordance with the
masterplan approved by the Council (Local Plan Section 13: Non-Residential Allocation). The
overall employment strategy is proposed through Policy E1 (Employment Strategy) which sets
out where employment will be supported, protected, and enhanced, throughout the district.
This will support self-containment of the district and improve access to a range of high quality
jobs within a variation of sectors.
10.131 A range of other policies are of relevance to achieving access to services; including the
‘Transport’ policies within Section 7. Policy TA1 (Accessible Development) seeks to coordinate development and transport planning to improve accessibility in the district; while
accepting its rural nature. To this effect, Policy TA1 requires that “New development should
be located where it can be linked to services and facilities by a range of transport options
including safe and well-designed footpaths and cycle networks, public transport and the
private car”. This is further committed to through Policy TA4 (New Transport Infrastructure or
Measures) which identifies Rapid Transport Corridors as a measure to “support sustainable
transportation connectivity between Braintree - Great Dunmow, Stansted Airport and Bishop's
Stortford”; and to “support connectivity to Cambridge from the north of the district”. This will
contribute positively towards sustainable growth, improving access to jobs, shopping, services
and leisure facilities.
10.132 Overall, it is considered that the Plan focuses growth where people will have better access to
facilities and the opportunity to make best use of public transport. However, given the rural
nature of the district it is considered that there may remain pockets of deprivation, and a level
of pressure on the services and facilities within the Market Towns. Many people live in
smaller settlements with facilities concentrated in centres outside of the district and in Saffron
Walden and Great Dunmow. As such, service infrastructure proposed through the Plan seeks
to contribute positively towards reducing increased pressure on the key centres (IDP, 2018).
10.133 In line with Garden Community principles (Policy SP5) the three GCs will deliver high levels of
self-containment; providing new residents with access to services and facilities including
employment, schools, recreation, shopping facilities, greenspaces and integrated transport
systems. Further to this is it recognised that phasing, infrastructure and delivery plans will
form part of the development plan document for each Garden Community, establishing the
scale and pace of growth, where development will take place and when. This will contribute
positively towards ensuring access to services, guaranteeing that the needs of the new
communities are met as and when the need arises; and impacts on surrounding settlement
are minimised.
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10.134 On balance, it is considered appropriate to conclude that the Plan would have significant
positive long-term effects in terms of ensuring accessibility to services.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.135 Cumulative effects in this respect include the combination of proposed development in
neighbouring districts through Local Plans. The cumulative effects of development are
expected to lead to adverse effects in terms of accessibility, including increased traffic flows
and congestion on local and strategic highways infrastructure, effects on parking, and also
potential impacts on air and noise quality. However, the cumulative effects of improvement
schemes that are located both within and outside of the district that are being promoted will
likely benefit traffic conditions within Uttlesford. This includes capacity improvements
identified through the A505 Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study (2018) and the
A120(T)/A120 Corridor Mitigation Strategy (2018). Upgrades to junctions and enhancements
to public transport and pedestrian and cycle infrastructure will help to limit potential negative
effects and secure positive effects in this regard.
10.136 The cross-boundary importance of the LSCC Core Area is recognised, comprising the Local
Planning Authorities (LPAs) of Broxbourne, East Hertfordshire, Epping Forest Harlow and
Uttlesford. The interaction between new development proposed through LPA Local Plans
within the LSCC has the potential to lead to cumulative effects. These effects are likely to be
significant and positive in terms of improving access to employment; meeting the needs of
local people and supporting sustainable economic growth throughout the corridor. In this
context, it is noted that the delivery of the RTS is one particular aspect of the LSCC Vision
which will proactively improve accessibility throughout the corridor.
10.137 Part of the mechanism for delivering the LSCC Vision has been establishing the Objectively
Assessed Economic Need (OAEN) of the FEMA (the combined area of East Hertfordshire,
Epping Forest, Harlow and Uttlesford Districts). The delivery of the economic preferred
growth scenario across the FEMA balances job growth with growth in homes; seeking to
secure good access to social, leisure, community, health facilities and education. Cumulative
effects in this respect will likely be significant, positive and long-term.
10.138 Cumulative effects are anticipated in relation to proposals for London Stanstead Airport. The
wider strategic allocation serves the strategic role of London Stansted Airport and associated
growth of business, industry and education, including aviation engineering, distribution and
service sectors and the airport college which are important for Uttlesford, the sub-regional and
national economy. Cumulative effects in this respect will likely be significant, positive and
long-term.
10.139 It should be noted that the cumulative effect of proposed development in the HMA on the
highways network is considered through the Strategic Spatial Options Study, which explored
and identified options for spatially distributing the housing need across the HMA. This work
was also informed by transport modelling. A signed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
(2017) has been produced, which identifies a number of new infrastructure interventions that
will be necessary.
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SA objective 11: to improve the population’s health
and promote social inclusion
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.140 In terms of improving health and promoting social inclusion, key issues relate to the need to
address any areas of rural deprivation, plan for the needs of an ageing population, protecting
and enhancing important green assets, and ensure that new and existing communities have
adequate access to community infrastructure, including health and recreation facilities.
10.141 The IDP (2018) recognises that the GCs will have a significant impact on surrounding existing
infrastructure, namely GP practices. The first completions are not until 2022; however, this
will be a major trigger point. The IDP (2018) further states that an options paper for Dunmow
in particular will be needed to agree the infrastructure in time for the growth. It is noted that
the IDP (2018) is not able to accurately determine the nature of any infrastructure
requirements related to hospital-based care.
10.142 It is recognised that a level of community infrastructure will be delivered within the GCs to
mitigate against adverse effects and contribute towards self-containment of the new
settlements (Policies SP6 - SP8). To this effect, the delivery of the proposed Rapid Transit
System (RTS) through Policy SP6 (Easton Park Garden Community) is considered likely to
improve access to the between the GCs, Braintree, Great Dunmow and Stansted Airport.
10.143 Further positive effects are anticipated in relation promoting social inclusion within the Market
Towns through the delivery of new retailing, employment, secondary school and open spaces.
The spatial strategy also seeks to capitalise upon the Market Towns’ good opportunities for
walking and cycling, particularly within Saffron Walden, improving the attraction of the town for
residents and visitors. The uptake of sustainable travel in the town centre will likely reduce
reliance on the car for short journeys, improving the physical and mental health of residents
and visitors alike. This is a key issue for the town considering the AQMA present. However,
given the rural nature of the district it cannot be overlooked that the private vehicle may still be
relied upon for longer journeys. This may adversely affect the population’s health, for
example through exacerbating air quality issues in and around Saffron Walden AQMA.
10.144 The spatial strategy seeks to deliver strategic scale employment development which will
support access to jobs and promote social inclusion; utilising the district’s role within the
London Stansted Cambridge Corridor (LSCC). However, it is recommended that
consideration be given to improving access via sustainable transport to and from the key
infrastructure delivery sites; namely Chesterford Retail Park and North Stansted.
Enhancements to cycle routes in accordance with the recommendations of the Uttlesford
Cycling Strategy (2014 and 2018 draft), for example, would promote active travel and deliver
associated physical and mental health benefits for all.
10.145 The spatial strategy places focus on improving the population’s health through protecting and
enhancing the green infrastructure network. Most of the settlements within Uttlesford district
are within 400m of their nearest amenity greenspace; however, the IDP (2018) sets out that
there is a need for 44.54ha of natural and semi-natural green spaces and 2.6ha of amenity
green spaces to address the needs arising from commitments and allocations within the Plan
period. The Plan seeks to deliver this necessary provision, first and foremost through the
GCs. For example, the Easton Park Garden Community (Policy SP6) “will provide natural,
semi-natural and amenity green space in accordance with standards established in the Local
Plan, the Essex Design Guide, and the Strategic Growth Development Plan Document”.
10.146 However, it is also recognised that high levels of growth outside of settlements through the
delivery of the Garden Communities has the potential to result in damage to/ loss of green
field land and access to the countryside. Policy SP5 (Garden Community Principles) and
other policies within the Plan therefore seek to ensure that footpaths, cycleways, bridleways
and other green routes, will be protected and enhanced, ensuring they are safe, accessible
and well connected to services and facilities. This is in accordance with the recommendations
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of the Uttlesford Open Space, Sport Facility and Playing Pitch Strategy (2012), the Uttlesford
Cycling Strategy (2014 and 2018 draft), and the IDP (2018).

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.147 Policy INF1 (Infrastructure Delivery) sets out the broad requirements for the delivery of
infrastructure to support development; requiring that “all new development take account of the
needs of new and existing populations”. Further to this, in accordance with the most up to
date Sport Strategy new development will be required to “make appropriate on-site provision
or financial contributions to off-site provision of indoor and outdoor sports facilities” (Policy
INF2). The site allocation policies set out these requirements for individual sites.
10.148 Policy EN8 (Open Spaces) seeks to protect open spaces, avoiding the loss of features that
are prominent elements and enhance the local environment. These areas are generally
protected by excluding them from defined development limits (Policy SP9 Development within
Development Limits), leading to long-term positive effects in terms of access to natural
greenspace. Regard should also be given in this respect to Policy SP10 (Protection of the
Countryside) and Policy C1 (Protection of Landscape Character) as well as the design
policies in the Design section of the Plan.
10.149 In terms of addressing the needs of an ageing population, the infrastructure provisions
discussed above will contribute positively towards ensuring social inclusion, improving the
safety of elderly residents within the community, and guaranteeing care is provided and
accessible. Further to this, the housing section of the plan will ensure the housing needs of
this specialist group are met, predominately through Policy H10 (Accessible and Adaptable
Housing) and Policy H11 (Specialist Housing). This is discussed further under SA Objective
12.
10.150 Overall, the delivery of the Plan will benefit residents through providing housing, employment,
infrastructure, facilities, and services as set out within the IDP (2018). In this context, in line
with Policy SP5 (Garden Community Principles) the GCs will be underpinned by high quality
urban design and placemaking principles; delivering well-planned, beautifully and
imaginatively designed development which promotes self-containment.
10.151 The wider Plan seeks to ensure there is sufficient access to green infrastructure, in
accordance with the need identified through the IDP (2018). Development seeks to enhance
the natural environment, providing a comprehensive green infrastructure network and net
biodiversity gains where possible. This will contribute towards the development of walkable,
vibrant sociable neighbourhoods; leading to positive effects in terms of promoting social
inclusion and improving health.
10.152 It is recognised that there may be potential for some adverse effects in terms of pressure on
infrastructure outside of the Garden Communities; as highlighted through the IDP (2018). Site
specific and district-wide policies are however proposed that provide a variety of measures to
ensure that the negative impacts of growth on the communities outside of the GCsare
minimised, and potential opportunities are realised.
10.153 Additionally, policies are co-ordinated to deliver a positive effect on the district’s main
settlements, providing new homes and infrastructure to meet localised need throughout the
settlements. This may contribute positively towards reducing localised deprivation.
10.154 On balance, it is appropriate to conclude that the Plan would have significant positive long
term effects in terms of improving the population’s health and promoting social inclusion.
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Commentary on cumulative effects
10.155 The East of England Biodiversity Delivery Plan (2008) aims to push for regional compliance
84
with the Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt). Natural England’s analysis of
Accessible Natural Green Space Provision for Essex, including Southend-on-Sea and
Thurrock Unitary Authorities (2009) assesses the accessibility of natural greenspace;
providing a summary for the whole of Essex. This provides a key piece of evidence for the
planning process, and as such LPAs within Essex are encouraged to take a strategic
approach to establish large areas of quality countryside throughout Essex which are good for
wildlife and people, recognise the importance of history and culture, and which integrate
social and economic benefits.
10.156 The provision of natural and semi-natural green space through Local Plan proposals and
projects within the area will therefore deliver benefits at a regional, sub-regional and local
level. For example, the delivery of West of Braintree Garden Community will include a
comprehensive masterplan process including significant green infrastructure delivery, which
will align with proposals within Braintree Local Plan.
10.157 Cumulative effects are also anticipated in relation to improvements to accessibility; resulting
from the in-combination effects of enhancements to public transport and cross-boundary
walking and cycling networks.
10.158 Access to community services and facilities, i.e. health care provision, may improve through
the combined delivery of Local Plans in the area. For example, the delivery of Garden
Communities should include new health centres. Hospital care provision is likely to change in
the coming years, with contributions likely to be required alongside significant delivery of new
homes (as identified through Local Plans). However, it is not currently possible to accurately
determine the nature of any infrastructure requirements, and therefore delivery, related to
hospital-based care (IDP 2018).

SA objective 12: to provide appropriate housing and
accommodation to meet existing and future needs
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.159 Since 2010 the District Council has worked closely with its housing market area partners
(Harlow, Epping Forest and East Hertfordshire Councils) to prepare a Strategic Housing
Market Area (SHMA). A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed in March 2017
regarding the spatial distribution of housing across the SHMA. Uttlesford is committed to
meeting its housing need within its administrative boundaries.
10.160 The spatial strategy allocates sites to support housing growth in accordance with the identified
requirement of 14,000 homes over the plan period. Provision to meet this requirement will be
made from 3,190 dwellings which have already been built, 1,120 dwellings in windfall sites,
3,939 dwellings in outstanding planning permissions, and 6,380 dwellings in the three GCs,
and the towns and villages; as set out in Policy SP3 (The Scale and Distribution of Housing
Development).
10.161 The delivery of the spatial strategy will lead to significant long term positive effect by meeting
the housing requirement, delivering housing across the district, with focus placed on the three
new GCs. The GCs will provide housing choice and opportunity for current and future
residents; delivering (through Policy SP6 Easton Park Garden Community) “a mix of housing
sizes, and types of housing will be delivered in accordance with housing needs including 40%
affordable homes and homes for older people”. Research indicates that housing sites with a
larger proportion of affordable homes deliver more quickly, where viable. For both large and
small-scale sites, developments with 40% or more affordable housing have a build rate that is
84
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around 40% higher compared to developments with 10-19% affordable housing obligation.
Given the scale of growth, the Garden Communities will continue to be built beyond the Local
Plan period, i.e. after 2033, and thus also contribute towards longer-term growth and
development objectives for the district.
10.162 In terms of Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation in the district, the 2016 Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) identified that there is no need for any additional pitches
86
for households that meet the required definition.
10.163 As discussed above, it is recognised that a significant level of housing will be delivered
through committed development. Larger sites, notably those delivered in the Market Towns
(Policy GtDUN8 (Land west of Chelmsford Road) are for 270 dwellings, Policy GtBUN9 (Land
west of Woodside Way) for 790 dwellings, and Policy SAF8 (Land south of Radwinter Road)
for 200 dwellings).
10.164 In line with the spatial strategy, new housing site allocations within the Plan will also deliver a
growth at the Market Towns (315 dwellings at Saffron Walden and 767 dwellings at Great
Dunmow), which will include a mix of housing types, sizes and tenures, including a proportion
of affordable housing. This will contribute positively towards meeting the full objectively
assessed needs for market and affordable housing as identified through the SHMA (2017);
and will be consistent with the policies set out in the NPPF.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.165 The housing section of the Plan (Policies H1 - H11) seek to ensure that an appropriate mix of
housing and accommodation types is provided to meet the needs likely to be generated in the
district during the Local Plan period. This includes support for proposals for housing
specifically designed to meet the identified needs of older people, specialist accommodation
and self-build/custom build housing. This is primarily delivered through Policy H10
(Accessible and Adaptable Housing) and Policy H11 (Specialist Housing), and will lead to
positive effects in relation to meeting the housing needs of the elderly, disabled, young and
vulnerable adults.
10.166 Policy H8 (Self Build and Custom Build) sets out the Council’s approach to supporting the
provision of self and custom build homes. The Government has made self-build and custom
housebuilding an important part of its strategy for increasing housing supply, placing a
significant responsibility on LPA’s to promote and manage delivery (NPPF, para 50). The Selfbuild and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 requires each local planning authority to keep a
register of individuals and associations of individuals who are seeking to acquire serviced
plots of land in the authority area in order to build houses for those individuals to occupy as
homes. The self-build register also provides information about the demand for such housing.
Policy H8 therefore supports Self and Custom Build proposals where they seek to address the
need and demand for self and custom build housing. This will deliver positive effects in terms
of meeting the identified need of local residents.
10.167 Policy H6 (Affordable Housing) sets out the affordable housing requirement for new
developments coming forward during the plan period (identified through the SHMA 2017 as
19.5% of the district’s total housing need). In the light of national policy (which does not
permit affordable housing contributions from sites of ten units or less) the Council have
considered it appropriate to require developments of eleven dwellings or more to provide 40%
of the total number of dwellings as affordable dwellings in order to ensure that the affordable
housing need is met. The delivery of this will have a long-term positive effect on housing as it
will help to meet the affordable housing need within the district throughout the Plan period.
This is reinforced by Policy H7 (Affordable Housing on Exception Sites).
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10.168 Policy H2 (Housing Mix) requires new housing developments to “provide for a mix of house
types and sizes to meet the different needs of the local area and the District as a whole”, as
evidenced by the most recent SHMA (2017).
10.169 Policy H1 (Housing Density) sets out the average densities for housing development in the
towns and settlements in Uttlesford which should be achieved, having regard to Policies D1 –
D10 in the Design Section of the Local Plan.
10.170 Overall, the Plan will deliver a significant number of new homes (including a mix of types,
sizes and tenures, including a proportion of affordable housing) to meet existing and future
housing needs of the district. This in line with the conclusions of the SHMA (2017), and the
signed MoU (2017) with neighbouring authorities, taking into consideration population
projections, affordable housing needs and jobs growth.
10.171 Taking the existing supply into account means that the Local Plan needs to deliver 5,751
dwellings on new sites. The distribution of development across the district has been
determined having regard to: the spatial vision and objectives; the settlement hierarchy;
conformity with national policy; and the suitability, availability and deliverability of sites. In this
context, delivering a significant proportion of growth through the GCs will contribute positively
towards the delivery of affordable housing, with the potential for significant long term positive
effects in this respect. This is supported by the policies within the housing section of the plan
(Policies H1-H11) which require 40% affordable housing provision on sites delivering over
eleven dwellings (Policy H6).
10.172 Further policies within the Plan seek to ensure that housing is delivered at the right scale and
in the right location to meet community needs. The Plan recognises the role of the district
within the LSCC and utilises the opportunity to capitalise on its transport connections (namely
the M11 motorway and London Stansted Airport). The spatial strategy therefore distributes
the remaining housing requirement to sustainable locations throughout the district, in
accordance with the settlement hierarchy, and reflecting the most up to date local housing
need evidence.
10.173 In conclusion, it is considered that the Plan will lead to significant positive long term effects in
terms of providing appropriate housing and accommodation.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.174 The delivery of the combined level of housing need across the HMA will lead to significant
positive cumulative effects in terms of meeting the sub-regional housing demands.

SA objective 13: to promote the efficient use of
resources, including land and ensure the necessary
infrastructure to support sustainable development
10.175 In terms of natural resources, when considering development proposals, Policy SP12
(Sustainable Development Principles) supports development that will “minimise the amount of
unallocated greenfield land that is developed”. This therefore includes promoting the efficient
use of land; supporting the development of sites located on previously developed (brownfield)
land. However, it is recognised that the supply of previously developed land and buildings in
the district is limited, and as such which will make a minor contribution to the delivery of
development; with the loss of greenfield land inevitable.
10.176 Noteworthy site allocations located on greenfield land, and therefore anticipated to result in
the loss of this resource, are the larger scale greenfield site allocations (over 100 dwellings)
within the Market Towns:


Great Dunmow

─

Policy GTDUN3 (Woodfield, Woodside Way) 120 dwellings, 5ha.
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─

Policy SAF1 (Land north of Thaxted Road) 150 dwellings, 7.92ha.
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10.177 It is also recognised that the delivery of the GCs (Policies SP5-8) will result in the loss of a
considerable amount of greenfield land within the district, with the potential for negative
effects in this respect.
10.178 The GCs are all located at least partially within Minerals Safeguarding Sites (MSSs); North
Uttlesford is partially located within a chalk MSS, the sites within Uttlesford District at West of
Braintree are both located wholly within a sand and gravel MSS, and Easton Park is located
partially (over 50%) within a sand and gravel MSS. In line with Policies SP6-8, mineral
resource sterilisation matters will be sufficiently addressed at the GCs, working in partnership
with Essex County Council.
10.179 In terms of the site allocations; all sites allocated within Great Chesterford, Great Dunmow,
Saffron Walden, Stansted Mountfitchet, and Elsenham are located within MSSs. This is in
addition to one site within Felsted, and one within Quendon and Rickling. Under Policy EN13
(Minerals Safeguarding) the Local Planning Authority (LPA) will consult the Minerals Planning
Authority where the site is “greater than 5ha for Sand and Gravel, 3ha for Chalk and 1
dwelling for brickearth or brick clay”. While numerous sites exceed these thresholds, it is
recognised that in line with Policy EN13, development will only be supported “where it does
not unnecessarily sterilise minerals resources or conflict with the effective working of
permitted minerals development or Preferred Mineral Site”.
10.180 In terms of infrastructure delivery, as set out within Policy SP5 (Garden Community Principles)
and the IDP (2018) development at the three GCs will be required to deliver significant
infrastructure improvements to address existing and future constraints. Notably, the delivery
of Easton Park Garden Community (Policy SP6) will provide the first phase of a new Rapid
Transit System (RTS) which will deliver long-term significant infrastructure improvements
between London Stansted Airport, the southern Garden Communities, and the main
settlements of Great Dunmow and Braintree. However, it is recognised that there may be a
level of dependence on existing infrastructure outside of the GCs; particularly in relation to
transportation given the rural nature of the district. In this context, residents of Land West of
Braintree will likely utilise local facilities and transport infrastructure in Braintree district. It is
also anticipated that there may be increased pressure on Audley End, Great Chesterford and
Whittlesford Parkway railway stations for access to London and Cambridge (among other
employment centres) as a result of the 5,000 new homes proposed at North Uttlesford
Garden Community. While Policy SP7 (North Uttlesford Garden Community) includes the
“delivery of high quality, frequent and fast public transport services to Audley End, Great
Chesterford and Whittlesford Rail Stations”, it is noted that it does not include improvements
to the existing railway stations (or their facilities i.e. parking).
10.181 The infrastructure constraints, such as highways and access issues associated with growth at
other key settlements (e.g. Saffron Walden) are addressed through Plan policies outside of
the spatial strategy, namely the site allocation policies, in line with the IDP (2018). In this
context, some infrastructure may need to be delivered by numerous sites and may have
benefits for residents beyond the development site such as highway junction improvements,
and the delivery of open space and sports facilities. To provide the infrastructure required to
deliver the spatial strategy, a combination of funding sources will be sought. This includes
developer contributions payable by developers towards on and off-site infrastructure provision
and through other funding sources including service providers and Government funding,
where available.
10.182 In terms of infrastructure delivery, the site allocation policies set out requirements for
individual sites. In terms of significant infrastructure delivery, in Great Dunmow, Policy
GtDUN3 (Woodfield, Woodside Way) requires the delivery of open space provision, including
informal recreation areas, and the provision of children’s play spaces. In Saffron Walden;
Policy SAF1 (Land north of Thaxted Road) requires proposals to make provision for the
delivery of a link road between Thaxted Road and Radwinter Road. These policies, among
others, will contribute positively towards achieving attractive sustainable places where people
desire to live.
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Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.183 In line with Policy H1 (Housing Density) housing development will be expected to make the
most efficient use of land. This will contribute positively towards the protection of the district’s
natural resources.
10.184 In line with Policy EN13 (Minerals Safeguarding) the Minerals Planning Authority (Essex
County Council) will be consulted on relevant applications within the MSSs and Minerals
Safeguarding Areas (MSAs). Policy EN13 further seeks to provide protection by requiring that
proposals located within MSAs which exceed the established thresholds “be supported by a
minerals resource assessment to establish the existence or otherwise of a mineral resource of
economic importance”.
10.185 The Infrastructure Policies (Policies INF1-9) seek to ensure that development proposed
through the Plan is supported by the necessary community facilities, utilities and transport
infrastructure; recognising that this is essential to creating sustainable communities. Notably,
Policy INF1 sets out the broad requirements for the delivery of infrastructure to support
development and the overall growth of Uttlesford.
10.186 Overall, development proposed through the Local Plan has the potential for impacts on the
quality and quantity of natural resources. The Plan will result in the loss of greenfield land,
directing a large proportion of growth to the three GCs and the Market Towns of Saffron
Walden and Great Dunmow. The distribution of development across the district has been
determined having regard to: the spatial vision and objectives; the settlement hierarchy;
conformity with national policy; and the suitability, availability and deliverability of sites. It is
therefore recognised that opportunities to utilise previously developed land have been
exhausted, with site allocations located on brownfield land where possible.
10.187 Given the extent of the Mineral Safeguarding Sites throughout the district, it is considered that
the Plan proactively addresses mineral resource sterilisation matters, recognising that mineral
resources need to be protected from incompatible/ sensitive development nearby which might
constrain mineral production in the future.
10.188 It is anticipated that the GCs will contribute positively towards ensuring the provision of
sufficient infrastructure in line with projected increases in population. However, it is
recognised that infrastructure surrounding the settlements outside of the GCs may experience
increased pressure; particularly in terms of sustainable transport infrastructure.
10.189 On balance, it is appropriate to conclude long term minor negative effects; however, this
conclusion is uncertain, given that there would be a loss of resources under a ‘no plan’ (or
‘future baseline’) scenario and that all the alternatives would result in a similar conclusion.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.190 There is the potential for a significant cumulative loss of greenfield land as a result of the
distribution of housing to meet the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) across the Strategic
Housing Market Area (SHMA).
10.191 In terms of infrastructure, positive cumulative effects are anticipated as a result of the MoUs
signed by the four HMA authorities, Essex County Council, Hertfordshire County Council and
Highways England in relation to the provision of strategic highways and transport
infrastructure. This is to support the delivery of the strategic housing and economic needs of
the wider area; leading to positive effects in terms of the growth and vitality of the sub-region.
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SA objective 14: to improve the education and skills
of the population
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.192 The Spatial Strategy focuses the majority of development at the towns of Saffron Walden and
Great Dunmow and the new GCs at Easton Park, West of Braintree and North Uttlesford. In
line with the Garden Community principles (Policy SP5) the new GCs will deliver the
necessary infrastructure improvements to facilitate development, including education
provision. In this context, land and financial contributions within the GCs (Policies SP6 - 8)
will contribute towards the delivery of secondary and primary schools and associated facilities.
This will contribute positively towards meeting the needs of residents as set out in Table 9 of
87
the Uttlesford Local Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2018). It will also promote selfcontainment and reduce the need to travel, with the potential for significant positive effects.
10.193 The spatial strategy seeks to ensure that the educational needs of all communities within the
district are met; although it is recognised that the Market Towns are set to be a particular
focus of growth. In this context the Spatial Strategy identifies that a new secondary school
will be delivered in Great Dunmow; reinforcing its function as an important centre for residents
who live in the southern part of the district. Additionally, a primary school is proposed within
Saffron Walden, supporting its function as the main district centre.
10.194 . Outside of the Market Towns, numerous sites are retained through the Plan for education
purposes in accordance with the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy SP2 (The Spatial
Strategy 2011 - 2033). Maintaining and expanding sites for educational purposes will
contribute positively towards ensuring the functionality of settlements; however, it is likely that
residents may still travel to the larger settlements for access to schools.
10.195 Uttlesford Council is a member of many partnership groups, working to address strategic
matters including strategic social infrastructure; namely secondary and higher education. The
Vision of the London Stanstead Cambridge Corridor (LSCC) seeks to build upon the corridor’s
educational opportunities, recognising that this will meet the needs of local people while also
supporting sustainable economic growth. In this context, the spatial strategy supports the
growth of London Stansted Airport, which includes the development of Harlow College centre
of Further Education (Policy SP11). This will run courses in a range of sectors, offering
opportunities for people to improve their career prospects and access high skilled jobs. This
will contribute positively towards maintaining the high level of skills in the district.
10.196 A number of site allocations promote the educational offer of the district. Notably, Policy STA6
safeguards land adjacent to Forest Hall Schools for secondary education use. Part of the
development site (approx. 1ha) at land west of Hall Road will be retained for educational
purposes as part of expansion of Elsenham Primary School (Policy ELS2).
10.197 Land south of Newport Primary School is safeguarded through Policy NEWP5 for potential
future education use. This would increase capacity at the existing school, leading to positive
effects in terms of access to education.
10.198 Policy GtCHE3 (Land adjacent to the east of Great Chesterford Community Centre) and
Policy THA3 (Land east of The Mead, Thaxted) safeguard land for “potential future education
use or other community uses”. If education provision is delivered, positive effects would be
anticipated. However, this is uncertain at this stage.

87

Troy Planning & Design (2018) Uttlesford Local Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan [online] available at:
<https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure> last accessed 30/11/18
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Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.199 Policy EMP1 (Employment Strategy) states that “the Council will work with education
providers and business representatives to encourage the provision of educational and
vocational training courses which match the skills required by new and emerging businesses”.
This will lead to positive effects in terms of improving the education and skills of the
population; providing increased education and training facilities to suit the mixed employment
base.
10.200 Policy INF1 (Infrastructure Delivery) provides the overarching framework for the delivery of
infrastructure to support growth in Uttlesford; including social infrastructure (schools and other
educational facilities). This will ensure development is supported by the necessary
infrastructure, providing sufficient education opportunities to meet local needs.
10.201 Policy C4 (New Communities within the Countryside) supports applications for new or
replacement education facilities in the countryside; promoting vibrant, mixed and sustainable
communities.
10.202 Overall, development proposed through the Local Plan will contribute positively towards
improving the education and skills of the population, in line with the Vision of the LSCC. The
three GCs will benefit residents through new education provision, delivering new primary
schools and secondary schools along with other associated provision. Further to this,
education provision within the Market Towns will have a positive effect on the district’s
residents, both within these key settlements and in surrounding centres. However, reliance
on the car to access secondary schools is likely to continue given the high proportion of the
district residing outside of the Market Towns, Stansted Mountfitchet and Newport and the rural
nature of the district.
10.203 Delivering secondary and higher education, specifically through the development of Harlow
College, will contribute positively towards maintaining the high level of skills within the district,
and the reflected high level of employment. On balance, it is appropriate to conclude that the
Plan would have significant long term positive effects in terms of improving the education and
skills of the population.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.204 Cumulative effects relate to the LSCC’s Vision to build upon its educational opportunities.
New education and training opportunities delivered throughout the LSCC will likely lead to
significant long-term positive effects in terms of improving access to education for residents.
This will contribute positively towards maintaining the high skillset of the district and will
ensure education and training facilities suit the varied employment base.

SA objective 15: to ensure sustainable employment
provision and economic growth
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.205 The preferred strategy is to allocate employment land to support job creation in accordance
with the findings of the West Essex and East Hertfordshire Assessment of Employment Needs
2017, prepared in coordination with neighbouring authorities within the sub-regional
Functional Economic Area (FEMA), and to reflect the employment needs identified through
the Joint Economic Report (2015). This considers the wider context within which the district is
located and therefore the need to reflect the aspirations and opportunities identified in the
London Stanstead Cambridge Corridor (LSCC) Vision. The LSCC is one of the most
important and fastest growing economic growth areas in the country; its vision builds on its
key strengths including its skilled workforce in sectors such as health, life sciences and
pharmaceuticals, advanced engineering and aerospace.
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10.206 Over the Plan period a minimum of 16,000 jobs will be delivered (Policy SP4 Provision of
Jobs) to “maintain a broad balance between homes and jobs and maintain a diverse
economic base”. In this context, the spatial strategy supports opportunities for “B-use, non Buse and complimentary sui generis use class employment provision” within the three GCs
(Policy SP5); supporting a high level of self-containment and reducing the need to travel.
10.207 To maximise economic benefits it is essential that existing issues of congestion are relieved.
In this context, transport links to, and facilities at, employment areas may need to be improved
in order to capitalise upon new development. The delivery of the GCs therefore utilises
Uttlesford’s locational advantage along the M11 transport corridor. In this context North
Uttlesford Garden Community benefits from its proximity to M11 Junction 9, while Easton Park
Garden Community capitalises upon its access to Stanstead Airport. Policy SP6 (Easton Park
Garden Community) seeks to expand upon this, committing to the delivery of a direct, high
quality, frequent and fast Rapid Transport System (RTS). This will improve access to
employment for an enlarged population, securing opportunities for residents in a range of
sectors.
10.208 Whilst it is recognised that a significant level of employment and infrastructure delivery will be
outside of existing settlement areas; there is concern that the focus of growth at the GCs may
limit the economic growth of existing towns and villages, particularly given West of Braintree
and North Uttlesford are relatively isolated from other local centres within the district.
However, given the proximity of the Easton Park Garden Community to Great Dunmow,
development at this Garden Community has the potential to support the vitality of Great
Dunmow as the district’s centre. Existing settlements are further supported through the
spatial strategy by directing a level of growth to the Market Towns and larger villages;
identified through the settlement hierarchy as sustainable locations for employment (Policy
SP2). This will contribute positively towards strengthening the rural economy.
10.209 To maintain the long-term function of Saffron Walden as the main centre of the district and
Great Dunmow as an important centre in the south, 11.83ha and 2.1ha of employment space
will be delivered through Plan allocations respectively. Other sites will also be delivered in the
longer term to ensure that the district has a plentiful and sustainable supply of employment
land for the full plan period. Namely, the development of the Chesterford Research Park
(Policy LtCHE1) will support the expansion of research and development space and
associated activities and facilities.
10.210 There are a number of opportunities for expansion within existing employment sites within the
district, either through intensification of uses or limited expansion of these sites. The redevelopment of the Ridgeons site at Ashdon Road, Saffron Walden is a primary example of
further intensification on an existing employment site; contributing positively to the
employment offer of the district.
10.211 London Stansted Airport will make a significant positive contribution to the delivery of the
Spatial Strategy by facilitating economic growth and provision of jobs both on and off the
airport. Notably, the North Stansted Employment Area within the London Stansted Airport
Strategic Allocation (Policy SP11 London Stansted Airport) is a 55ha site allocated for B2 and
B8 employment use. Policy SP11 recognises that the allocation “serves the strategic role of
London Stansted Airport and associated growth of business, industry and education, including
aviation engineering, distribution and service sectors and the airport college which are
important for Uttlesford, the sub-regional and national economy”. This is expected to attract
significant investment, allowing for new companies to locate at London Stansted Airport. This
will support the growth of the LSCC.
10.212 A significant proportion of employment will be delivered through committed development, in
addition to the level of employment proposed through the Plan site allocations discussed
below. In this context, the latest available monitoring data (April 2016) identifies 49,000 sqm of
employment floorspace available at sites where planning permission is already in place; many
of which will deliver new employment premises to meet short and medium-term employment
needs. These existing commitments will make a contribution towards meeting the overall
level of employment need in the district over the Local Plan period.
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10.213 In terms of the site allocations, Policy STA4 (Land at Alsa Street) is a 3ha extension of
supporting businesses to the adjacent auction house. This site is north of the Stansted North
site and will further support investment.
10.214 The employment offer of Saffron Walden will be further improved through Policy SAF12,
which delivers 1ha of B1 use class. This site extends the existing petroleum storage depot.
Land to the south of B1256 Little Canfield is allocated through Policy LtCAN1 for a new
Council Depot comprising vehicle workshop, office building and storage and for employment
purposes for Business uses (Use class B1). This will contribute positively towards securing
local opportunities for residents to work; reducing employment overall in Type B Villages.

Appraisal of the Plan as a whole
10.215 All the Employment Policies (EMP1 - 4) seek to deal with relevant matters. Notably, Policy
EMP1 (Employment Strategy) sets out the approach to employment delivery throughout the
Plan period, supporting the allocation of new sites for employment to meet future needs and
ensure sufficient flexibility.
10.216 Policy EMP2 (Existing and Proposed Employment Areas) seeks to retain and enhance the
district’s existing employment sites for B1, B2, B8 or complimentary sui generis uses. These
sites make an important contribution to employment provision, drawing in a variety of local
and national businesses and diversifying the local economy. Changes of use or
redevelopment within the employment areas and sites which would result in a loss of
floorspace for economic development uses will be resisted.
10.217 Policy EM3 (Non-Estate Employment Uses) sets out the overall approach to the numerous
employment uses in the district not on industrial estates; reflecting the predominantly rural
and dispersed nature of the district.
10.218 The safeguarding and enhancement of rural businesses and jobs is supported through Policy
EMP 4 (Rural Economy), where they are of an appropriate scale to their location, and protect
environmental quality and character of the area. This seeks to ensure the longevity of the
rural economy within the district.
10.219 Policy RET1 (Town and Local Centres) sets out the Town and Local Centre hierarchy and
supports proposals for new retail floorspace where it is directly consistent with identified need.
This will contribute positively towards maintaining and enhancing the vitality and viability of
Town and Local Centres.
10.220 A range of other policies are of relevance to the achievement of economic objectives,
including the policies dealing with ‘Transport’ and ‘Infrastructure’. Policies INF1 (Infrastructure
Delivery), TA1 (Accessible Development) and TA2 (Sustainable Transport) seek to improve
levels of congestion, connectivity and accessibility around the district through enhancements
to sustainable transport. This includes cycleways, footways and improved safety in
development; take account of the needs of all users.
10.221 Policy INF4 (High Quality Communications Infrastructure and Superfast Broadband) requires
that all new development proposals should demonstrate that they are served by up to date
communications infrastructure. Additionally, the Council will support investment in high quality
communications infrastructure and superfast broadband. This will contribute positively
towards sustainable economic growth and attracting businesses to the area.
10.222 Overall, the Local Plan sets out a clear approach to supporting the growth and location of
businesses in the district, safeguarding existing employment land and providing for a mix and
range of employment sites. The GCs in particular will provide a wide range of local jobs
within easy commuting distance from homes, supporting self-containment.
10.223 It is considered that the Plan presents a sufficient supply of employment land to meet local
needs, including significant delivery at Great Chesterton and north of Stansted (provision of
80ha of employment space between the two sites). The permitted expansion of London
Stansted Airport recognises the significant potential to attract additional investment into the
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district. This reflects the Economic Development and Prosperity Strategy (2017), capitalising
on existing economic sectors in addition to new.
10.224 To this end, additional housebuilding and related infrastructure development proposed
through the Local Plan is expected to lead to significant long term positive effects on the
economy; supporting the local employment base and creating jobs in new and growing
sectors.

Commentary on cumulative effects
10.225 The cross-boundary importance of the LSCC Core Area is recognised, comprising the Local
Planning Authorities (LPAs) of Broxbourne, East Hertfordshire, Epping Forest Harlow and
Uttlesford. The interaction between new development proposed through the adopted or
emerging Local Plans for the LPAs within the LSCC has the potential to lead to cumulative
effects. These effects are likely to be significant and positive in terms of ensuring sustainable
employment provision and economic growth within the district. The LSCC partnership is
expected to deliver on economic growth and higher employment rates, providing locations for
business and industry at a strategic level.
10.226 Part of the mechanism for delivering the LSCC Vision has been establishing the Objectively
Assessed Economic Need (OAEN) of the FEMA. The delivery of the economic preferred
growth scenario across the FEMA balances job growth with growth in homes. Cumulative
effects in this respect will likely be significant, positive and long-term.
10.227 Cumulative effects are anticipated in relation to the delivery of Policy SP11 (London
Stanstead Airport). The wider strategic allocation serves the strategic role of London
Stansted Airport and associated growth of business, industry and education, including aviation
engineering, distribution and service sectors and the airport college which are important for
Uttlesford, the sub-regional and national economy. Cumulative effects in this respect will
likely be significant, positive and long-term.
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Part 3: What are the next steps?
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11. Next steps
Introduction (to Part 3)
11.1 The aim of this chapter is to explain next steps in the plan-making/ SA process.

Plan finalisation
11.2 The Council is preparing to submit the Local Plan to the Secretary of State for examination in
public, in-line with Regulation 22 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012. This Submission SA Report is being published on the Council’s website to
allow representations to be submitted. The submission of the Local Plan will occur during this
representation period, any comments received on the SA Report will be submitted following the
end of the consultation period.
11.3 At Examination a government appointed Planning Inspector will consider representations (in
addition to the SA Report and other submitted evidence) before determining whether the plan is
sound (or requires further modifications).
11.4 If found to be ‘sound’ the plan will be formally adopted by the Council. At the time of adoption
an ‘SA Statement’ will be published that sets out (amongst other things) ‘the measures decided
concerning monitoring’.

Monitoring
11.5 At the current time, there is a need only to present ‘measures envisaged concerning
monitoring’. The Pre-submission Local Plan includes a range of proposed monitoring
measures in Appendix 2. The table below lists a selection of the Council’s proposed measures,
as well as any wider monitoring measures, that are of particular importance given the findings
of the appraisal.
Table 11.1: A selection of the Council’s potential monitoring measures
SA objective

Proposed measure (given appraisal findings)

1: To conserve and
enhance biodiversity
(habitats, species and
ecosystems) within the
district





2: To conserve and
enhance water quality and
resources and help
achieve the objectives of
the Water Framework
Directive

Condition of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).
Number of Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) under Positive Conservation
Management.

Number of planning applications granted contrary to Environment Agency
advice.

3: To conserve and
enhance the district’s
landscape character and
townscapes




4: To conserve and
enhance soil and
contribute to the
sustainable use of land



Number of new dwellings on brownfield sites.

5: To maintain and
enhance the district’s
cultural heritage assets
and their settings



Number of Buildings on the Heritage Risk Register.
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Proposed measure (given appraisal findings)

6: To reduce contributions
to climatic change




7: Reduce and control
pollution





SA Report

Number of planning applications granted contrary to Environment Agency
advice.
Floorspace and percentage of commercial development built to at least
BREEAM very good rating.
Local Air Quality Updating and Screening Assessment report and Air Quality
Progress Reports.
Number of dwellings built within poor air quality zones.
Quarterly Moving Annual Total produced by CAA.

8: To reduce the risk of
flooding



Number of planning applications granted contrary to Environment Agency
advice.

9: To promote and
encourage the use of
sustainable methods of
travel



Amount and % of new residential development within market towns and key
villages and garden communities.
Quarterly Moving Annual Total produced by CAA.



10: To ensure accessibility 
to services



11: To improve the
population’s health and
promote social inclusion







12: To provide appropriate
housing and
accommodation to meet
existing and future needs






Amount and % of new residential development within market towns and key
villages and garden communities.
Delivery of major infrastructure priorities identified to facilitate development
against IDP timescale.
Net additional floorspace completed.
Number of A1 uses on Primary Street Frontages.
Area of allotments provided and transferred to managing body.
Number of sports pitches provided and transferred to a managing body.
Amount of green space provided and transferred to a managing body.
Delivery of major infrastructure priorities identified to facilitate development
against IDP timescale.
Number of changes of use of village shops and other community assets
permitted.
Housing Trajectory for 5 and 15-year period.
Net additional affordable dwellings completed per year.
Dwelling sizes (number of bedrooms) of completed developments of 6+
dwellings between 2011 – 2033 measured annually.
Completion of housing for people with specific accommodation needs.

13: To promote the
efficient use of resources,
including land and ensure
the necessary
infrastructure to support
sustainable development



14: To improve the
education and skills of the
population



Delivery of major infrastructure priorities identified to facilitate development
against IDP timescale.

15: To ensure sustainable 
employment provision and 
economic growth


Net additional employment floorspace completed.
Net additional jobs provided as reported in the Airport Employment Survey.
Number of changes of use of village shops and other community assets
permitted.
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Appendix I: Regulatory requirements
As discussed in Chapter 1 above, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans Regulations
2004 explains the information that must be contained in the SA Report; however, interpretation of
Schedule 2 is not straightforward. Table IA links the structure of this report to an interpretation of
Schedule 2 requirements, whilst Table IB explains this interpretation.
Table IA: Questions answered by the SA Report, in accordance with an interpretation of
regulatory requirements
Questions answered

As per the regulations…the SA Report must include…


An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan
and relationship with other relevant plans and
programmes



Relevant environmental protection objectives,
established at international or national level
Any existing environmental problems which are relevant
to the plan including those relating to any areas of a
particular environmental importance

What’s the plan seeking to achieve?

Introduction

What’s the sustainability
‘context’?




What’s the
SA scope?

What’s the sustainability
‘baseline’?




Part 1

Relevant aspects of the current state of the environment
and the likely evolution thereof without implementation
of the plan
The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be
significantly affected
Any existing environmental problems which are relevant
to the plan including those relating to any areas of a
particular environmental importance

What are the key issues 
and objectives that should
be a focus?

Key environmental problems / issues and objectives that
should be a focus of (i.e. provide a ‘framework’ for)
assessment



Outline reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with
(and thus an explanation of the ‘reasonableness’ of the
approach)
The likely significant effects associated with alternatives
Outline reasons for selecting the preferred approach inlight of alternatives assessment / a description of how
environmental objectives and considerations are
reflected in the Plan

What has plan-making / SA involved up
to this point?





Part 2

What are the SA findings at this current
stage?



The likely significant effects associated with the
Submission Plan
The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and offset
any significant adverse effects of implementing the
Submission Plan

Part 3

What happens next?



A description of the monitoring measures envisaged
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Table IB: Questions answered by the SA Report, in accordance with regulatory requirements
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Whilst Tables A and B signpost broadly how/where this report presents the information required of the
SA Report by the Regulations, as a supplement it is also helpful to present a discussion of more
precisely how/where regulatory requirements are met - see Table IC.
Table IC: ‘Checklist’ of how (throughout the SA process) and where (within this report)
regulatory requirements have been, are and will be met.
Regulatory requirement

Discussion of how requirement is met

Schedule 2 of the regulations lists the information to be provided within the SA Report
1. An outline of the contents, main objectives of the
plan or programme, and relationship with other
relevant plans and programmes;

Chapter 2 (‘What’s the plan seeking to achieve’)
presents this information.
The relationship with other plans and programmes is
also set out in Appendix II (Scoping Information).

2. The relevant aspects of the current state of the
These matters were considered in detail at the scoping
environment and the likely evolution thereof without stage, which included consultation on a Scoping
implementation of the plan or programme;
Report published in 2015.
3. The environmental characteristics of areas likely to The outcome of scoping was an ‘SA Framework’, and
this is presented within Chapter 3 (‘What’s the scope of
be significantly affected;
the SA’).
4. Any existing environmental problems which are
More detailed messages from the Scoping Report - i.e.
relevant to the plan or programme including, in
messages established through context and baseline
particular, those relating to any areas of a particular
review - are presented within Appendix II.
environmental importance, such as areas
designated pursuant to Directives 79/409/EEC and
92/43/EEC.;
5. The environmental protection, objectives,
established at international, Community or national
level, which are relevant to the plan or programme
and the way those objectives and any
environmental, considerations have been taken into
account during its preparation;

The Scoping Report (2015) presents a detailed context
review, and explains how key messages from the
context review (and baseline review) were then refined
in order to establish an ‘SA framework’. A summary is
provided in Appendix II of this SA Report.
The context review informed the development of the
SA framework and topics, presented in Chapter 3,
which have been used to Taken together, which
provide a methodological ‘framework’ for appraisal.
With regards to explaining “how… considerations have
been taken into account”  Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8 explain how reasonable
alternatives were established in 2015, 2017 and
2018 in-light of earlier consultation/SA.
 Chapter 8 sets out the summary findings of the
appraisal of the Garden Community options,
Takeley growth options and spatial strategy options
at this stage, with the detailed appraisal provided in
Appendix V.
 Chapter 8 explains the Council’s ‘reasons for
supporting the preferred approach’, i.e. explains
how/why the preferred approach is justified in-light
of alternatives appraisal (and other factors).
Chapter 10 sets out the findings of the appraisal of the
Submission Version Local Plan.

6. The likely significant effects on the environment,
 Chapter 8 sets out the summary findings of the
including on issues such as biodiversity, population,
appraisal of the reasonable alternatives for the
human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic
Submission Version Local Plan (in relation to the
factors, material assets, cultural heritage including
Garden Community options, Takeley growth options
architectural and archaeological heritage,
and spatial strategy options at this stage), with the
landscape and the interrelationship between the
detailed appraisal provided in Appendix V.
above factors. (Footnote: These effects should
 Chapter 10 presents the Submission Local Plan
include secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short,
appraisal.
medium and long-term permanent and temporary,
As explained within the various methodology sections,
positive and negative effects);
as part of appraisal work, consideration has been given
to the SA scope, and the need to consider the potential
for various effect characteristics/dimensions.
7. The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as Where necessary, mitigation measures are identified
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fully as possible offset any significant adverse
effects on the environment of implementing the
plan or programme;

SA Report

Discussion of how requirement is met
within the appraisal of alternatives (in Chapter 8 and
Appendix V) and appraisal of the Local Plan (Chapter
10).

8. An outline of the reasons for selecting the
alternatives dealt with, and a description of how the
assessment was undertaken including any
difficulties (such as technical deficiencies or lack of
know-how) encountered in compiling the required
information;

Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8 deal with ‘Reasons for selecting
the alternatives dealt with’, in that there is an
explanation of the reasons for focusing on particular
issues and options.
Also, Chapter 8 explains the Council’s ‘reasons for
selecting the preferred option’ (in light of alternatives
appraisal).
Methodology is discussed at various places, ahead of
presenting appraisal findings, and limitations/
assumptions are also discussed as part of appraisal
narratives.

9. Description of measures envisaged concerning
monitoring in accordance with Art. 10;

Chapter 11 presents measures envisaged concerning
monitoring.

10. A non-technical summary of the information
provided under the above headings

The NTS is provided in a separate document.

The SA Report must be published alongside the Draft Plan, in accordance with the following regulations
authorities with environmental responsibility and the
public, shall be given an early and effective opportunity
within appropriate time frames to express their opinion
on the Draft Plan or programme and the accompanying
environmental report before the adoption of the plan or
programme (Art. 6.1, 6.2)

An Interim SA Report was published alongside the
Issues and Options document for consultation in 2012.
An Interim SA Report was also published alongside the
Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan for consultation in 2017.
In 2018, SA Reports were published alongside the
Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local Plan as well as
the Addendum of Focused Changes. These reports
set out the findings of the SA for the preferred
approaches and alternatives at that time.
At the current time, this SA Report is published
alongside the Submission Local Plan so that
representations might be made.

The SA Report must be taken into account, alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan.
The environmental report prepared pursuant to Article
5, the opinions expressed pursuant to Article 6 and the
results of any transboundary consultations entered into
pursuant to Article 7 shall be taken into account during
the preparation of the plan or programme and before
its adoption or submission to the legislative procedure.
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Appendix II: Scoping information
As discussed in Chapter 3 (‘What’s the scope of the SA?’) the SA scope is primarily reflected in a list
of objectives (‘the SA framework’), which was established subsequent to a review of the sustainability
‘context’/ ‘baseline’, analysis of key issues, and consultation. The detailed scoping information was
presented in a Scoping Report sent to statutory consultees in July 2015. The comments received
were presented in Section 2.4 of the revised Scoping Report published in September 2015.
The aim of this appendix is to present a summary of the scoping information and ensure that the
information required under Schedule 2 of the SEA Regulations is provided.

Relationship with other plans and programmes
The following list provides a summary of the key plans and programmes that provide the policy
context for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan.


National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2018)



National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)



The Localism Act 2011



25 Year Environment Plan (2017)



Biodiversity 2020 Strategy (2011)



Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006



Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000



Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004



Climate Change Act 2008



Energy Act 2008



The Education (School Information) (England) (Amendments) Regulations, 2002



Childcare Act, 2006



Flood & Water Management Act 2010



The National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy for England (2011)



UK Renewable Energy Roadmap (2011)



The Heritage Statement (2017)



Air Quality Plan for Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) in the UK (2017)



Water for Life (2011)



National Policy Statement for Waste Water (2012)



Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (2012)



Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for England (2011)



The Natural Choice: Securing the Value of Nature (2011)



The National Adaptation Programme – Making the Country Resilient to a Changing
Climate (2013)



Essex and Southend Replacement Structure Plan – Saved Policy Direction (2001)



Essex Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment
(2014)
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Looking Back, Moving Forward – Assessing the Housing Needs of Gypsies and Travellers
in Essex (2006)



Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts Phases 1 & 2 & 3 (2012)



Essex Local Transport Plan (2011)



2011 Essex Biodiversity Action Plan



Commissioning School Places in Essex 2014 – 2019



Essex County Council Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy 2007 – 2032



River Basin Management Plan Thames River Basin District



River Basin Management Plan Anglian River Basin District



Essex Wildlife Trust Living Landscape Plans



Essex Wildlife Trust Living Landscape Statements



Essex Rural Strategy: 2020 Vision for Rural Essex (2010)



ECC Parking Standards: Design and Good Practice (2009)



The Essex Strategy 2008 – 2018



Sustainable Drainage Systems Design and Adoption Guide (2012)



Adopted Essex Minerals Local Plan (2014)



MAG’s Stansted – Sustainable Development Plan (2015)



Uttlesford Futures Sustainable Community Strategy: A vision for our future 2018



Uttlesford District Council Statement of Community Involvement (2015)



Open Space, Sport Facility and Playing Pitch Strategy (2012)



Uttlesford Cycling Strategy (2014)



Uttlesford District Council Climate Local Strategy and Action Plan 2015 – 2018



Uttlesford District Council Energy and Efficiency and Renewable Energy (2007)



Employment Land Monitoring (2014)



Infrastructure Development Plan (2014)



Historic Environment Characterisation Project (2009)



Strategic Housing Market Assessment for London Commuter Belt (East)/ M11 Sub-Region
(2008)



Affordable Housing Viability Assessment for London Commuter Belt (East)/ M11 SubRegion (2010)



Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2013)



Housing Trajectory and Five-Year Land Supply (2015)



Employer and Business Survey (2009)



Employment Land Review (2011)



District Retail Study (2014)



Comparative Transport Analysis – A Transport Analysis of potential Strategic development
locations in Uttlesford (2010)



Uttlesford District Historic Environment Characterisation Project (2009)



Historic Settlement Character Assessment (2007)



Town and Village Profiles (2012)



Landscape Character Assessment (2006)
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Local Wildlife Site Review (2007)



Habitats Regulation Assessment of Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan (2014)



Renewable Energy Study of the District (2008)



Uttlesford Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2008)



Water Cycle Study (2010 & 2012)



Green Belt Boundary Scoping Report (2011)



Affordable Housing Viability Assessment (2010 & 2012)



Demographic Forecasts Phases 1 – 6 (2015)



Protected Lanes Assessment (2012)



Developer Contribution Guidance Viability Testing (2014)



Objectively Assessed Housing Need (2013)



Housing Supply Windfall Allowance (2014)



Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2015)



Great Chesterford Cycle Route Feasibility Study (2014)



Local Plan highway Impact Assessment (2014)



Sites Viability Assessment (2014)



District Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans



Parish Plans and Town/ Village Design Statements

SA Report

Baseline information (environmental characteristics,
problems and evolution without the plan)
Overview
Biodiversity and Nature Conservation
The Essex Biodiversity Action Plan (EBAP) highlights 25 species and 10 habitat action plans covering
Essex (Essex Biodiversity Action Plan [EBAP] 2011).
There are no international or European designated sites within Uttlesford. Nationally designated sites
include 2 National Nature Reserves (NNRs) and 12 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). There
are also 281 locally important nature conservation areas which are designated as Local Wildlife Sites
(LoWSs) (Natural England [July 2015]).
There is a Public Service Agreement (PSA) target of at least 95% of all nationally important wildlife
sites being brought into favourable condition. 8 of the 12 sites in Uttlesford are meeting this target.
Those not are Ashdon Meadows, Debden Waters, Hall's Quarry and High Wood, Dunmow. The
majority of Hall’s Quarry and Debden Waters SSSI areas are in favourable conditions, however they
are not meeting the PSA target because of unfavourable conditions in other sections. 35.03% Hall’s
Quarry and 39.87% of Debden Waters SSSI are in an unfavourable condition and declining (Natural
England [July 2015]).
In addition to designated sites, consideration should also be given to non-designated value in regards
to ecology on a site-by-site basis in order to protect and enhance species and habitats, including
those that are protected. This could include Greenfield sites and areas of habitat considered to enrich
appreciably the habitat resource within the context of local areas, such as species-rich hedgerows,
municipal parklands or individual veteran trees.
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Water Environment (including flooding)
None of the rivers in the Roding, Beam and Ingreborne catchment currently achieve good or better
ecological or biological status/potential. A total of 67% are classified as having poor biological status,
and 11 % of the assessed river water bodies have bad status. By 2015 the status for at least one
element was expected to have improved by 31% which is second to the Upper Lee catchment, also in
the Thames region, where 44% should improve over the same timescale. 16% of rivers in this
catchment currently achieve good or better ecological status/potential and 10% have good or high
biological status now, with 62% at poor biological status, but none classed as bad status. The Cam
and Ely Ouse and Combined Essex catchments achieve higher percentages of water bodies with at
least good biological status at over 27% and 33% respectively but Combined Essex catchment
reported only 7% of water bodies achieving good ecological status/potential (River Basin
Management Plan Anglian River Basin District, December [2009] & River Basin Management Plan
Thames River Basin District, December [2009]).
Of all the river courses in the District, the Cam and Ely Ouse displayed the highest percentage
assessed at good chemical status and good overall status including chemical and ecological at 94%
and 17% respectively. However, the Upper Lee catchment was predicted to register the highest %
improvement for one or more element in the river of 44% by 2015 (River Basin Management Plan
Anglian River Basin District, December [2009] & River Basin Management Plan Thames River Basin
District, December [2009]).
Surface water flooding risk in the District was highlighted through the modelling of surface water in
Saffron Walden, Great Dunmow and Stansted Mountfitchet, which identified drainage paths and
potential areas that may be susceptible to surface water ponding. In numerous locations surface
water reaches depths of more than 60 cm (Uttlesford Strategic Flood Risk Assessment [2008]).
A 2008 SFRA was undertaken to accompany the District’s Local Plan and this is being updated to
accompany the new Local Plan. The SFRA is a planning tool that enables the council to select and
develop sustainable site allocations away from vulnerable flood risk areas. The SFRA will assist the
council to make the spatial planning decisions required to inform the Local Plan and contained
recommendations. In regards to land use planning, water quality raises a range of challenges from
development, including point source pollution from required sewage treatment, water abstraction to
supply people and industry and diffuse pollution from urban sources (Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment [2008]).

Landscapes
The Landscape Character Assessment for Uttlesford District identified 20 separate landscape
character area types (Uttlesford Landscape Character Assessment [2006]).
There is a significant proportion of ancient woodland in the District. Hatfield Forest is an important
survival of a medieval forest, comprising a mixture of wood pasture with pollards, coppice woods,
timber trees, a warren, lodge and lake (Uttlesford District Council [2015]).
Protected lanes have significant historic and landscape values and because of their age they often
have significant biological value too. There are 168 grade one and two protected lanes within the
District (Uttlesford Protected Lanes Assessment [2012]).
More than 100 verges have been designated as being Special Roadside Verges in the District. They
are considered important for their ecological value as they contain rare or uncommon fauna and act
as corridors interlinking fragmented or isolated habitats (Uttlesford District Council [2015]).

Minerals
There are localised deposits of silica sand, chalk, brickearth and brick clay in Essex. Marine dredging
takes place in the extraction regions of the Thames Estuary and the East Coast, whilst aggregate is
landed at marine wharves located in east London, north Kent, Thurrock, and Suffolk. Essex has no
landing wharves of its own. There are no hard rock deposits in the County so this material must be
imported into Essex. This currently occurs via rail to the existing rail depots at Harlow and
Chelmsford. (Essex County Council Adopted Minerals Plan [2014].
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The majority of the sand and gravel produced in Essex (about 78%) is used within the County itself.
This position looks unlikely to change over the long-term. Consequently the main factor influencing
production of sand and gravel in the future will be the need to meet the minerals demand for the
whole of Essex created by major development and new infrastructure projects within Essex itself
(Essex County Council Adopted Minerals Plan [2014]).
Extensive chalk resources are present under the surface but outcrop only in the North West,
particularly in Uttlesford District Currently. They are extracted at only one site in the form of white
chalk at Newport Quarry, used mostly in agricultural practices, although small quantities are used by
the pharmaceutical industry. In Essex they are not associated with a land bank as it is extracted as an
industrial mineral rather than as an aggregate (Essex County Council Adopted Minerals Plan [2014]).

Waste
The majority of local authority collected household waste is sent for recycling, composting or reuse.
Despite this, no non-household local authority collected waste is recycled, composted or re-used
(Waste Data Flow, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [Defra] 2013).
Households within Uttlesford District Council produce 136.89kg per household less waste than the
county average, and a larger percentage of this waste is recycled re-used or composted (55.53%),
than the Essex average (Waste Data Flow, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
[Defra] 2013).
Six transfer facilities have been granted planning permission within Essex and Southend, to support a
materials recovery facility, in Basildon. These will, once constructed, accept waste from the Waste
Collection Authority vehicles directly from kerbside collection. Here waste will be bulked up, ready for
transportation to Basildon. Uttlesford waste is scheduled to be bulked up at Great Dunmow (Essex
County Council Replacement Waste Local Plan [Revised Preferred Approach, 2015]).
In Essex, there are currently no active waste fed AD plants. There is one AD facility near Thaxted,
commissioned in 2012, dealing solely with grass silage, sugar beet, maize and farm residues with a
total capacity of 20,000 tonnes per annum. The output is 1,067kWe as combined heat and power.
This facility is fed with ‘energy crops’ and does not accept non-hazardous food/green waste from
homes or industry and was therefore considered by Uttlesford District Council (ref UTT/1709/10/FUL)
rather than the Waste Planning Authority. As such, it is likely that the Waste and Local Planning
Authorities will receive further applications for waste, ‘energy crop’ fed AD facilities respectively as the
technology advances, and barriers are removed in line with the AD strategy and action plan (Essex
County Council Replacement Waste Local Plan [Revised Preferred Approach, 2015]).
The Replacement Waste Local Plan (Revised Preferred Options) Document 2015 allocates the
following sites within Uttlesford: 2 inert waste recycling facilities (Little Bullocks and Elsenham); 1 site
for Stable non-reactive hazardous waste landfill (Little Bullocks); 1 site for inert landfill (Little
Bullocks); 1 site for a waste transfer station (Great Dunmow), (Essex County Council Replacement
Waste Local Plan [Revised Preferred Approach, 2015]).

Soil
There is no Grade 1 Agricultural Land in the District. The majority of the District falls within Grade 2
Agricultural Land (classed as very good), with the rest forming Grade 3 Agricultural Land (good to
moderate) (Agricultural Land Classification Maps [2010]).

Cultural Heritage
The majority of archaeological sites and deposits in Uttlesford District remain buried, hidden and thus
preserved. However, the known archaeological resource in the District is very varied and highly
significant. There are approximately 4,064 in records of archaeological sites and finds recorded on the
Essex Historic Environment Record (EHER) for Uttlesford District as of December 2010. (Essex
Historic Environment Record [2012]).
There are 3,731 designated listed buildings within the District and the majority of them are grade II
listed. This means they are nationally important and of special interest. 1.8% of all the listed buildings
are considered to be of exceptional interest and internationally important (grade I) and 4.6% are
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classed as particularly important buildings of more than special interest (grade II*) (Essex Historic
Environment Record [2012]).
There are 73 Scheduled Monuments within the District which represents 24.5% of all Scheduled
Monuments within Essex. They range from prehistoric burial mounds to unusual examples of World
War II defensive structures and have been designated due to their national importance. Audley End
located west of Saffron Walden, is designated as a Scheduled Monument, as well as a landscape
park and historic house (Historic England [2015]).
There are seven registered parks and gardens within Uttlesford District which have each been
designated by English Heritage as being “a park or garden of special historic interest” and 36
conservation areas within Uttlesford District which are defined as historical settlements and buildings
having ‘special architectural or historical interest, the character of which is desirable to preserve or
enhance’ (Historic England [2015]).

Climate and Energy
More than half the District’s 2,808.9GWh energy consumption is from petroleum products which are a
result of transport, domestic and commercial industries (66.20%). In contrast only 15.9GWh of energy
consumed is from bioenergy and waste products. This is the second highest percentage of total
energy consumption from renewable sources (0.57%) compared with neighbouring areas, second to
Maldon (0.92%) (DECC, updated 2014)
The transport industry is responsible for the majority of CO2 emissions within Uttlesford with 38.3%,
followed by domestic consumption (31.1%) and industry and commercial consumption (30.7%).
Uttlesford is ranked as the third place district in Essex for per capita reductions in CO2 emissions with
21.3%, which is higher than the county percentage of 17.6%. Harlow and Maldon were ranked higher
than Uttlesford with 25.0% and 21.4% respectively (DECC, updated 2013)
Mean summer precipitation has a 67% likelihood of decreasing by up to 10% across the whole region
by 2020 and by 2050 the south of the East of England will see decreases by up to 20%. By 2050
much of the region is expected to see a mean winter precipitation increase of between 10% and 20%
(Met Office UKCP [2014]).
Up to March 2011 Uttlesford District had issued 125 Code for Sustainable Homes certificates, 64 at
the design stage and 61 post construction. This total number is below the Essex average of 156
certificates issued (DCLG [2011]).

Air and Noise
The main air quality issues within the District following the first round of air quality assessments in
1998 to 1999 were found to be emissions of NO2 and PM10 from vehicles on the M11 and A120.
However, no air quality management areas (AQMAs) have been declared in Uttlesford for these as
national air quality objectives were not predicted to be exceeded. Further assessments found 3
junctions in Saffron Walden showing NO2 levels exceeding the objectives which have been declared
AQMAs and 2 other sites in the District have since reported exceedances in NO2 levels (Uttlesford
District Council [2015]).
Over the past 6 years the data for Uttlesford shows no exceedances of the annual mean Nitrogen
Dioxide objective at the automatic monitoring sites, and in the years when the hourly mean was
exceeded, the number recorded was within the number acceptable to meet the 1 hour standard. The
number of exceedances of the hourly mean were recorded as - 2008 = 2 (Saffron Walden), 2009 = 0,
2010 = 13 (Saffron Walden), 2011 = 1 (Stansted), 2012 = 0, 2013 = 0, and 2014 = 0. It should be
noted that Defra have stated that 2010 was an unusually high year across the whole of the UK for
NO2 nationally for climate reasons Uttlesford District Council (2015).
Regarding diffusion tube monitoring data, of the 26 monitoring sites in Uttlesford, no concentrations
exceeded the objectives in 2014 (Uttlesford District Council [2015]).
Central Saffron Walden continues to be designated as an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).
Ambient or environmental noise is defined as noise which is either unwanted or harmful. It is created
by human activities and includes noise emitted by transport including road traffic and air traffic, as well
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as from sites of industrial activity. Britain’s third busiest international airport, Stansted Airport is located
within the District and a major motorway, the M11 traverses through it down the eastern side. Both
these forms of transportation generate ambient noise which can impact people living or working
nearby (Uttlesford District Council [2015]).
There are no dwellings situated in close enough proximity of Stansted Airport that experience noise
levels exceeding 75dB at any time of day but under 100 dwellings do experience noise that exceeds
70dB during the day, evening and night. Noise level produced on the M11 exceeds 75dB across the
day, evening and night at the point of source and dissipates across a large area surrounding the road.
The B1256 also creates ambient noise above 75dB but noise levels dissipate across a much smaller
distance. The new A120 has been constructed which is likely to have increased noise implications,
despite alleviating noise levels on the B1256. (Taken from Stansted Airport Environmental Noise
Directive Noise Action Plan 2010-2015 Draft for Consultation [June 2009]).

Transport
90.4% of households in Uttlesford own at least one vehicle, a far higher percentage than for the East
of England (82.3%) and for England and Wales (73.9%). The highest percentage of residents own 2
cars or vans whereas in both the East of England and England and Wales the majority of the
population own 1 car or van (ONS [2011]).
Uttlesford District has a higher proportion of residents driving to work by either car or van (46.34%)
when compared to regional and national levels as well as a larger proportion of residents working
from home (6.43%). This could be related to the District being mainly rural. There is also a higher
usage of trains as a mode of transport within the District compared to the national trend but fewer
residents cycle or travel by underground or on a bus, minibus or coach. The proportion of residents
who walk to work is comparatively similar to the regional and national levels. Whilst it is considered
that the rural nature of the district may have a key role to play in encouraging this, it is important that
with the evolution of the plan further consideration is given to how future growth may be delivered to
facilitate uplift in sustainable travel. Uttlesford SEA Baseline Information Profile Report (November
2010) (Census data 2011 from ONS [updated Jan 2013]).
The work destination attracting the highest proportion of Uttlesford residents was the City of London
(10.9%). The next most popular destinations for employment were the neighbouring areas of
Cambridge with 991 commuters (5.5%) and Harlow with 410 (2.3%) (NOMIS [2011]).
Accessibility is a general issue within Uttlesford District, with only just over one third of residents being
within 15 minutes of an employment site or retail centre and 50% being within 15 minutes of a GP.
Over four fifths of the population of Uttlesford District live within 30 minutes of a primary school. The
proportion of residents with access to a secondary school within 30 minutes walking or public
transport is significantly smaller at 60% (Essex County Council [2011]).

Population and Society
Uttlesford has experienced a faster rate of population growth (14.81%) when compared with county
(6.18%), regional (8.11%) and national level (6.99%) (ONS mid-year population [2014]).
At 77.1% a higher proportion of pupils within Uttlesford attained five or more A*-C grades at key stage
4 (KS4) than the county, regional and national equivalent. 64.3% of pupils who gained five or more A*C grades did so in English and Mathematics which is considerably more than the national proportion
of 53.4%. The proportion of pupils attaining five or more A*-G grades was also above the national
figure and only 0.4% of all pupils in the District didn’t receive any passes at KS4 (Department for
Education [2014]).
The population of Uttlesford District has in general more qualifications than the overall sub-national
and national populations. 93.4% of the working age population of Uttlesford District which accounts
for 46,700 people are qualified to at least level 1 or higher compared to 85.0% across Great Britain.
Level 1 represents foundation GNVQ, NVQ 1 or up to 5 GCSEs at grades A*-C. The most significant
difference is that Uttlesford has comparatively higher proportions of the population qualified at Level 3
and Level 4 and above. With 59.3% of the population having attained at least 2 or more A levels,
advanced GNVQ, NVQ 3 or equivalent (level 3) and 35.6% achieving a higher national diploma,
degree and higher degree level or equivalent (level 4). Uttlesford has a significantly higher skilled
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workforce in comparison to the county and a slightly higher proportion than the regional level (NOMIS
[2014]).
School age population numbers are projected to grow relatively slowly and school capacity within
Uttlesford is expected to be sufficient to accommodate children in the District. Primary schools are
predicted to have a surplus of 288 places for the 2018/19 academic year. Secondary schools are
predicted to have a surplus of 415 for the same time period. However, when adjustments are made to
the pupil forecast figures to take account of the numbers of primary and secondary pupils it is
anticipated will be produced by new housing that is likely to be built by 2019 the forecasts show a
deficit of some 400 places for primary schools and only a very small surplus of secondary school
places (Commissioning School Places in Essex 2014-2019).
As a district, Uttlesford at present has very low levels of social deprivation when compared to
neighbouring localities and other areas in Essex. Overall, Uttlesford district is ranked among the best
40% of local authority areas for its ‘Indices of Multiple Deprivation’ (IMD) score. This score is based
on a number of indicators including barriers to social housing, education and average income.
Although Uttlesford district is considered amongst the most affluent areas in the country, at a sublocality level, discrepencies exists between areas. Some of the more rural areas experience higher
levels of deprivation, particularly when viewed in terms of barriers to housing and poor access to
services (Uttlesford Community Safety Strategic Assessment [2014]).

Housing
Since 2001 4,887 new dwellings have been completed, falling short of the requirement for housing set
out in the SHLAA (DCLG [May 2013] and Uttlesford AMR [2013]).
There are 34,310 dwellings within Uttlesford District, 86.7% of which are privately owned (DCLG Table
100 Dwelling Stock [April 2014]).
Over the period 2007-2021, there is a need for 4,200 (52%) units of market housing, 2,600 (32%)
units of intermediate affordable housing and 1,300 (16%) units of social rented housing in the District
(this data is derived from the most recent Strategic Housing Market Assessment undertaken in 2008
and it is acknowledged that a forthcoming SHMA will offer more up to date information on the District’s
mix of housing requirement) (London Commuter Belt [East]/M11 Sub-Region SHMA [2008]).
2012/13 registered an increase in homeless acceptances to 43, aligning with national trends. There is
also a demand for more Gypsy and Traveller sites in Uttlesford, totalling 26 additional sites by 2033
(DCLG [2013] and Essex GTAA [2014]).

Health
Life expectancy of residents within Uttlesford District is higher than the regional and national averages
with men living for an average of 81.8 years and women on average living 85.1 years. In general, life
expectancy is increasing within the District and nationwide. The implications of this will mean that as
people live longer there will be increased pressure on services for the elderly (DCLG [2014]).
The prevalence of child obesity within the District is 5.4% which is lower than the county average of
8.1% and considerably below the national average of 9.4%. Adult obesity is 18.2% within the District
which is considerably below both the county average of 24.5% and the national average of 23.0%
(Active People Survey, Public Health England [2012]).
The proportion of adults participating in 30 minutes, moderate intensity sport has decreased in the
most recent survey at the local, sub-national and national levels. In the District 42.0% of those in the
survey were active in sport between October 2013 and October 2014 (Sport England Active People
Survey 6, 7 and 8 [2013/14]).
Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) created by Natural England sets out the minimum
amount of accessible natural greenspace that any household should be within reach of. As much as
54% of households within Uttlesford do not have any access to natural greenspace. The District
covers around 64,000ha of land but only 894ha of it is considered to be accessible natural
greenspace (Analysis of Accessible Natural Greenspace Provision for Essex [2009]).
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Economy and Employment
The district has the highest rate of economic activity at 74.4% compared to the county, region and
country. Job density in Uttlesford (0.84) is higher than across the county (0.74), region (0.78) and
nation (0.80) (NOMIS Labour Supply [April 2014 - March 2015]).
Uttlesford District is predominantly rural in nature and as such a significant proportion of businesses
are based within rural locations with only 15% defined as being urban based (ONS [2011]).
81.7% of the working population in Uttlesford District are in employment which is higher than subnational and national employment levels. The proportion of the District’s working population who are
economically active but unemployed is 3.0% which is below sub-national and national unemployment
figures (NOMIS [April 2014 – March 2015]).
The District’s Employment Land Review (ELR) expected to impact on employment land by identifying
Stansted Airport as a prospective opportunity for growth despite BAA having withdrawn its planning
application for a second runway (UDC Employment Land Review [2011]). Since this, the ownership of
the airport has changed from BAA to MAG (2015). There is currently a short fall in tertiary sector
employment at Stansted. It is important that consideration be given to the location of future
residential growth to ensure that local people can benefit from employment opportunities available at
the airport.
Stansted Airport employed 10,860 people in 2009 (UDC Employment Land Review [2011]).

Key sustainability issues and likely evolution
without the plan
Key issues

Description / supporting evidence

Biodiversity

From the Essex Biodiversity Action Plan Although biodiversity and
(EBAP) there are 25 species and 10
ecological designations are
habitat action plans covering Essex.
protected internationally and
There are no international or European nationally, allocating sites
and devising policy criteria in
designated sites within Uttlesford.
a locally relevant plan-led
Nationally designated sites include 2
National Nature Reserves (NNRs) and system enables specialist
input on a site-by-site basis
12 Sites of Special Scientific Interest
and the best outcomes in
(SSSIs). There are also 281 locally
light of all alternatives.
important nature conservation areas
Without such a plan-led
which are designated as Local Wildlife
approach, sites may be
Sites (LoWSs). There is a Public
developed without relevant
Service Agreement (PSA) target of at
policy criteria which could
least 95% of all nationally
have cumulative negative
important wildlife sites being brought
impacts on habitats and
into favourable condition. 8 of the 12
designations.
sites in Uttlesford are meeting this

Designated sites

Likely evolution in
absence of Plan

SA objective
1) To conserve and
enhance biodiversity
(habitats, species
and ecosystems)
within the District

target. Those not are Ashdon
Meadows, Debden Waters, Hall's
Quarry and High Wood, Dunmow.
The majority of Hall’s Quarry and
Debden Waters SSSI areas are in
favourable conditions, however they are
not meeting the PSA target because of
unfavourable conditions in other
sections. 35.03% Hall’s Quarry and
39.87% of Debden Waters SSSI are in
an unfavourable condition and
declining.
Water
environment

Of all the river courses in the District,
the Cam and Ely Ouse displayed the
highest percentage assessed at good
chemical status and good overall status
including chemical and ecological at
94% and 17% respectively. However,
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permissions are granted
without suitable conditions.
Water quality issues such as
these are often tackled
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the Upper Lee catchment was predicted through initiatives on
to register the highest % improvement
sustainable drainage
for one or more element in the river of
systems.
44% by 2015.

SA objective
Water Framework
Directive

None of the rivers in the Roding, Beam
and Ingreborne catchment currently
achieve good or better ecological or
biological status/potential now. A total of
67% are classified as having poor
biological status, and 11 % of the
assessed river water bodies have bad
status. By 2015 the status for at least
one element was expected to have
improved by 31% which is second to the
Upper Lee catchment, also in the
Thames region, where 44% should
improve over the same timescale. 16%
of rivers in this catchment currently
achieve good or better ecological
status/potential and 10% have good or
high biological status now, with 62% at
poor biological status, but none classed
as bad status. The Cam and Ely Ouse
and Combined Essex catchments
achieve higher percentages of water
bodies with at least good biological
status at over 27% and 33%
respectively but Combined Essex
catchment reported only 7% of water
bodies achieving good ecological
status/potential.
Landscape
features

The Landscape Character Assessment
for Uttlesford District identified 20
separate landscape character area
types. With the exception of one they
were all identified as being between
moderate to highly sensitive of change.
There is a significant proportion of
ancient woodland in the District.
Hatfield Forest is an important survival
of a medieval forest, comprising a
mixture of wood pasture with pollards,
coppice woods, timber trees, a warren,
lodge and lake.

Minerals

Allocating sites and devising
policy criteria in a locally
relevant plan-led system
enables input by landscape
specialists on a site-by-site
basis and the best outcomes
in light of all alternatives.
Without such a plan-led
approach, sites may be
developed without relevant
policy criteria which could
have cumulative negative
impacts on landscapes.

3) To conserve and
enhance the
District’s landscape
character and
townscapes

The majority of the sand and gravel
produced in Essex (about 78%) is used
within the County itself. This position
looks unlikely to change over the longterm. Consequently the main factor
influencing production of sand and
gravel in the future will be the need to
meet the minerals demand for the whole
of Essex created by major development
and new infrastructure projects within
Essex itself.

Allocating sites and devising
policy criteria in a locally
relevant plan-led system
enables mineral deposits to
be specifically safeguarded
in line with Essex County
Council input as the relevant
Minerals Planning Authority.
The absence of a plan could
see a number of a planning
applications come forward
that are not aware of
Extensive chalk resources are present
designated and safeguarded
under the surface but outcrop only in
the North West, particularly in Uttlesford mineral extraction sites and
District Currently. They are extracted at their protection. Local
Planning Authorities are
only one site in the form of white chalk
required to map such sites
at Newport Quarry, used mostly in
within their Local Plan for
agricultural practices, although small
this purpose.
quantities are used by the
pharmaceutical industry. In Essex they
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SA objective

Without a plan-led system,
applications could come
forward and be granted that
do not consider the best and
most versatile agricultural
land in the District. Although
not a significant barrier to
development, the plan has
the potential to direct
development, through
allocations, to land that is of
a worse quality in the first
instance.

4) To conserve and
enhance soil and
contribute to the
sustainable use of
land

Although heritage and
historic designations are
protected nationally,
allocating sites and devising
policy criteria in a locally
relevant plan-led system
enables input by historic
environment specialists on a
site-by-site basis and the
best outcomes in light of all
alternatives. An absence of
relevant policy criteria within
There are 3,731 designated listed
a Local Plan may see
buildings within the District and the
majority of them are grade II listed. This applications come forward
means they are nationally important and for development that conflict
of special interest. 1.8% of all the listed with the significance of such
assets and their settings.
buildings are considered to be of
exceptional interest and internationally
important (grade I) and 4.6% are
classed as particularly important
buildings of more than special interest
(grade II*).

5) To maintain and
enhance the
district’s cultural
heritage assets and
their settings

are not associated with a land bank as it
is extracted as an industrial mineral
rather than as an aggregate.
Soil

The majority of the District contains
Grade 2 Agricultural Land (Agricultural
Land Classification) which is described
as Very Good. The remainder of the
District is largely Grade 3 (Good to
Moderate) aside from those areas that
are primarily in non-agricultural use or
urban use. There is no Grade 1
Agricultural Land (Excellent) in the
District.

Cultural heritage

The majority of archaeological sites and
deposits in Uttlesford District remain
buried, hidden and thus preserved.
However, the known archaeological
resource in the District is very varied
and highly significant. There are
approximately 4,064 in records of
archaeological sites and finds recorded
on the Essex Historic Environment
Record (EHER) for Uttlesford District as
of December 2010.

There are 73 Scheduled Monuments
within the District which represents
24.5% of all Scheduled Monuments
within Essex. They range from
prehistoric burial mounds to unusual
examples of World War II defensive
structures and have been designated
due to their national importance. Audley
End located west of Saffron Walden, is
designated as a Scheduled Monument,
as well as a landscape park and historic
house.
There are seven registered parks and
gardens within Uttlesford District which
have each been designated by English
Heritage as being “a park or garden of
special historic interest” and 36
conservation areas within Uttlesford
District which are defined as historical
settlements and buildings having
‘special architectural or historical
interest, the character of which is
desirable to preserve or enhance’.
Energy
consumption

More than half the District’s
2,808.9GWh energy consumption is
from petroleum products which are a
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The Plan has the scope to
allocate sites that are
located in close proximity to

6) To reduce
contributions to
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result of transport, domestic and
commercial industries (66.20%). In
contrast only 15.9GWh of energy
consumed is from bioenergy and waste
products.

climatic change
sustainable transportation
means and also promote
their inclusion as part of site
policy. An absence of a
plan-led approach may see
development arise that does
not factor in such
requirements, as well as the
potential for renewable
energy means and energy
efficiency measures.

This is the second highest percentage
of total energy consumption from
renewable sources (0.57%) compared
with neighbouring areas, second to
Maldon (0.92%).
Mean summer precipitation has a 67%
likelihood of decreasing by up to 10%
across the whole region by 2020 and by
2050 the south of the East of England
will see decreases by up to 20%.

Carbon Dioxide
emissions

The transport industry is responsible for
the majority of CO2 emissions within
Uttlesford with 38.3%, followed by
domestic consumption (31.1%) and
industry and commercial consumption
(30.7%).
Uttlesford is ranked as the third place
district in Essex for per capita
reductions in CO2 emissions with
21.3%, which is higher than the county
percentage of 17.6%. Harlow and
Maldon were ranked higher
than Uttlesford with 25.0% and 21.4%
respectively.

Surface water
flooding

Transport

SA objective

An absence of a plan-led
approach to development
needs could see a larger
amount of sites not factoring
in the cumulative impacts of
water availability and
By 2050 much of the region is expected infrastructure, as well as
to see a mean winter precipitation
sustainable drainage
increase of between 10% and 20%.
systems.

Climate change

Fluvial flooding

SA Report

The Plan has the scope to
7) Reduce and
allocate sites that are
control pollution
located in close proximity to
sustainable transportation
means and also promote
their inclusion as part of site
policy. An absence of a
plan-led approach may see
development arise that does
not factor in such
requirements, as well as the
potential for renewable
energy means and energy
efficiency measures.
An absence of the Plan
could see less strategic
commitment to minimise
carbon emissions which
would have increased
effects on pollution output.

Site selection criteria, as well 8) To reduce the risk
as a Flood Risk Assessment, of flooding
are used to identify whether
broad potential future
locations for development
represent the most
appropriate choices in terms
of flood risk. Without the
Plan, the level of detail used
to inform decisions of a
strategic nature may not be
Surface water flooding risk in the District as robust, especially
was highlighted through the modelling
regarding cumulative
of surface water in Saffron Walden,
impacts. In addition, policy
Great Dunmow and Stansted
content can be used to set
Mountfitchet, which identified drainage conditions on developments,
paths and potential areas that may be
or determine their refusal in
susceptible to surface water ponding. In areas of flood risk.
numerous locations surface water
reaches depths of more than 60 cm.
A 2008 SFRA was undertaken to
accompany the District’s Local Plan.
The SFRA is a planning tool that
enables the council to select and
develop sustainable site allocations
away from vulnerable flood risk areas.
The SFRA will assist the council to
make the spatial planning decisions
required to inform the Local Plan and
contained recommendations

90.4% of households in Uttlesford own
at least one vehicle, a far higher
percentage than for the East of England
(82.3%) and for England and Wales
(73.9%). The highest percentage of
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correct allocations to reduce
emissions resulting from
commuting miles whilst also

9) To promote and
encourage the use
of sustainable
methods of travel
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residents own 2 cars or vans whereas in
both the East of England and England
and Wales the majority of the population
owned 1 car or van.

exploring the validity of
sustainable transportation;
neither of which could be
managed on a strategic
scale without the Plan.

Uttlesford District has a higher
proportion of residents driving to work
by either car or van (46.34%) when
compared to regional and national
levels as well as a larger
proportion of residents working from
home (6.43%). This could be related to
the District being mainly rural. There is
also a higher usage of trains as a mode
of transport within the District compared
to the national trend but fewer residents’
cycle or travel by underground or on a
bus, minibus or coach. The proportion
of residents who walk to work is
comparatively similar to the regional
and national levels. Whilst it is
considered that the rural nature of the
district may have a key role to play in
encouraging this, it is important that with
the evolution of the plan further
consideration is given to how future
growth may be delivered to facilitate
uplift in sustainable travel.

SA objective

The work destination attracting the
highest proportion of Uttlesford
residents was the City of London
(10.9%). The next most popular
destinations for employment were the
neighbouring areas of Cambridge with
991 commuters (5.5%) and Harlow with
410 (2.3%).
If the plan did not factor in
10) To ensure
accessibility as a criterion
accessibility to
for sustainable development, services
large proportions of the
population would be without
access to vital services such
Only 50% of residents are within 15
as GPs. This could result in
minutes of a GP.
serious adverse impacts on
residents of Uttlesford. With
Over four fifths of the population of
the plan, it is simple to
Uttlesford District live within 30 minutes include considerations for
of a primary school.
accessibility to services from
The proportion of residents with access the onset and attain a more
to a secondary school within 30 minutes holistic approach.
walking or public transport is
significantly smaller at 60%.

Accessibility

Accessibility is a general issue within
Uttlesford District, with only just over
one third of residents being within 15
minutes of an employment site or retail
centre.

Life expectancy

Life expectancy of residents within
Uttlesford District is higher than the
regional and national averages with
men living for an average of 81.8 years
and women on average living 85.1
years. In general, life expectancy is
increasing within the District and
nationwide.
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The implications of
increased life expectancy
will mean increased
pressure on services for the
elderly, especially regarding
care and suitable health
services. These are key
considerations in a plan-led
system; the absence of
which could see a less
joined up approach between
development across the
District and sufficient care
and health service

11) To improve the
population’s health
and promote social
inclusion
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requirements.
Obesity

The prevalence of child obesity within
the District is 5.4% which is lower than
the county average of 8.1% and
considerably below the national average
of 9.4%. Adult obesity is 18.2% within
the District which is considerably below
both the county average of 24.5% and
the national average of 23.0%.

Sport
participation

The proportion of adults participating in
30 minutes, moderate intensity sport
has decreased in the most recent
survey at the local, sub-national and
national levels. In the District 42.0% of
those in the survey were active in sport
between October 2013 and October
2014.

Housing delivery

The NPPF’s requirement for housing
targets to be determined objectively at
the District level (OAN) will ensure a
higher dwellings per annum target than
previously.
The absence of an adopted Local Plan
post-NPPF in which to determine
housing targets and broad locations for
growth.

Obesity rates in adults will
continue to be higher than
rates in children, increasing
the risk of certain diseases
and reducing life expectancy
and social wellbeing. The
absence of a plan-led
approach may see
cumulative developments
arise that do factor in the
need for strategic open
space and recreational
requirements.

Housing will largely be
delivered through ‘planning
by appeal’ with a lack of
evidence provided by a
plan-led approach. This may
see housing delivered
contrary to local needs.

Housing
ownership and
need

There are 33,930 dwellings within
Uttlesford District, 86.7% of which are
privately owned. Over the period 20072021, there is a need for 4,200 (52%)
units of market housing, 2,600 (32%)
units of intermediate affordable housing
and 1,300 (16%) units of social rented
housing in the District.

A plan-led system allows
specific developments to be
come forward in line with
tenure and housing mix
requirements as specified in
relevant policy. Then
absence of a Plan and the
relevant evidence base is
unlikely to see such needs
delivered.

Gypsy and
Traveller sites

There is a demand for more Gypsy and
Traveller sites in Uttlesford, totalling 26
additional sites by 2033.

The absence of pitch
provision in a plan-led
system is likely to see an
increase in unauthorised
sites.

School capacity

School age population numbers are
projected to grow relatively slowly and
school capacity within Uttlesford is
expected to be sufficient to
accommodate children in the District.
Primary schools are predicted to have a
surplus of 288 places for the 2018/19
academic year. Secondary schools are
predicted to have a surplus of 415 for
the same time period. However, when
adjustments are made to the pupil
forecast figures to take account of the
numbers of primary and secondary
pupils it is anticipated will be produced
by new housing that is likely to be built
by 2019 the forecasts show a deficit of
some 400 places for primary schools
and only a very small surplus of
secondary school places.

Without factoring in school
capacity within a plan-led
system, cumulative pressure
would be put existing
educational facilities.

Utilities

The projected housing increases facing
the wider County will put pressures on

Without a plan-led system
the cumulative and holistic
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12) To provide
appropriate housing
and accommodation
to meet existing and
future needs

13) To promote the
efficient use of
resources and
ensure the
necessary
infrastructure to
support sustainable
development
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utility suppliers.

approach to house building
is unlikely to be evidenced.

Transport

The projected housing increases facing
the wider County will put pressures on
road and rail infrastructure.

Without a plan-led system
the cumulative and holistic
approach to house building
is unlikely to be evidenced.

KS4 equivalent
achieved

At 77.1% a higher proportion of pupils
within Uttlesford attained five or more
A*-C grades at key stage 4 (KS4) than
the county, regional and national
equivalent. 64.3% of pupils who gained
five or more A*-C grades did so in
English and Mathematics which is
considerably more than the national
proportion of 53.4%. The proportion of
pupils attaining five or more A*-G
grades was also above the national
figure and only 0.4% of all pupils in the
District didn’t receive any passes at
KS4.

Without a plan-led system
the cumulative and holistic
approach to house building
is unlikely to be evidenced.
This has implications for
school capacities and the
potential need for new
educational facilities to be
developed to support the
future population.

Adult
qualifications

The population of Uttlesford District has
in general more qualifications than the
overall sub-national and national
populations. 93.4% of the working age
population of Uttlesford District which
accounts for 46,700 people are qualified
to at least level 1 or higher compared to
85.0% across Great Britain. Level 1
represents foundation GNVQ, NVQ 1 or
up to 5 GCSEs at grades A*-C.

SA objective

14) To improve the
education and skills
of the population

The most significant difference is that
Uttlesford has comparatively higher
proportions of the population qualified at
Level 3 and Level 4 and above. With
59.3% of the population having attained
at least 2 or more A levels, advanced
GNVQ, NVQ 3 or equivalent (level 3)
and 35.6% achieving a higher national
diploma, degree and higher degree
level or equivalent (level 4). Uttlesford
has a significantly higher skilled
workforce in comparison to the county
and a slightly higher proportion than the
regional level.
Job density

Location of
businesses

Employment

Job density in Uttlesford (0.84) is higher The plan has the scope for a
holistic approach to
than across the county (0.74), region
development to ensure that
(0.78) and nation (0.80).
housing and employment
Uttlesford District is predominantly rural development are allocated in
in nature and as such a significant
support of one another. The
proportion of businesses are based
plan can also safeguard
within rural locations with only 15%
sites for future employment
defined as being urban based.
use. The absence of a plan
would likely see a less
The proportion of the District’s working joined-up approach to
population who are economically active housing and employment
but unemployed is 3.0% which is below needs.
sub-national and national
unemployment figures.

15) To ensure
sustainable
employment
provision and
economic growth

The District’s Employment Land Review
(ELR) expected to impact on
employment land by identifying
Stansted Airport as a prospective
opportunity for growth despite BAA
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having withdrawn its planning
application for a second runway. (UDC
Employment Land Review [2011]).
Since this, the ownership of the airport
has changed from BAA to MAG (2015).
There is currently a short fall in tertiary
sector employment at Stansted. It is
important that consideration be given to
the location of future residential growth
to ensure that local people can benefit
from employment opportunities
available at the airport.
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Appendix III: SA of the Issues and
Options 2015
Introduction
This appendix sets out the findings of the SA for the identified Areas of Search (AoS) and strategic
scenarios identified in 2015. The findings of this work were presented in the SA Report that
88
accompanied the Issues and Options Document on consultation in October 2015.

Appraisal of Areas of Search 2015
New settlement
AoS for potential new settlements were identified based on their potential to contribute to effective
cross-boundary strategic planning priorities; minimise the need to travel by car; leisure opportunities
and other facilities; and access to strategic highways and the rail network. Areas were excluded if
they contained significant constraints, such as Registered Parks or Gardens and Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs).
The identified AoS for new settlements were as follows:


Area of Search 1: M11 Junction 9a – east



Area of Search 2: M11 Junction 9 – west



Area of Search 3: Elsenham area



Area of Search 4: M11 Junction 8 – north-west



Area of Search 5: M11 Junction 8 – south-east



Area of Search 6: South of A120, North of Hatfield Forest



Area of Search 7: North of A120, west of Great Dunmow



Area of Search 8: South of the A120



Area of Search 9: West of Braintree

The following sub-sections identify each Area of Search in turn, and outline the ‘key issues’ and ‘likely
benefits’ of a new settlement in each area at the time of writing in 2015.

Area of Search 1: M11 Junction 9a – East
This area is located to the east of the junction of the M11, A11, and A1301, near junction 9. On a
number of maps this junction is labelled 9a and is located a couple of miles north-east of the junction
on the main section of the M11 referenced in related to Area of Search 2. Immediately after the
junction the M11 becomes the A11 towards Newmarket.

88
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Area of Search 1 – Area and Constraints

Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


The presence of SSSIs in close proximity and LoWSs on site.



Landscape has relatively high sensitivity to change / development.



Possible coalescence with Great Chesterford



The majority of the AoS is within Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



Scheduled Monuments in close proximity.



Some Flood Risk Zone 3.



The broad location of the area is not well related to existing settlements of a significant
population.



Existing local services would have to be sufficient or expansion possible to support the
increase in population in the earlier stages of the new settlement’s development
AECOM
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It would be expected that there would be a large amount of commuting outside the District
for jobs due to the possibility of a range of transport options in the area.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



Potential for renewable energy sources to be integrated into development.



The potential scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities.



Access to rail services would be via Great Chesterford rail station to the south and good
access to the M11 (junction 9) and A11 exists to the north.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



It is likely that thresholds would warrant a new primary school and potentially in time a new
secondary school or expansion of that in Saffron Walden.
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Area of Search 2: M11 Junction 9 – West
This area is located west of the M11, near junction 9. Junction 9 is not a full junction but provides
access to the A11 towards Newmarket. It does not provide access onto the M11 southbound or the
M11 northbound towards Cambridge.

Area of Search 2 – Area and Constraints

Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


The presence of LoWSs on site.



Landscape has relatively high sensitivity to change / development.



A large proportion of the area is Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



There are some relatively small areas of Flood Risk Zone 3 within the area.
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Although Great Chesterford rail station is in close proximity a new settlement in this broad
area would not be easily accessible due to the location of the M11.



Road access to the M11 would be via Junction 9 and a series of A – roads and could
reasonably be expected to increase congestion in this area.



The AoS would see significant development in an area that is not well related to existing
settlements.



It would be expected that there would be a large amount of commuting outside the District
for jobs due to the possibility of a range of transport options in the area.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



Maximises the potential for renewable energy sources to be integrated into development.



The scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well supported by
a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



It is likely that thresholds would warrant a new primary school and potentially in time a new
secondary school or expansion of that in Saffron Walden if viable and suitable.

Area of Search 3: Elsenham area
This area of search mainly includes land the north and east of Elsenham, as far as Henham with its
Conservation Area.
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Area of Search 3 – Area and Constraints

Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Elsenham Woods SSSI is located outside but in close proximity to the broad area.



The landscape has a moderate to high sensitivity to change / development.



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



A Scheduled Monument within the area to the north west of the existing settlement of
Henham.There are small areas of Flood Risk Zone 3 within the area.



There are generally poor roads in the area and access to the M11 does not currently exist.
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Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


There are no LoWSs or other wildlife designations in the area.



Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



Maximises the potential for renewable energy sources to be integrated into development.



The potential scale of development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities to minimise
the need to travel.



The area would have access to Elsenham Station for rail services.



There are some existing services and facilities within the existing village of Elsenham.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



The broad location is relatively well related to the existing settlement of Elsenham. The
location is also in close proximity to Stansted Mountfitchet. It is possible that the needs of
these existing settlements would be met by a new settlement in relatively close proximity.



It is likely that thresholds would warrant a new primary school and potentially in time a new
secondary school to be provided. Current secondary school provision is distanced from the
development.



Relatively well related to employment opportunities at Stansted airport and its surrounds.
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Area of Search 4: M11 Junction 8 – North-west
This area of search lies to the north-west of Junction 8, and surrounds the area of Birchanger Type A
village. The area is bounded by the A120 at Bishop’s Stortford to the south-west and the M11 to the
east. The area lies to the south of Foresthall Road, and includes Parsonage Spring, Digby Wood, and
part of Birchanger Wood County Wildlife Sites / LoWSs.
Area of Search 4 – Area and Constraints
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Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


There are a number of LoWSs within the area.



The area is within the Green Belt.



The landscape has a relatively high sensitivity to change / development.



Could possibly diminish the strategic separation between Bishop’s Stortford and
Birchanger, between Birchanger and Stansted Mountfitchet and / or Bishop’s Stortford and
Stansted Mountfitchet.



A large proportion of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



When located in the Green Belt, elements of many renewable energy projects will
comprise inappropriate development. In such cases developers will need to demonstrate
very special circumstances if projects are to proceed.



There is a main river with associated Flood Risk 3 to the south east of the area.



The area is bounded by the A120 and there is a possibility that this would need to be
crossed to access services.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements



The potential scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities to minimise
the need to travel.



Rail services are accessible in Bishop’s Stortford to the south and Stansted Mountfitchet to
the north with potential access via a number of possible routes.



There are a good range of existing facilities in the town of Bishop’s Stortford.



There is good access to strategic roads with access to the A120 to the south of the area
and good links to junction 8 of the M11 to the east.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



It is possible that expansion to existing infrastructure may be suitable in some instances
should development be of a sufficient size and yield to make such provision viable.



It is likely that the potential size of any development would warrant a new primary school to
be provided and in time potentially a new secondary school.



The AoS benefits from good accessibility to the strategic road network and is well related
to locations of existing employment development in Bishop’s Stortford.
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Area of Search 5: M11 Junction 8 – South-east
This area of search lies to the south-east of Junction 8, and is bounded by the M11 to the west, the
A120 to the north, Hatfield Forest SSSI to the east, and Great Hallingbury (Type B village and
designated Conservation Area) to the south.
Area of Search 5 – Area and Constraints
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Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


The area would be bordered by Hatfield Forest SSSI (and NNR) to the east.



The start of the Flitch Way LoWS crosses the majority of the area in the north.



The landscape has a relatively high sensitivity to change / development.



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



There is a Scheduled Monument to the south west of the broad area.



The neighbouring SSSI and Green Belt may reduce the potential for some renewable
energy schemes to be integrated into any development of the area.



There is an area of Flood Risk Zone 3 that runs adjacent to the River Stort.



Access may have some difficulties associated with the area being bounded by the M11
and the A120 and the possibility that these would need to be crossed.



The area is within close proximity to Stansted Airport, and parts are within the Public
Safety Zone extending south from the line of the runway.



Much of area lies directly under the Stansted take-off and landing corridor and noise
contours indicate that there could be potential health implications experienced within the
area.



The broad area is largely isolated from existing housing, and bordered with constraints.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



The potential scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities to minimise
the need to travel.



Rail links are in relatively close proximity at Bishop’s Stortford.



The area is well related to the A120 and the M11.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



It is likely that the potential size of any development would warrant a new primary school to
be provided and in time potentially a new secondary school.



The area is well related to Bishop’s Stortford and existing employment opportunities at
Stansted Airport and its surrounds.
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Area of Search 6: South of A120, North of Hatfield Forest
This area is located between Stansted Airport and the A120 to the north and Hatfield Forest SSSI to
the south. To the east lie some balancing ponds which separated the area from Takeley. To the west
lies Priory Wood County wildlife Sites / LoWSs.
Area of Search 6 – Area and Constraints
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Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


The area borders Hatfield Forest SSSI / NNR.



The area contains numerous LoWSs.



The landscape has a relatively high sensitivity to change / development.



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



It is likely that certain renewable energy schemes may be incompatible with the
neighbouring airport.



There may be some air pollution associated with the airport and the strategic road
network.



There are some areas of Flood Risk Zone 3 to the east.



There may be some access difficulties associated with the area being bounded by the
A120 to the north and the possibility that this would need to be crossed.



The area is within close proximity to Stansted Airport, and would border the Public Safety
Zone extending south from the line of the runway.



The area is not particularly well connected to existing housing or settlements.



Certain development would likely be incompatible with any potential future expansion of
Stansted Airport and any extension of the current Public Safety Zone should this be
forthcoming.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


There is no perceived coalescence of the airport with any existing settlements.



Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



Rail access would be via Stansted Airport, Stansted Mountfitchet or Bishop’s Stortford
stations.



Numerous bus links exist with a good range of connectivity to the numerous parts of the
region.



The potential scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities to minimise
the need to travel.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



There is good access to the strategic road network and sustainable transport links.



It is possible that the potential size of any development would warrant a new primary
school to be provided (however the compatibility of any new school’s location with the
neighbouring airport would also have to be assessed).



There is good accessibility via the strategic road network to Bishop’s Stortford and existing
employment opportunities at Stansted Airport and surrounds.
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Area of Search 7: North of A120, West of Great Dunmow
Located north of the A120 west of Great Dunmow. This area has direct access to an existing junction
on the A120 dual carriageway. A Registered Historic Park (Easton Lodge) and a SSSI (High Wood)
are located within the broad area. Careful consideration will need to be given to whether suitable
mitigation measures, including appropriate Green Infrastructure, design, and layout, can be achieved
to make development in this location acceptable. Discussions with the relevant bodies relating to
heritage and ecology will be needed.
Area of Search 7 – Area and Constraints

AECOM
190

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


There are two SSSIs in the area and a large number of LoWSs.



The landscape has a moderate to high sensitivity to change / development.



The area is partly within the Countryside Protection Zone and as such development may
be limited in the north west to prevent any coalescence with the airport.



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



There is a Registered Historic Park in the area; the Grade II listed Easton Lodge. Two
Scheduled Monuments are also present in the north west of the area.



The area contains Flood Risk Zone 3 surrounding the River Roding.



The broad area is distanced from the rail network.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



Maximises the potential for renewable energy sources to be integrated into development.



The potential scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities to minimise
the need to travel.



Access to A120 is good and there are a range of services in nearby Great Dunmow.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



The area is well related to the existing settlement of Great Dunmow and also, should it
expand to the entire size of the area (subject to other constraints), to Elsenham in the
north west.



The area is in close proximity to employment opportunities and transport links at Great
Dunmow and Stansted Airport.



It is possible that the needs of existing settlements would be met by a new settlement in
this area.



There is the potential for good access to the strategic road network.



It is likely that the potential size of any development would warrant a new primary school to
be provided and in time potentially a new secondary school.
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Area of Search 8: South of the A120
This area was identified in a 2008 study commissioned by the East of England Regional Assessment
(EERA – now defunct) as part of the then East of England Plan Review. This study undertook a highlevel constraints screening exercise to identify potential areas for further assessment to host new
settlements of 20,000+ dwellings. The study concluded that five areas merited further consideration.
One of these was the area south of the A120, east of Hatfield Forest. Hatfield Forest SSSI and
Garnetts Wood SSSI lie outside the area of search. There are two existing junctions onto the A120,
one north of Barnston and south of Great Dunmow, and one west of Great Dunmow.
Area of Search 8 – Area and Constraints

AECOM
192

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


There are a number of SSSIs in close proximity to the broad area.



There are a number of LoWSs in the area.



The landscape has a moderate to high sensitivity to change / development.



The whole of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



There are a two Scheduled Monuments within the area.



The area incorporates Flood Risk Zone 3 surrounding the River Roding and Strood Hall
Brook.



There is no current or possible access to rail links, with the nearest station being located at
Stansted Airport.



Southern parts of the area could be considered remote in terms of accessibility both in
terms of any existing services and access to the strategic road network.



Southern parts of the area could be considered less sustainable than northern parts due in
part to their more isolated nature and there would likely be some different requirements as
to housing mix and tenure type in these areas to meet more local / rural housing needs.



The presence of bounding SSSIs to the east and west of the area may act as constraints
to some infrastructure provision.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



Maximises the potential for renewable energy sources to be integrated into development.



The potential scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities to minimise
the need to travel



Access to the A120 exists in the north and northern parts of the area would be served by
the range of services at Great Dunmow.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



Northern parts of the broad location are also in close proximity to employment
opportunities and transport links at Stansted Airport.



It is likely that the potential size of any new settlement would warrant a new primary school
to be provided and in time a new secondary school.
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Area of Search 9: West of Braintree
This area immediately adjoins the boundary of Uttlesford and Braintree districts. The area contains a
number of County Wildlife Sites / LoWSs, including Boxted Wood and Moulin Wood. The Andrewsfield
airstrip also lies within this area. Landownerships cross the boundary of Uttlesford and Braintree
Districts. Braintree District has commissioned Garden City Developments to explore the principles and
opportunities of Garden Cities with landowners and option holders in areas identified as potentially
suitable for large scale settlements. Close working with Braintree Council will be necessary in
assessment of this area to ensure that the requirements of the Duty to Co-Operate are met.
Area of Search 9 – Area and Constraints
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Potential Issues identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


The area contains a number of LoWSs.



Development in the area could see the coalescence of Stebbing in the north and Flitch
Green in the south, although it should be noted that the presence of the A120 running
through the area would act as a means of separation.



The landscape of the majority of the area has a moderate to high sensitivity to change.
The western part of the area has a higher sensitivity to change in association with the
River Chelmer.



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land.



There are a number of Scheduled Monuments in the area north of the A120.



A tributary to the River Chelmer runs through the middle of the site from north to south and
this is within Flood Risk Zone 3. There is also the presence of Flood Risk Zone 3 within the
eastern part of the site.



The area is removed from rail services within the District and the nearest train station
would be the branch line that serves the town of Braintree.



There will be some cross-boundary housing implications of the AoS which may affect the
proportion of the dwelling yield that can contribute to the District’s housing target.

Likely Benefits identified at the ‘Areas of Search (AoS) and Strategic Scenarios Consultation SA’
stage


Alleviates cultural heritage impacts associated with development of existing settlements.



Maximises the potential for renewable energy sources to be integrated into development.



The potential scale of the development maximises the possibility of housing to be well
supported by a range of services, infrastructure and employment opportunities to minimise
the need to travel.



The area benefits from access to A120 and is well related to public transport from
Braintree and Great Dunmow.



Development of this potential scale would require an increase in GP capacity and
healthcare facilities.



Southern and central parts of the AoS have good access to the strategic road network.



It is likely that the potential size of any new settlement would warrant a new primary school
to be provided and in time a new secondary school.



Southern and central parts of the AoS benefit from good accessibility to the strategic road
network and are reasonably well related to Great Dunmow and Braintree. As such the
principle of employment development appears suitable in proximity to the A120.
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Towns
Saffron Walden
Seven Areas of Search were identified.


Area of Search 10a between Windmill Hill and Little Walden Road



Area of Search 10b between Little Walden Road and Ashdon Road



Area of Search 10c between Ashdon Road and Radwinter Road



Area of Search 10d between Radwinter Road and Thaxted Road



Area of Search 10e between Thaxted Road and Debden Road



Area of Search 10f between Debden Road and Newport Road



Area of Search 10g between Newport Road and Audley End Road

The following map looks at the broad constraints of these areas and the corresponding sub-sections
respond to an appraisal of the sustainability implications of development in these locations.
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Area of Search 10a - between Windmill Hill and Little Walden Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


Heritage and Landscape impacts associated with the proximity to Audley Park to the
west and also the nearby Bridge End Gardens Registered Historic Garden



Development in this area would very significantly diminish the sense of place and local
distinctiveness of this part of Saffron Walden



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



The AoS is also in close proximity to the Conservation Area to the south east



It is possible that the landscape implications and historic environment constraints may
render some renewable energy schemes unsuitable



There may be impacts on air quality levels, particularly in close proximity to the town’s
AQMA



A small area of the AoS to the west of Little Walden Road is within Flood Risk Zone 3



There is limited access to strategic roads in this AoS



Access by car to the train station would direct traffic through the town



There is limited access to strategic roads however for access to a regional centre
although it should be noted that this AoS offers comparably better access to strategic
roads than other AoSs exploring urban extensions in Saffron Walden



Housing development in this area is likely to be relatively isolated from existing housing
within the Saffron Walden area



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from the
further development in Saffron Walden, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and
primary healthcare facilities



The suitability of employment land in this area would largely depend on compatibility
with the existing constraints regarding the landscape and the surrounding historic asset
designations. This may limit the suitability of particular use classes.

Likely benefits:


The AoS will be sufficiently distanced from wildlife designations and as such there are
no known constraints within the area.



There are a range of existing facilities in town which are suitably accessible by Windmill
Hill and Little Walden Road. This AoS would effectively be serviced by Audley End train
station



bus links exist to the rail station from the High Street in Saffron Walden.

Area of Search 10b - between Little Walden Road and Ashdon Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


Development in the rural part of this area beyond the town edge would significantly
diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness
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The whole of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



There may be impacts on air quality levels, particularly in close proximity to the town’s
AQMA



There is limited access to strategic roads in this AoS



Access by car to the train station would direct traffic through the town



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from further
development in Saffron Walden, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and
primary healthcare facilities

Likely benefits:


The majority of the AoS will be sufficiently distanced from wildlife designations



The AoS is sufficiently distanced from the Conservation Area that represents the town’s
historic core to the south west



It may be possible to integrate renewable energy projects



The majority of the AoS is not within Flood Risk Zones 2 or 3



There are a range of existing facilities in town which are suitably accessible by Little
Walden Road and Ashdon Road



Bus links exist to the rail station from the High Street in Saffron Walden



The AoS would see development that is well assimilated with existing housing



Local primary schools would be accessible for the southern parts of the site



The AoS would be in close proximity to employment land to the east of the existing
town area. The AoS is also located in close proximity to extant permissions for
employment land

Area of Search 10c - between Ashdon Road and Radwinter Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


The AoS is in close proximity to a LoWS to the east and there are two small LoWSs
within the northern boundary of the area



The whole of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



There may be impacts on air quality levels, particularly in close proximity to the town’s
AQMA



It is possible that certain elements of the area may not be compatible with neighbouring
uses regarding noise and their hours of operation.



A relatively large part of the site is within Flood Zone 3 cutting through the AoS from
east to west



There is limited access to strategic roads in this AoS



Access by car to the train station would direct traffic through the town



The majority of this area is taken up with a fuel depot and there are likely to be safety
implications and therefore suitability concerns of housing development in close
proximity
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It is uncertain therefore whether the AoS is of a suitable size to deliver any significant
housing delivery



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from the
further development in Saffron Walden, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and
primary healthcare facilities



The site may not be large enough to meet thresholds for a new primary school or any
expansion of those that currently exist.



The suitability of employment land in this area would largely depend on compatibility
with the existing constraints regarding the landscape and the surrounding historic asset
designations. This may limit the suitability of particular use classes.

Likely benefits:


The AoS would be suitably surrounded by existing development to the north, west and
south and areas within and in close proximity to the area already have planning
permission.



Development in the rural part of this sector beyond the town edge would significantly
diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness.



The AoS is sufficiently distanced from the Conservation Area that represents the town’s
historic core to the west



It may be possible to integrate renewable energy projects



Bus links exist to the rail station from the High Street in Saffron Walden.



There are a range of existing facilities in town which are suitably accessible by Ashdon
Road to the north and Radwinter Road to the south



The AoS is well related to existing town, and to housing developments with planning
permission in the area



Local primary schools would be accessible for parts of the area



It should be acknowledged that the area offers comparably better access to the
strategic road network than other AoSs.

Area of Search 10d - between Radwinter Road and Thaxted Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


There may be some issues surrounding coalescence with Sewards End dependant on
scale.



Development in the rural part of this sector would result in a loss of open arable
farmland spilling out into open countryside beyond very clearly defined edges



The whole of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



There may be impacts on air quality levels, particularly in close proximity to the town’s
AQMA



The area is distanced from the train station which may make walking a less viable
option



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from the
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further development in Saffron Walden, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and
primary healthcare facilities
Likely benefits:


The AoS will be sufficiently distanced from wildlife designations



The AoS would be suitably surrounded by existing development to the west and
planning permissions exist in the area



There are no known constraints regarding historic designations and their settings. The
AoS is sufficiently distanced from the Conservation Area that represents the town’s
historic core to the west



It may be possible to integrate renewable energy projects.



There are no known constraints regarding fluvial flooding in the area



There are a range of existing facilities in town which are suitably accessible by
Radwinter Road to the north and Thaxted Road to the south



Bus links exist to the rail station from the High Street in Saffron Walden and access to
the train station could direct traffic through existing residential areas to avoid the town
centre



There is a large food store in the northern part of the area and a discount store at the
southern end of the area.



The Local Plan inspector (for the withdrawn Local Plan 2014) concluded that the
allocation was ‘strategically sound’, subject to reassurances about a link road between
Radwinter Road and Thaxted Road



The AoS is well related to existing housing development in the south although largely
separated from existing housing development to the north west with the presence of
employment land



The potential yield of the area in terms of dwellings could be expected to meet
thresholds for a new primary school due to its broad size although it should be noted
that planning permission exists on Land South Of Radwinter Road for development
including the provision of land for a one form entry primary school. Existing local
primary schools would additionally be accessible for the western parts of the area.



The AoS would be in close proximity to employment land to the east of the existing
town area and adjoin them in western parts.

Area of Search 10e - between Thaxted Road and Debden Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


A Special Verge with LoWS status exists along Debden Road in the south west.



development in the rural part of this sector would result in a loss of open arable
farmland spilling out into open countryside beyond very clearly defined edges. In broad
summary it is considered development in this sector would significantly diminish the
sense of place and local distinctiveness of this part of Saffron Walden.



The whole of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



There may be impacts on air quality levels, particularly in close proximity to the town’s
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AQMA


The area is distanced from the train station which may make walking a less viable
option.



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from the
further development in Saffron Walden, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and
primary healthcare facilities



The suitability of employment land in this area would largely depend on compatibility
with the existing constraints regarding the landscape and neighbouring uses to the
west

Likely benefits:


There are no known constraints regarding historic designations and their settings. The
AoS is sufficiently distanced from the Conservation Area that corresponds to the town’s
historic core to the west



It may be possible to integrate renewable energy projects



There are no identified constraints regarding fluvial flooding in the area



Bus links exist to the rail station from the High Street in Saffron Walden and access to
the train station could direct traffic through existing residential areas to avoid the town
centre



There are a range of existing facilities in town which are suitably accessible by Thaxted
Road to the north east and Debden Road in the south west



Herbert’s Farm playing Fields are located within the area and the Lord Butler Leisure
Centre exists adjacent to the area in the north west. The area’s history in regards to the
previous withdrawn Local Plan allocation of recreational land would be supported in line
with those that already exist adjacent to the site



The AoS is well related to existing housing development in the north west although
there is separation due to the playing fields and leisure centre land



The potential yield of the area in terms of dwellings would be expected to meet
thresholds for a new primary school. Existing local primary schools would be accessible
for the western parts of the area.

Area of Search 10f - between Debden Road and Newport Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


A Special Verge with LoWS status exists along Debden Road to the east of the area



There would be a loss of agricultural land, with urban development on a visually
prominent slope onto rolling arable farmland of considerable visual quality. This would
result in the loss of a rural approach road to the town. Development in this sector would
significantly diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness of this part of Saffron
Walden.



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



Shortgrove Park Registered Historic Park lies outside the area of search to the south
and development would have to be sensitive to its setting

AECOM
202

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report



It is possible that the landscape implications and historic environment constraints may
render some renewable energy schemes unsuitable



There may be impacts on air quality levels, particularly in close proximity to the town’s
AQMA



The west of the area is within Flood Risk Zone 3 and development would have to be
suitably distanced from this zone



The AoS is well related to existing housing development in the north although there is
separation which may have access implications



There may be some degree of perceived coalescence with Wendens Ambo and
expansion would reduce the strategic gap between the town and Shortgrove Park



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from the
further development in Saffron Walden, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and
primary healthcare facilities



The suitability of employment land in this area would largely depend on compatibility
with the existing constraints regarding the landscape and the surrounding historic asset
designations. This may limit the suitability of particular use classes.

Likely benefits:


The AoS is sufficiently distanced from the Conservation Area that represents the town’s
historic core to the west



This AoS would effectively be serviced by Audley End station and offers a broadly
accessible route to the train station along Newport Road which could avoid existing
residential areas and the town centre



Bus links exist to the rail station from the High Street in Saffron Walden



There are a range of existing facilities in town which are suitably accessible by Debden
Road to the east and Newport Road to the west



The area has comparably good access to County High School in the north west

Area of Search 10g - between Newport Road and Audley End Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


There would be a loss of agricultural land, with urban development on a visually
prominent slope onto rolling arable farmland of considerable visual quality. This would
result in the loss of a rural approach road to the town. In broad summary it is
considered development in this sector would significantly diminish the sense of place
and local distinctiveness of this part of Saffron Walden



A large part of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



There are likely to be negative impacts associated with Audley Park (a Registered Park
and Garden) to the west and north and also the Scheduled Monument that is Audley
End House through development within this AoS



It is possible that the landscape implications and historic environment constraints may
render some renewable energy schemes unsuitable



There may be impacts on air quality levels, particularly in close proximity to the town’s
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AQMA


The AoS contains a stretch of land within Flood Risk Zone 3 from the north west to the
south east



The site would not be well connected to existing housing development, with the
presence of the County High School to the north east and the western part of the area
would be adjacent to a Historic Park and Garden with no additional scope for
expansion.



There may be some degree of perceived coalescence with Wendens Ambo



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from the
further development in Saffron Walden, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and
primary healthcare facilities



The suitability of employment land in this area would largely depend on compatibility
with the existing constraints regarding the landscape and the surrounding historic asset
designations. This may limit the suitability of particular use classes.

Likely benefits:


The majority of this AoS will be sufficiently distanced from wildlife designations



This AoS would effectively be serviced by Audley End station and offers a broadly
accessible route to the train station along Newport or Wenden Road which could avoid
existing residential areas and the town centre.



Bus links also exist to the rail station from the High Street in Saffron Walden.



There are a range of existing facilities in town which are suitably accessible by Audley
End Road to the north, Wenden Road through the centre of the area and Newport
Road to the south east.



The area has good access to County High School in the north east.
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Great Dunmow
A total of six Areas of Search around the town have been explored. Potential sites within the town will
additionally be considered through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). It
should be noted that the area between Church End and Great Dunmow comprises a recreation
ground and protected area of open space and is not included within any areas of search.
These areas of search are:


Area of Search 12a between the A120 junction with the Stortford Road and Mill End



Area of Search 12b to the north of Great Dunmow in the Chelmer Valley as far as
Church End



Area of Search 12c in the area beyond St Edmunds Lane



Area of Search 12d between Braintree Road and the A120



Area of Search 12e to the south of Ongar Road and north of the A120



Area of Search 12f between the A120 and the B1256 Stortford Road

The following map looks at the broad constraints of these areas and the corresponding sub-sections
respond to an appraisal of the sustainability implications of development in these locations.
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Area of Search 12a - between the A120 junction with the Stortford Road and Mill End
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


There is a SSSI to the south west of the area and Hoglands Wood LoWS is located
within the area
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There may be some coalescence with Little Easton



Development in this area would diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness of
Great Dunmow, however it is possible that this statement [from the Historic Settlement
Character Assessment (August 2007]) may now not be as valid in consideration of the
permissions since 2007 and the fact that the precedent for development in the broad
area has already been established.



A large part of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



The area is adjacent to Ancient Woodland to the east which may restrict development
or access to the site from the B184.



There is no rail link in Great Dunmow



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from further
development in Great Dunmow, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities

Likely benefits:


There will be no significant landscape implications in this area and less than other
areas surrounding Great Dunmow,



The AoS is sufficiently distanced from the Conservation Area that represents the town’s
historic core



It may be possible to integrate renewable energy projects



There are no identified constraints regarding fluvial flooding within the area. Although
the northern part of the site adjacent to Duck Street is in close proximity to Flood Zone
3



The town centre is suitably distanced to be accessible by walking and cycling provided
sufficient crossing opportunities exist or are integrated on the recently constructed
Woodside Way.



The area is well served by the strategic road network (A120) to the south.



Bus links exist to and from the centre of Great Dunmow.



The site would be served by Woodside Way, a recently constructed direct road link
between the north and west sides of the town.



The site would be broadly suitable for an increase in employment land; however any
allocation would have to be compatible with the proposals of the existing permissions
for housing development in the wider area

Area of Search 12b - to the north of Great Dunmow in the Chelmer Valley as far as Church End
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


There may be landscape impacts associated with the possibility of coalescence with
Church End



A large urban extension here would further diminish the separate characteristics of this
small discreet community and that development could detrimentally affect the impact of
the landmark tower of St Mary’s church from some vantage points



A large part of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land
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There are two Scheduled Monuments (associated with Parsonage Farm moated site)
within the area



There is a Conservation Area at Church End that falls within the area of search to the
south east.



It is possible that the landscape implications and historic environment constraints may
render some renewable energy schemes unsuitable



There may be some implications surrounding water quality due to the close proximity of
the River Chelmer in the north.



Development of the area would likely see access to the strategic road network (A120)
to the south be directed through the town centre or via St Edmunds Lane



There is no rail link in Great Dunmow



The AoS is detracted from existing housing areas in the town and has sufficient
constraints in the form of the Scheduled Monument (and its setting), the Conservation
Area and the River Chelmer



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from further
development in Great Dunmow, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities



The AoS is detracted from existing employment areas in the town

Likely benefits:


This AoS will be sufficiently distanced from wildlife designations



The town centre is suitably distanced to be accessible by walking and cycling



Bus links exist to and from the centre of Great Dunmow

Area of Search 12c - in the area beyond St Edmunds Lane
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


A number of LoWSs fall within the area of search



The principal effect of development would be to extend urban development onto highly
visible and open rising farmland and introduce an extended urban settlement in close
proximity to a small community with a separate identity



There may be some implications surrounding water quality due to a reservoir and a
number of water bodies on site associated with the LoWS and historic mineral working



Development of the area would likely see access to the strategic road network (A120)
to the south be directed through parts of the existing town area



There is no rail link in Great Dunmow.



The AoS is detracted from existing housing areas in the wider town area and would be
constrained by the LoWS forming a large part of the site. Any large scale development
of housing in this area could therefore be viewed as new settlement options



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from further
development in Great Dunmow, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities
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The detracted nature of the area would likely require a number of infrastructure
improvements beyond expansion of those that already exist in Great Dunmow.



The AoS is detracted from existing employment areas in the town. The location of the
area and presence of the LoWS could mean that the area would not be suitable for
many new employment uses

SA Report

Likely benefits:


The area is within Grade 3 Agricultural Land



There are no significant constraints to development within the area regarding the
historic environment. The Church End Conservation Area is within close proximity to
the north western part of the area; however it is considered that there is sufficient
separation so as not to prevent development in this broad area



It may be possible to integrate renewable energy projects



The town centre is capable of being accessible by walking and cycling with necessary
improvements and suitable links



Bus links exist to and from the centre of Great Dunmow



The developable parts of the area would likely require a housing yield that would meet
thresholds for a new primary school due to the area being distanced from existing
schools

Area of Search 12d - between Braintree Road and the A120
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


The Flitch Way LoWS lies to the southern end of the area, however no other
constraints exist



the principal effect of development in this location would be to extend the urban area
onto open elevated arable farmland resulting in the loss of open land. It summarises
that development in this area would diminish the sense of place and local
distinctiveness of the settlement.



It is possible that the landscape implications may render some renewable energy
schemes unsuitable.



The River Chelmer runs through the area from north to south and as such a significant
proportion of the area is within Flood Risk Zone 3.



The town centre is suitably distanced to be accessible by walking and cycling although
a barrier exists in the form of Dunmow Park which is in private ownership



There is no rail link in Great Dunmow.



The AoS is detracted from existing housing areas in the town area and would be
constrained by the private Dunmow Park to the north west and employment land to the
south west



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from further
development in Great Dunmow, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities. The detracted nature of the area would likely require a number of
infrastructure improvements beyond expansion of those that already exist in Great
Dunmow.
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Likely benefits:


The area is within Grade 3 Agricultural Land



There are no significant constraints to development within the area regarding the
historic environment



Development of the area would see access to the strategic road network (A120) to the
south without any associated impacts on the existing town



Bus links exist to and from the centre of Great Dunmow



There are a range of existing facilities in the town centre which would theoretically be
accessible if suitable links were provided as part of any development



The developable parts of the area would likely require a housing yield that would meet
thresholds for a new primary school due to the area being distanced from existing
schools



The southern parts of the AoS would be in close proximity to employment land to the
west. This southern area would be broadly suitable for employment land provision in
this regard and in addition to links to the A120

Area of Search 12e - to the south of Ongar Road and north of the A120
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


The area incorporates Hoblongs Brook to the south, but is otherwise free from any
constraints. A LoWS exists to, but not within, the north west of the area



A large part of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



There is a waste transfer station within the area which is allocated within the County
Council’s emerging Waste Local Plan which may have some perceived incompatibilities
with housing development in close proximity however would be suitably compatible with
neighbouring employment uses



The area is relatively far away from the town centre which would affect accessibility by
walking and cycling although would presumably be accessible by public transport if
suitably linked to existing housing development to the north



There is no rail link in Great Dunmow.



The scale of development possible, factoring in existing permissions, would be unlikely
however to deliver a significant amount of housing and affordable units.



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from further
development in Great Dunmow, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities



The site is distanced from existing schools and it is uncertain whether any housing yield
on new allocations would meet thresholds for a new primary school

Likely benefits:


It is considered that development could be introduced into this area to improve the
sense of place and local distinctiveness of the settlement



There are no significant constraints regarding the historic environment within this area
of search
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It may be possible to integrate renewable energy projects



The area is relatively free from flood risk constraints



Development of the area would see access to the strategic road network (A120) to the
south without any associated impacts on the existing town



Bus links exist to and from the centre of Great Dunmow



The area would be well connected to existing housing development and permissions
for future housing growth and would also form a suitable infill of land between the
existing town and the A120



The nature of the area would be unlikely to require significant infrastructure
improvements to those that already exist in Great Dunmow



The eastern parts of the AoS would adjoin employment land to the east. This eastern
area would be broadly suitable for employment land provision in this regard and in
addition to links to the A120
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Area of Search 12f - between the A120 and the B1256 Stortford Road
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


The area would be in close proximity to a SSSI (High Wood, Dunmow) to the west and
it may be that parts of the area are not compatible with this designation should there be
any associated risk to its condition. The Flitch Way also runs through the site from west
to east. A significant proportion of the eastern half of the site contains a number of
large LoWSs.



There will be negative landscape implications associated with the Flitch Way, the
presence of LoWSs and the area’s generally high sensitivity to change



The principal effect of large scale development in this location would be the
urbanisation and consequent loss of a diverse natural landscape with a rich and varied
ecology. Additionally and unless extensive landscaping were undertaken some
development would inevitably be visible from the A120 extending built form into what is
presently open countryside. Development in this sector would significantly diminish the
sense of place and local distinctiveness of the settlement



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



It is possible that the landscape implications may render some renewable energy
schemes unsuitable.



There is no rail link in Great Dunmow.



The site is in close proximity to the existing town and housing developments however
would be isolated from these due to the presence of the B1256



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby schools resulting from further
development in Great Dunmow, and also the capacity in nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities. The environmental constraints of developing the land would also
apply to necessary infrastructure delivery.



It would be uncertain whether any housing yield on new allocations would meet
thresholds for a new primary school.



Although benefitting from good links to the A120, the AoS is detracted from existing
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employment areas in the town. The location of the area and presence of numerous
environmental constraints could mean that the area would not be suitable for
employment in many use classes.
Likely benefits:


There are no significant historic environment constraints on the site that would be a
barrier to development



There are no areas at risk from fluvial flooding within this AoS



The town centre is capable of being accessible by walking and cycling with necessary
improvements and suitable links



Development of the area would see access to the strategic road network (A120) to the
south without any associated impacts on the existing town



Bus links exist to and from the centre of Great Dunmow



A number of existing schools are located to the north of the area and the B1256

Edge of Bishop’s Stortford
A total of two areas of search were identified on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford within Uttlesford
District. Both are within the designated Green Belt. Uttlesford District Council state that ‘an
assessment should be carried out to assess the performance of the Uttlesford Green Belt against the
five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF (Paragraph 80). Following this, as part of work
on the overall development strategy, the Council will need to make a decision about whether the
exceptional circumstances exist (taking account of strategic considerations in the round) to merit
release of any Green Belt. Close working with East Hertfordshire District Council will be required to
assess these areas of search and to ensure that the requirements of the Duty to Co-Operate are met.’
These areas of search are:


Area of Search 11a between the Stansted Road industrial estate in Bishop’s Stortford
and the A120 town bypass



Area of Search 11b to the south of Beldams Lane in Bishop’s Stortford

The following map looks at the broad constraints of these areas and the corresponding sub-sections
respond to an appraisal of the sustainability implications of development in these locations.
Figure 3: Constraints Map – Area of Search 11: Urban Extensions on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford
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Area of Search 11a - between the Stansted Road industrial estate in Bishop’s Stortford and the
A120 town bypass
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


The area is adjacent to Birchanger Wood LoWS to the south which forms the entirety of
the area’s southern boundary



The area is within the Green Belt and would also diminish the strategic separation
between Bishop’s Stortford and Birchanger.



The area would be adjacent to a LoWS and has relatively high sensitivity to change.



When located in the Green Belt, elements of many renewable energy projects will
comprise inappropriate development. In such cases developers will need to
demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to proceed



The area is isolated from existing communities due to the presence of the Birchanger
Wood LoWS and would be located adjacent to Stansted Road industrial estate.



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of Birchanger School resulting from
housing development in this area and there may be accessibility issues associated with
crossing the A120

Likely benefits:


The area is within Grade 3 Agricultural Land



There are no significant historic environment designations within the area



There are no flood risk constraints within this area



The site is within close proximity to Bishop’s Stortford and a range of public transport
options which are accessible via Stansted Road to the west, including rail links at
Bishop’s Stortford Station



The area is well connected and adjacent to Stansted Road industrial estate as well as
the strategic road network for the benefit of any employment development

Area of Search 11b - to the south of Beldams Lane in Bishop’s Stortford, and north of the
Sewage Treatment works
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


The area would border Rushy Mead Nature Reserve to the south west which is a
designated LoWS as an important wetland



The area is within the Green Belt, forms a strategic gap between Bishop’s Stortford and
the M11 to the east.



The area has a relatively high sensitivity to change / development



The majority of the area is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land



When located in the Green Belt, elements of many renewable energy projects will
comprise inappropriate development. In such cases developers will need to
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demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to proceed


The area would be adjacent to a sewage works in the south, which may give rise to
some nuisance or perceived pollution regarding such a facility in function.



The majority of the area is free from any flood risk, however a small area at the western
edge would be within Flood Risk Zone 2 and a similar area sized area to the east would
be in Flood Risk Zone 3



The site is in close proximity to strategic roads with the A120 to the north of the site and
the M11 to the east; however the site would be distanced from necessary junctions and
traffic would either be directed through the town of Bishop’s Stortford. There is also no
current access to the east of the M11 without going through the town.



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of nearby healthcare and primary
healthcare facilities



There would likely be pressures on the capacity of Thorn Grove Primary School in
Bishop’s Stortford resulting from housing development in this area



There may be some level of constraint regarding the suitability of employment
development for some use classes due to the Rushy Mead Nature Reserve that
borders the area to the south west

Likely benefits:


There are no significant historic environment designations within the area



The site is within close proximity to Bishop’s Stortford and a range of public transport
options which are accessible via Hallingbury Road to the west, including rail links at
Bishop’s Stortford Station



The area would be relatively well connected to existing communities to the north.
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Villages
Area of Search 13: Key Villages - village extensions/small sites of/within Elsenham, Great
Chesterford, Hatfield Heath, Newport, Stansted Mountfitchet, Takeley, and Thaxted
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


A number of SSSIs exist in the District that may be impacted on by new development at
certain scales. SSSIs that may act as constraints to development in specific locations
would be Elsenham Woods to the east of Elsenham, Debden Water to the east of
Newport and Hatfield Forest to the west of Takeley.



Hatfield Heath is in the Green Belt, as would be southern extensions of Stansted
Mountfitchet



The vast majority of the District is within Grade 2 Agricultural Land and this is expected
to affect many potential expansions of the Key Villages within this Area of Search



Scheduled Monuments are relatively prevalent around Great Chesterford which could
affect any expansion in specific locations. Single instances of Scheduled Monuments
being located in the broad areas of villages include within Hatfield Heath, Takeley and
Stansted Mountfitchet.



A number of the Key Villages are historic in origin and have centres that are protected
under Conservation Area designation. Conservation Areas exist within the villages of
Great Chesterford, Newport, Stansted Mountfitchet and Thaxted.



It should be noted that for Hatfield Heath, elements of many renewable energy projects
will comprise inappropriate development in the Green Belt. In such cases developers
will need to demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to proceed



In Elsenham there are areas of flood risk to the south of the settlement; Great
Chesterford is constrained to the north and south of the settlement by River Cam
tributaries; Newport is similarly so to the north and east as is Stansted Mountfitchet to
the northeast and south east. Thaxted has areas of flood risk to the west of the village.



The Key Villages of Thaxted and Hatfield Heath are not well related to existing rail
stations



Any expansion of the key villages is likely to put pressure on local healthcare facilities
and other services. Development is likely to require a relatively large amount of
infrastructure improvements given the generally rural nature of land outside existing
development boundaries



It is likely that any additional housing development within all of the Key Villages would
put pressure on local school capacities, particularly primary schools. It would be
uncertain whether any housing yield on new allocations, should they be proportionate
to the scale of the existing settlement, would meet thresholds for new schools

Likely benefits:


There are various biodiversity designations in and around the District’s various Key
Villages although none exist that would be detrimental to the overall principle of
directing growth to any specific village.



The principle of proportionate development in the key villages is broadly suitable due to
their dispersal across the District and there should not be any cumulatively significant
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impacts on the wider landscape as a result of development in any number of these
villages.


No Registered Parks and Gardens should act as constraints to expansion of any of the
Key Villages, with the exception of Shortgrove Park which would be a constraint to the
expansion of Newport.



Takeley and Hatfield Heath are comparatively free from fluvial flood risk



Rail access to London and Cambridge exists in the Key Villages of Great Chesterford,
Newport, Stansted Mountfitchet and Elsenham and it should be noted that only those
villages situated on the A120 and in proximity to the M11 junctions in the north and
south of the District have ease of access



Bus links exist in all the Key Villages



There are generally a good level of local services and facilities in these villages
commensurate to their designation as Key Villages in the settlement hierarchy



With the exception of Thaxted, there is a general ease of access to the strategic road
network



As a Key Village located more centrally in the District; Thaxted serves an important
purpose to support the wider rural area in more central and eastern parts of Uttlesford.
Similarly does Hatfield Heath serve the south western part of the District.



There is potential, in those Key Villages with accessibility to the A120 and M11, that
small areas of expansion could be suitable for employment development dependant on
specific location, type and compatibility with the character of the villages and
highlighted constraints.

Area of Search 14: ‘Type A’ Villages (small sites)
Summary of Broad Sustainability Impacts
Potential issues to overcome:


A number of SSSIs exist in the District that may be impacted on by new development at
certain scales. An SSSI that may act as a constraint to development in specific
locations would be Quendon Wood to the east of Quendon and Rickling.



Extensions to Little Hallingbury and Leaden Roding are likely to be in the Green Belt
which would have restrictions to development in all but special circumstances



The vast majority of the District is within Grade 2 Agricultural Land



Scheduled Monuments are relatively prevalent around Chrishall which could affect any
expansion in specific locations. Single instances of Scheduled Monuments being
located in the broad areas of villages include within Ashdon, Great Sampford,
Clavering, Henham, Great Easton, Stebbing, Little Hallingbury and Hatfield Broad Oak.



A number of the Key Villages are historic in origin and have centres that are protected
under Conservation Area designation. Conservation Areas exist within the majority of
villages; Ashdon, Radwinter, Great Sampford, Quendon and Ricking, Henham,
Manuden, Hazel End (within Farnham Parish), Great Easton, Stebbing, Felsted and
Hatfield broad Oak. Two Conservation Areas exist in Clavering.



It should be noted that for those extensions within the Green Belt, elements of many
renewable energy projects will comprise inappropriate development. In such cases
developers will need to demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to
proceed
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Development in a large number of villages is constrained by fluvial flood risk in certain
locations and directions. These villages are Ashdon, Chrishall, Radwinter, Great
Sampford, Clavering, Manuden, Great Easton, Stebbing, Flitch Green, Little
Hallingbury and Hatfield Broad Oak.



Bus links are poor in all the villages. Development on the edges of the villages should
be proportionate to the scale of the settlement in order to maximise the possibility of
walking and cycling into the centres for any local services.



There are a varying but broadly medium-level of local services and facilities within the
villages



The majority of the Type A villages are remote from the strategic transport network,
with the exceptions of Birchanger, Little Hallingbury and Leaden Roding.



Any expansion of the villages is likely to put pressure on local healthcare facilities and
other services



It is likely that any additional housing development within all of the Key Villages would
put pressure on local school capacities, particularly primary schools. It would be
uncertain whether any housing yield on new allocations, should they be proportionate
to the scale of the existing settlement, would meet thresholds for new schools.



There is limited potential, given the villages’ general accessibility for anything other
than small scale rural employment opportunities

SA Report

Likely benefits:


There are various biodiversity designations in and around the District’s Type A Villages
although none exist that would be detrimental to the principle of directing growth to any
specific village



The principle of proportionate development in the key villages is broadly suitable due to
their wide dispersal across the District and there should not be any cumulatively
significant impacts on the wider landscape as a result of development in any number of
these villages



No Registered Parks and Gardens should act as constraints to expansion of any of the
Type A Villages



Villages largely free from fluvial flood risk are Wimbish, Debden, Quendon and Ricking,
Henham, Farnham, Birchanger, Felsted and Leaden Roding.



Rail access to London and Cambridge exists in the Key Villages of Great Chesterford,
Newport, Stansted Mountfitchet and Elsenham and a few of the Type A Villages are in
relatively close proximity to these; these being Quendon and Ricking (Newport station),
Birchanger (Bishop’s Stortford and Stansted Mountfitchet stations) and arguably Little
Hallingbury (Bishop’s Stortford station) and Clavering (Newport station).



Given the fact that constraints exist throughout the District as a whole, including the
towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow, housing growth proportionate to the size
of the settlements would have an important function in providing appropriate housing in
the District and for this reason a level of growth to distribute housing throughout the
District may be proven to be required

AECOM
218

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Summary of the Areas of Search appraisal
The SA at that time concluded that, focusing development to one or more new settlements is likely to
have comparatively less constraints than extensions of existing settlements and villages, or perhaps
more specifically, new settlements have better scope to mitigate negative impacts on site. There is
also less of a threat of secondary and cumulative impacts on existing settlements where multiple
extensions to existing settlements may be required to meet housing targets.
It is however likely that capacity for expansion exists in the surrounding areas of each of the towns
and such a focus, if proportionate to the existing settlement and in mind of identified broad
constraints, would contribute to meeting the existing and identified housing needs of the District. This
will be particularly important in the earlier stages of the plan period.
Development of the Key Villages and Type A Villages will also meet this need, again if proportionate to
each settlement and in mind of each’s specific constraints. A number of villages contain rail links and
this benefit, in a District that is not particularly well served by strategic roads or public transport due to
its rural nature enhances the sustainability of development in these settlements pending other
considerations.
The development of one or more new settlements would contribute to meeting future needs, again in
consideration of known constraints in specific areas; broadly summarised as predominantly transport
implications and suitable access to the strategic road network. Should suitable additional junctions or
access to these strategic roads be forthcoming, development of the surrounding villages may become
more sustainable in turn. This would similarly be the case for any new rail infrastructure in the District.
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Strategic Scenarios
Three different levels of development were proposed in 2015. The first level, of 580 dwellings per
year, was based on the comments of the Uttlesford Local Plan Inspector in his report on the
(withdrawn) Submission Local Plan in December 2014.
The SA also explored a higher level of development for testing purposes. This was considered
necessary in order to ensure that the plan has tested these implications and to ensure that the plan is
properly justified. It was also important to test a higher level of growth in case of changes in
population projections during the preparation of the plan. For these purposes the figure was assessed
at 750dpa. The following scenarios were explored:

Scenarios A to D (580 dwellings per year)
The following scenarios are based on an assumed level of growth at 580 dwellings per year.
Extant permissions granted for around 5,000 dwellings are common to all options. A windfall
allowance of 50 dwellings per year or 750 over 15 years has been made. This approach was
endorsed by the Local Plan inspector in his report of December 2014.
Scenarios A-D (assuming District-wide provision of 580 per year or 8,700 over 15 years)
Scenario A

Scenario B

Scenario C

Scenario D

Location

New Settlement

Villages and BS

Towns

Hybrid

Extant Permissions

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

Windfall allowance

750

750

750

750

0

500

0

500

Great Dunmow

0

0

1,500

500

Saffron Walden

0

0

1,500

500

Key Villages

0

1,500

0

500

Type A Villages

0

1,000

0

500

New Settlement

3,000

0

0

500

TOTAL

8,750

8,750

8,750

8,750

Edge of Bishop’s
Stortford

A summary of the appraisal of each Scenario can be found in the corresponding sub-sections.
Scenario A: Focus on a new settlement (580 per year)
Summary of potential issues to overcome:


It may be likely that any mitigation or potential remedial work could hinder the assumed
delivery rate of 300 dwellings per year and affect the maintenance of a 5 year housing
supply throughout the plan period.



It is likely that there would be negative impacts on the landscape associated with the
growth of Greenfield land although it should be acknowledged that such issues will be
inevitable under all scenarios.



Scenario A would likely have some negative impacts associated with sustainable and
inclusive housing growth in the District, through a focus on a single settlement. The
scenario would not meet the needs that exist within individual established settlements,
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including a delivery of a mix of housing to support demographic evidence and
affordability, as well as catering for socio-economic factors and migration to such
settlements for which we can assume the SHMA figures will be partly based.


This assumed delivery rate is substantially below the 580 per year endorsed by the
Local Plan inspector in the examination of the withdrawn Local Plan in 2014. The target
of 580 dwellings per annum would not be achievable in the latter stages of the plan
period assuming extant permissions and windfall sites have been developed to meet
this target prior to the new settlement being developed (from the above assumption this
would be in 2023).



There would be interim uncertainties as to the capacity of existing infrastructure in the
settlement’s wider location that may have to support initial phases of housing delivery.

Summary of likely benefits:


There are likely to be minimal cumulative impacts on ecology under this scenario with
the potential for them to be mitigated maximised in a single scheme.



It is likely to be the case that a focus on a new settlement would have less cumulative
environmental impacts than a more dispersed distribution.



A new settlement of 10,000 homes has the ability to be built in accordance with high
quality design features and ‘garden settlement’ principles.



The required scale would maximise the potential of wider gains in terms of serving
existing communities, with unavoidable negative environmental impacts associated
with greenfield development isolated to a single location.



The focus on a new settlement would alleviate the development pressures on the
District’s largely historic towns and villages.



It is likely to be the case that a focus on a new settlement would have less cumulative
environmental impacts than a more dispersed distribution, and the scale would
maximise the possibility for, and viability of, the inclusion of renewable energy sources
within the proposal.



The scale of a new settlement would reduce the likelihood of flood risk being a
significant constraint, due to the possibility of developing in areas of Flood Zone 1 and /
or factoring waterbodies into the design of development.



Dependant on location to the strategic road and rail network and also the distance to
existing settlements, a focus on a single new settlement would maximise the possibility
of supporting sustainable transport methods to be fully integrated, based on an
assumption that a range of services and facilities, including new schools and
employment opportunities would form part of the development.



The focus on a single new settlement and its possible scale would likely ensure that
supporting open space and recreational facilities would be viable as part of the wider
development. It is also possible that new healthcare facilities would be provided. This
would likely offer benefits to the wider communities of surrounding existing villages.



A focus on a new settlement will offer the largest possibility of sustainable selfcontained development to be delivered and the broad assessment of those areas
explored earlier in this report suggest that a number could be viable. A new settlement
of 10,000 homes by the end of the next plan-period would require supporting
infrastructure of a commensurate scale and has the ability to be built in accordance
with high quality design features and ‘garden settlement’ principles.
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This scenario would maximise the possibility of primary and secondary schools to be
delivered on site.



The focus on a new settlement will offer the largest possibility of sustainable selfcontained development to be delivered, including the development of employment
opportunities on site.
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Scenario B: Focus on Villages and the edge of Bishop’s Stortford (580 per year)
Summary of potential issues to overcome:


The cumulative impacts of allocations in the District’s Villages, in addition to any extant
permissions and windfall sites within them, would likely have locally significant impacts
on a number of environmental sustainability objectives, including biodiversity. There is
a possibility that this could also extend to the water environment in the District, with
dispersal potentially affecting a larger number of water bodies than a reliance on fewer
larger development allocations that have enhanced potential to mitigate any impacts on
site.



Cumulatively, dispersal to the District’s Villages at the scale required could be seen to
have negative impacts on green infrastructure and networks generally throughout the
District.



There are also likely to be Green Belt implications that may limit growth in some
villages. This in turn may exacerbate issues in other villages, which would presumably
have to accommodate more than proportionate growth.



There would be a large amount of isolated and potentially cumulatively significant
impacts on landscape in a number of the District’s villages. It is likely that landscape
constraints and coalescence issues will exist within large areas of land contiguous with
village development boundaries and it will be difficult to consistently determine which
pressures are more acceptable than others in the allocation of land in all villages and in
consideration of their unique characteristics.



It is possible that a significantly lower proportion of previously developed land will be
developed than if a proportion of growth was directed to the District’s existing towns.



Development under this scenario is unlikely to respond well to the sustainable use of
land, where density requirements are likely to be lower than development under other
scenarios with one or more larger allocations. This in turn may have viability issues
surrounding the delivery of a mix of housing without increasing the scales of
development with resulting associated impacts on the environment.



Dispersal to the District’s Villages at the scale required would have a strong possibility
of negative impacts on numerous cultural heritage assets located in historic
settlements. Conservation Areas exist in the majority of the District’s Villages and
numerous have Scheduled Monuments located in close proximity.



A potential secondary impact of this scenario could be a disproportionate amount of
growth dispersed to some Villages with fewer constraints.



The scale of developments in each Village and the focus on a larger number of small
allocations would reduce the possibility for, and viability of, the inclusion of renewable
energy sources within proposals.



The ability to mitigate, or for proposals to be designed to factor in areas that have a risk
of flooding, would be less viable than in larger scale allocations.



These settlements, aside from those that have links to the strategic rail network,
currently have poor public transport services and a small amount of services and
facilities in walking and cycling distance.



It can be expected that the expected scale of development distributed to each Village
would not be sufficient to meet thresholds for accompanying services, facilities and
infrastructure to be provided. It is also unlikely that public transport providers would
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extend services to more remote parts of the District.


Rail links only exist in the settlements of Stansted Mountfitchet, Elsenham, Newport,
Wendens Ambo and Great Chesterford.



This dispersal would not be without a number of significant social implications,
particular regarding the cohesion of existing villages and any forthcoming
developments that could potentially correspond to their significant expansion.



The scenario is unlikely, as a spatial strategy, to meet future needs and requirements in
the District beyond the plan period. With this in mind it would be likely that a new
settlement would be required in the next 15-year plan period.



There will likely be pressure on local infrastructure and schools, with a potential
scenario of no single development being of the scale to meet infrastructure thresholds
or ensure their viability.



It is unlikely that any single development, or cumulative amount of growth in any one
settlement under this scenario, would stimulate the need for additional schools to be
provided. It would also be uncertain at this stage whether expansion of any existing
schools would be viable.



Under this scenario it would be difficult to ensure the allocation and delivery of
employment development in the District strategically in terms of suitability, and also in
reflection of existing jobs and a desire to minimise travelling distances.



It is likely that there would exist a situation where those Villages in closer proximity to
existing employment opportunities would be vastly more sustainable than those that
are more isolated.

Summary of likely benefits:


This dispersal scenario may limit the significance of any loss of the best and most
versatile agricultural land in the District, should development proposals be appropriate
at a smaller scale commensurate with acceptable expansion of existing settlements.



A focus on the District’s villages with development also being located on the edge of
Bishop’s Stortford would offer a dispersed distribution of development. This would
respond well to meeting the District’s identified existing housing needs.



The allocation of growth on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford, but within the District of
Uttlesford, can be seen as a generally sustainable approach should allocations be
proportionate and suitable in accumulation with any permissions and growth identified
in Bishop’s Stortford in the East Hertfordshire Local Plan and meet Green Belt
requirements.
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Scenario C: Focus on Towns (580 per year)
Summary of potential issues to overcome:


There are a number of Local Wildlife Sites and one SSSI surrounding Great Dunmow,
which may limit the suitability of extensions in certain locations. In contrast, Saffron
Walden has comparatively minimal constraints in this regard.



Regarding water quality there is the potential for negative cumulative effects arising
from a number of urban extensions in the same town. This may arise, for example, to
the east of Great Dunmow, where extensions could be located in the Upper Chelmer
River Valley, and to the south of Saffron Walden regarding the Fulfen Slade.



This scenario would largely have negative landscape implications, where it can be
assumed that a significant proportion of development directed to the towns would have
to be accommodated through one or a number of relatively large urban extensions. The
cumulative impacts of these with extant permissions, particularly to the west of Great
Dunmow would be more significantly negative.



Saffron Walden is surrounded by the best and most versatile soil in the District (Grade
2 Agricultural Land).



Both Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow have historic cores protected as conservation
areas and although development would be unlikely to be located within or adjacent to
these designations, it is likely that there would be wider implications on character and
potential loss of amenity through increased traffic to these centres for services.



Specific to Saffron Walden, a significant constraint exists to the east with Audley End
House and its registered historic park and garden.



It should be noted that an AQMA exists in Saffron Walden and any impacts on air
quality will be magnified in this regard.



Great Dunmow does not have any significant constraints regarding air quality, however
there is likely to be some degree of negative impact associated with growth at the
specified scale in conjunction with the extant permissions to the west of the town.



Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 are both prevalent on the edge of both towns.



Neither town has rail links within existing development boundaries; the nearest train
station Saffron Walden can benefit from is Audley End station in Wendens Ambo,
approximately a mile and a half from Saffron Walden to the south west.



Significant growth would however likely exacerbate transport pressures in Saffron
Walden.



The distribution of growth would not extend to meeting those needs of more rural
areas, which in the District also represents a significant proportion of the population.



The distribution would be unlikely, as a spatial strategy, to meet future needs and
requirements in the District beyond the plan period where further expansion of the
towns should not be solely relied upon as a future strategy in line with existing
constraints. With this in mind it would be likely that a new settlement would be required
in the next 15-year plan period under this scenario.



There are likely to be concerns however regarding infrastructure capacities, particularly
in response to a significant amount of extant permissions and windfall sites being within
and/or extensions of these settlements.



Growth under this scenario would not stimulate the requirement for a new secondary
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school in the District and should this be a desirable outcome as a result of growth in the
Local Plan, it should be noted that this would only be viable under a new settlement
scenario to meet the required threshold.


There could be considered a discrepancy between provision in the towns and wider
employment needs in the District. New employment opportunities should be well
related to existing employment opportunities within the District in order for opportunities
to be inclusive across a range of sectors.

Summary of likely benefits:


It is possible that a significantly higher proportion of previously developed land could be
developed under this scenario than other options.



Development under this scenario is likely to respond well to the sustainable use of land,
where density requirements are likely to be higher commensurate to urban locations.



Great Dunmow is largely surrounded by Grade 3 Agricultural Land.



It is possible that, supported by relevant infrastructure improvements, there would be
less transport emissions resulting from expansion to the District’s towns through
accessibility to services.



Both towns have a good range of services and facilities, including frequent bus services
to and from their centres.



Directing growth to the towns would correspond to the most socially inclusive scenario
in that extensions to the existing settlements would benefit from the largest
concentration of existing community facilities in the District commensurate to their
status in the settlement hierarchy.



Expansion of the towns at the scale specified would require additional provision of open
space, recreation and healthcare facilities. It is possible that the provision of such
facilities would benefit the existing communities, dependant on scale and accessibility.



A focus on the District’s towns would direct growth to the centres of the largest
population, responding well to identified housing needs in the District.



A focus on the District’s main towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow would see
housing growth developed in what can be considered the District’s most sustainable
settlements in terms of existing infrastructure, jobs and services.



It is probable that the amount of growth in both settlements under this scenario would
stimulate the need for additional primary schools to be provided.



The distribution of growth under this scenario would direct new housing to those
settlements with existing secondary schools and their expansion would likely be
required.



This scenario would see employment provision directed to those settlements with the
highest population in the District.
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Scenario D: Hybrid Option 1 (580 per year)
Summary of potential issues to overcome:


The impacts of dispersal as specified in this scenario would likely have negative
impacts on a number of environmental sustainability objectives at the local and site
specific level, including biodiversity. Cumulatively, dispersal at this level could be seen
to have negative impacts on green infrastructure and networks generally throughout the
District.



There is a possibility that this could also extend to the water environment in the District,
with dispersal potentially affecting a larger number of water bodies than a reliance on
fewer larger development allocations that have enhanced potential to mitigate any
impacts on site.



There would be a relatively large amount of isolated and potentially cumulatively
significant impacts on landscape in a number of the District’s villages. There is a
possibility that the distribution could lead to more significant impacts in those smaller
settlements where development would represent a larger proportionate expansion, with
less scope for allocating land for development in less sensitive locations in regard to
landscape character.



It would be difficult to consistently determine which landscape pressures are more
acceptable than others in the allocation of land in all villages and in consideration of
their unique characteristics.



There are likely to be Green Belt implications that may limit growth in some villages.
This in turn may exacerbate issues in other villages, which would presumably have to
accommodate more than proportionate growth.



Development under this scenario is unlikely to respond well to the sustainable use of
land, with little supplementary benefits arising from any one development in the District.



Conservation Areas exist in the majority of the District’s villages and numerous have
Scheduled Monuments located in close proximity.



The scale of distribution and the focus on a larger number of small allocations would
reduce the possibility for, and viability of, the inclusion of renewable energy sources
within proposals.



Should development at the existing towns be promoted in the form of a single urban
extension in each instance, impacts relevant to pollution should also be considered in
any selection criteria, particularly regarding the impact on the AQMA in Saffron Walden.



The ability to mitigate, or for proposals to be designed to factor in areas that have a risk
of flooding, would be more viable in larger scale allocations forming the new settlement
element of the scenario, or any single large urban extension to meet the growth
distribution on the District’s towns.



The villages, aside from those that have links to the strategic rail network, currently
have poor public transport services and a small amount of services and facilities in
walking and cycling distance. It can be expected that the expected scale of
development distributed to each village would not be sufficient to meet thresholds for
accompanying services, facilities and infrastructure to be provided. It is also unlikely
that public transport providers would extend services to more remote parts of the
District.



It is uncertain at this stage what level of services and facilities could be expected from a
new settlement at the specified scale, and the sustainability implications of this
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scenario, would depend on any upper limit that this new settlement could eventually
reach beyond the plan period.


This dispersal would not be without a number of significant social implications,
particular regarding the cohesion of existing villages and any forthcoming
developments that could potentially correspond to their significant expansion under this
scenario.



It is possible that there will be significant localised pressure on existing healthcare
facilities under this scenario, with potentially no single development being of a larger
enough size to stimulate additional provision.



There would be some concern however, whether such a distribution would be adequate
to stimulate infrastructure improvements, particularly regarding schools and transport,
with a potential scenario of no single allocated development being of the scale to meet
infrastructure thresholds or ensure their viability in the plan period. The distribution of
development is under the threshold for a new primary school to be provided to serve
any new development.



The distribution would not respond well to the location of existing employment
opportunities in the District. This distribution scenario would also lead to difficulties in
ensuring the allocation and delivery of employment development in the District
strategically in terms of suitability, and also in reflection of existing jobs and a desire to
minimise travelling distances.

Summary of likely benefits:


This dispersal scenario may limit the significance of any loss of the best and most
versatile agricultural land in the District, should development proposals be appropriate
at a smaller scale commensurate with acceptable expansion of existing settlements.



Although no rail links exist specifically at the towns, there are available a good existing
level of services and facilities and public transport links exist in centres.



The distribution of growth across the District would most likely be proportionate to the
size of existing settlements should the scale and location of extant permissions and
potential windfall sites additionally be considered. This ensures that new development
has a reasonable level of accessibility to services.



Distribution of development to the District’s towns and to a new settlement would
require open space and recreational provision that would be comparatively more easily
delivered; particularly should development in the towns come forward as a single urban
extension in each instance.



The hybrid option of delivery would be seen as offering the most dispersed distribution
of development of all the scenarios. This would respond well to meeting the District’s
identified existing housing needs.



The start of a new settlement would seek to meet the future needs and requirements of
the District.



This hybrid scenario would respond well to the delivery rate of 580 dwellings per
annum and adhere better to the maintenance of a 5 year housing supply over the plan
period in the District than Scenario A; the only other Scenario that explores a new
settlement at this delivery rate.
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Scenarios E to G (750 dwellings per year)
The following scenarios are based on a higher level growth assumption. The same common
assumptions relating to extant permissions and windfall apply as under scenarios A-D.
Scenarios E-G (assuming 750 dwellings per year or 11,250 over 15 years)
Location

Scenario E

Scenario F

Scenario G

Two new settlements

Towns and Villages

Hybrid 2

Extant Permissions

5,000

5,000

5,000

Windfall allowance

750

750

750

Edge of Bishop’s Stortford

0

500

500

Great Dunmow

0

1,500

1,000

Saffron Walden

0

1,500

1,000

Key Villages

0

1,500

1,000

Type A Villages

0

1,000

1,000

New Settlement

6,000

0

1,500

TOTAL

11,750

11,750

11,750

The appraisal of each Scenario can be found in the corresponding sub-sections.
Scenario E: Two New Settlements
Summary of potential issues to overcome:


It may be likely that any mitigation or potential remedial work could hinder the assumed
delivery rate of 300 dwellings per year and affect the maintenance of a 5 year housing
supply throughout the plan period.



There would be negative impacts on the landscape associated with growth on
Greenfield land. The difference in impact of two new settlements in landscape, rather
than the development of one under Scenario A, would largely be dependent on location
in regard to each other (these would be significantly increased should they both be
located in the same landscape character area), and also in relation to the existing
settlement pattern.



It can be assumed that the likelihood of two new settlements being located within close
proximity to the road and rail network would be minimal, unless one or more additional
junctions to the M11 are provided.



Scenario E would likely have some negative impacts associated with sustainable and
inclusive housing growth in the District through a focus on two new settlements and no
distribution towards existing settlements to meet their housing needs. This includes a
delivery of a mix of housing to support demographic evidence and affordability, as well
as catering for socio-economic factors and migration to such settlements for which we
can assume the SHMA figures will be partly based.



The target of 750 dwellings per annum would not be achievable in the latter stages of
the plan period assuming extant permissions and windfall sites have been developed to
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meet this target prior to the new settlement being developed. With windfalls continuing
to be developed throughout the plan period, there would be a shortfall of 100 dwellings
per annum under this scenario.


There will be interim uncertainties as to the capacity of existing infrastructure in the
settlement’s wider location that may have to support initial phases of housing delivery.



There would likely be a requirement for good accessibility to existing employment
opportunities within the District in order for opportunities to be inclusive across a range
of sectors, which could have implications on their location in regard to each other
limiting the suitability of some broad locations.

Summary of likely benefits:


It is possible however that a focus on two new settlements (if located suitable distanced
from one another) would have less cumulative environmental impacts than a more
dispersed distribution. Dependant on location, there are likely to be minimal cumulative
impacts on ecology under this scenario with the potential for them to be mitigated
maximised in a two large schemes.



The scale would maximise the possibility for, and viability of, enhancement through
mitigation. This is possible to the case regarding water quality. Site selection criteria
should include the impacts on water bodies within the area, in response to those
objectives set out in relevant River Basin Management Plans in response to the
requirements of the Water Framework Directive.



New settlements will have the ability to be built in accordance with high quality design
features and ‘garden settlement’ principles.



A focus on two new settlements would respond well to the notion of a sustainable use
of land, provided the locations were sustainable in accordance with other sustainability
objectives and site selection criteria. The required scale would maximise the potential
of wider gains in terms of serving existing communities.



The focus on two new settlements would greatly alleviate the development pressures
on the District’s largely historic towns and villages and, dependant on specific location,
can be assumed to have comparatively positive impacts on the historic environment.



It is likely to be the case that a focus on new settlements would have less cumulative
environmental impacts including emissions and distances travelled to services than a
more dispersed distribution, and the scale would maximise the possibility for, and
viability of, the inclusion of renewable energy sources within the proposal.



The scale of new settlements would reduce the likelihood of flood risk being a
significant constraint, due to the possibility of developing in areas of Flood Zone 1 and /
or factoring waterbodies into the design of development.



The scale required of new settlements would maximise the possibility of supporting
sustainable transport methods to be fully integrated, based on an assumption that a
range of services and facilities, including new schools and employment opportunities
would form part of the development.



It is also possible that new healthcare facilities would be provided. This would likely
offer benefits to the wider communities of surrounding existing villages and these would
be significant should the location of the two new settlements sufficiently distanced to
each other to serve an overall wider area.



Scenario E will likely offer a better distribution of growth across the District than the
single settlement scenario (A) dependant on their location in relation to each other.
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Dependant on the location of the two new settlements, there is potential for them to
provide some needed infrastructure and services to the wider area, including any
villages or towns that may reasonably be expected to fall within this. If the scale of the
new settlements were to reach the potential 10,000 dwellings as specified in Scenario
A then the settlements would meet the threshold for infrastructure requirements such
as a new secondary school.



The focus on two new settlements will offer a large possibility of sustainable selfcontained developments to be delivered, including the development of employment
opportunities on site.

SA Report

Scenario F: Towns and Villages
Summary of potential issues to overcome:


The cumulative impacts of allocations under this scenario, in addition to any extant
permissions and windfall sites within the District, would likely have locally significant
impacts on a number of environmental sustainability objectives, including biodiversity.
Cumulatively, this level of dispersal at the scale required could be seen to have
negative impacts on green infrastructure and networks generally throughout the
District.



There is a possibility that this could also extend to the water environment in the District,
with dispersal potentially affecting a larger number of water bodies than a reliance on
fewer larger development allocations that have enhanced potential to mitigate any
impacts on site.



There are a number of Local Wildlife Sites and one SSSI surrounding Great Dunmow,
which may limit the suitability of extensions in certain locations.



There are likely to be Green Belt implications that may limit growth in some villages.
This in turn may exacerbate issues in other villages, which would presumably have to
accommodate more than proportionate growth.



There is the potential for negative impacts to be realised on water quality through the
cumulative effects of a number of urban extensions in the same town. This may arise,
for example, to the east of Great Dunmow, where extensions could be located in the
Upper Chelmer River Valley, and to the south of Saffron Walden regarding the Fulfen
Slade.



There would be a large amount of isolated and potentially cumulatively significant
impacts on landscape in a number of the District’s villages and any extensions of the
District’s towns. Extensions to Bishop’s Stortford would have significant implications
regarding the restrictions of such development within the Green Belt, as well as a
number of villages in the District.



It is likely that landscape constraints and coalescence issues will exist and could be
significant within large areas of land contiguous with development boundaries and it will
be difficult to consistently determine which pressures are more acceptable than others
in the allocation of land in all locations and in consideration of their unique
characteristics.



Assuming that a significant proportion of development directed to the towns would have
to be accommodated through one or a number of relatively large urban extensions; the
cumulative impacts with extant permissions, particularly to the west of Great Dunmow
would be significantly negative.



Development in the District’s villages is unlikely to respond well to the sustainable use
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of land, where density requirements are likely to be lower than development under
other scenarios with one or more larger allocations. This in turn may have viability
issues surrounding the delivery of a mix of housing without increasing the scales of
development with resulting associated impacts on the environment.


There would likely be significant negative impacts on the historic environment through
development of the scale proposed in this Scenario. Both Saffron Walden and Great
Dunmow have historic cores protected as conservation areas, numerous also exist in
the District’s villages, and although development would be unlikely to be located within
or adjacent to these designations, it is likely that there would be wider implications on
character and potential loss of amenity through increased traffic to these centres for
services.



Specific to Saffron Walden, a significant constraint exists to the east with Audley End
House and its Registered Historic Park and Garden.



Dispersal to the District’s Villages at the scale required would have a strong possibility
of negative impacts on numerous cultural heritage assets located in historic
settlements. Conservation Areas exist in the majority of the District’s Villages and
numerous have Scheduled Monuments located in close proximity.



It should be noted that an AQMA exists in Saffron Walden and air quality impacts will
be magnified.



The ability to mitigate, or for proposals to be designed to factor in areas that have a risk
of flooding, would be less viable in smaller scale allocations.



Mitigation of flood risk may affect housing densities should extensive mitigation be
required.



Neither town in the District has rail links within existing development boundaries; the
nearest train station Saffron Walden can benefit from is Audley End station in Wendens
Ambo, approximately a mile and a half from Saffron Walden to the south west.



Outside the main towns it should also be noted that adequate sustainable transport
infrastructure is unlikely to exist to support development in many instances in terms of
both suitability and capacity. It is also unlikely that public transport providers would
extend services to more remote parts of the District. Rail links only exist in the villages
of Stansted Mountfitchet, Elsenham, Newport, and Great Chesterford.



Significant growth would likely exacerbate transport pressures in Saffron Walden.



It is also unlikely that any significant improvements to the road network would be
feasible through any one development, or those in accumulation in any settlement.



Dispersal across the District’s villages would not be without a number of significant
social implications, particular regarding the cohesion of existing villages and
developments that could possibly correspond to their significant expansion.



Directing growth to the towns would correspond to the most socially inclusive scenario
in that extensions to the existing settlements would benefit from the largest
concentration of existing community facilities in the District commensurate to their
status in the settlement hierarchy.



This Scenario is unlikely, as a spatial strategy, to meet needs and requirements in the
District beyond the plan period.



There are likely to be concerns regarding infrastructure capacities, particularly in
response to a significant amount of extant permissions and windfall sites being within /
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extensions of these settlements.


The cumulative impacts of allocations in the villages would be a likely pressure on local
infrastructure and schools, with a potential scenario of no single development being of
the scale to meet infrastructure thresholds or ensure their viability.



There are likely to be some issues surrounding locations on the edge of Bishop’s
Stortford, where local schools would fall within a different commissioning authority.



Under this scenario it would be difficult to ensure the allocation and delivery of
employment development strategically in terms of suitability, and also in reflection of
existing jobs and employment land with a desire to minimise travelling distances.



There would exist a situation where those villages in closer proximity to existing
employment opportunities would be vastly more sustainable than those that are more
isolated.

Summary of likely benefits:


This dispersal scenario may however limit the significance of any loss of the best and
most versatile agricultural land in the District, should development proposals be
appropriate at a smaller scale commensurate with acceptable expansion of existing
settlements.



It is possible that, supported by relevant infrastructure improvements, there would be
less transport emissions resulting from expansion to the District’s towns with better
access to services.



The size of proposals, with the potential for one or a number of relatively large
extensions forming the growth specified in this scenario, may have the potential for,
and viability of, the inclusion of renewable energy sources within proposals.



The ability to mitigate, or for proposals to be designed to factor in areas that have a risk
of flooding, is likely to be more relevant on larger sites.



Both towns however have a good range of services and facilities, including frequent
bus services to and from their centres.



Expansion of the towns at the scale specified would require additional provision of open
space, recreation and healthcare facilities. It is possible that the provision of such
facilities would benefit existing and surrounding communities, dependant on scale and
accessibility.



This Scenario would have positive impacts associated with a dispersed distribution of
development. This would respond well to meeting the District’s identified existing
housing needs.



The allocation of growth on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford, but within the District of
Uttlesford, can be seen as a generally sustainable approach should allocations be
proportionate and suitable in accumulation with any permissions and growth identified
in Bishop’s Stortford in the East Hertfordshire Local Plan and compatibility with Green
Belt requirements.



A focus on the District’s main towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow would see
housing growth developed in what can be considered the District’s most sustainable
settlements in terms of existing infrastructure.



In the towns there is increased scope for a single development to meet the threshold
for a new primary school(s) under this scenario, should this be forthcoming and
allocated in preference to a larger amount of smaller urban extensions.
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Scenario G: Hybrid Option 2
Summary of potential issues to overcome:


The cumulative impacts of allocations under this scenario, in addition to any extant
permissions and windfall sites within the District, would likely have locally significant
impacts on a number of environmental sustainability objectives, including biodiversity.



Cumulatively, this level of dispersal at the scale required could be seen to have
negative impacts on green infrastructure and networks generally throughout the District
although it should be acknowledged that this will be less than under Scenario F though
the emergence of a new settlement in the plan period that adheres to relevant site
selection criteria in this regard.



Development within the District’s main towns and their surrounds can be expected to
have some level of negative impact on biodiversity in terms of ecological designations.
There are a number of Local Wildlife Sites and one SSSI surrounding Great Dunmow,
which may limit the suitability of extensions in certain locations.



There is a possibility that there could be cumulative negative effects on the water
environment in the District, with dispersal potentially affecting a larger number of water
bodies than a reliance on fewer larger development allocations that have enhanced
potential to mitigate any impacts on site.



There is the potential for negative impacts to be realised on water quality through the
cumulative effects of a number of urban extensions in the same town. This may arise,
for example, to the east of Great Dunmow, where extensions could be located in the
Upper Chelmer River Valley, and to the south of Saffron Walden regarding the Fulfen
Slade; however the emergence of a new settlement will ease the impact on the towns
marginally should site selection criteria encompass the objectives of River Basin
management Plans as required by the Water Framework Directive.



There are likely to be Green Belt implications that may limit growth in some villages.
This in turn may exacerbate issues in other villages, which would presumably have to
accommodate more than proportionate growth.



There would be a large amount of isolated and potentially cumulatively significant
impacts on landscape in a number of the District’s villages and any extensions of the
District’s towns. It is likely that landscape constraints and coalescence issues will exist
and could be significant within large areas of land contiguous with development
boundaries and it will be difficult to consistently determine which pressures are more
acceptable than others in the allocation of land in all locations and in consideration of
their unique characteristics.



Extensions to Bishop’s Stortford would have significant implications regarding the
restrictions of such development within the Green Belt. This is also the case for a
number of villages within the District.



Assuming that a significant proportion of development directed to the towns would have
to be accommodated through one or a number of relatively large urban extensions; the
cumulative landscape impacts with extant permissions, particularly to the west of Great
Dunmow would be significantly negative.



Development in the District’s villages is unlikely to respond well to the sustainable use
of land, where density requirements are likely to be lower than development under
other scenarios with one or more larger allocations.



This scenario is likely to have differing impacts on soil, with Saffron Walden being
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surrounded by the best and most versatile soil in the District (Grade 2) and Great
Dunmow being largely surrounded by Grade 3, representing the lowest. There are
expected to be a range of varying impacts associated with soil through dispersal to the
District’s villages. A new settlement may also lead to a significant loss of Grade 2
agricultural land.


There would likely be negative impacts on the historic environment through
development of the scale proposed in this Scenario; however the emergence of a new
settlement, if sensitively located, would reduce the significance specified in Scenario F.



Both Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow have historic cores protected as conservation
areas, numerous also exist in the District’s villages (including Scheduled Monuments),
and although development would be unlikely to be located within or adjacent to these
designations, it is likely that there would be wider implications on character and
potential loss of amenity through increased traffic to these centres for services. Should
sites be limited in certain settlements at the scale specified due to impacts on heritage
assets, it would be preferable to incorporate this growth within a larger new settlement
allocation.



Specific to Saffron Walden, a significant constraint exists to the east with Audley End
House and its Registered Historic Park and Garden.



It should be noted that an AQMA exists in Saffron Walden and air quality impacts will
be magnified in this regard.



The ability to mitigate, or for proposals to be designed to factor in areas that have a risk
of flooding, would be less viable in smaller scale allocations.



Neither town in the District has rail links within existing development boundaries; the
nearest train station Saffron Walden can benefit from is Audley End station in Wendens
Ambo, approximately a mile and a half from Saffron Walden to the south west.



Outside the main towns it should be noted that adequate sustainable transport
infrastructure is unlikely to exist to support development in many instances in terms of
both suitability and capacity. It should additionally be noted that additional rail links only
exist in the settlements of Stansted Mountfitchet, Elsenham, Newport, Wendens Ambo
and Great Chesterford. It is also unlikely that public transport providers would extend
services to more remote parts of the District.



Dispersal across the District’s villages would not be without a number of significant
social implications, particular regarding the cohesion of existing villages and
developments that could possibly correspond to their significant expansion.



There would be some concern whether such a distribution would be adequate to
stimulate infrastructure improvements, particularly regarding schools and transport,
with a potential scenario of no single allocated development being of the scale to meet
infrastructure thresholds or ensure their viability. It can be expected that the largest
single development would arise from the new settlement element of the scenario and
any upper limit that factors in potential expansion of this beyond 1,500 dwellings should
be factored in to any forthcoming masterplan.



There are likely to be concerns regarding infrastructure capacities, particularly in
response to a significant amount of extant permissions and windfall sites being within /
extensions of the towns.



The cumulative impacts of allocations in the villages would likely be significant on a
number of social sustainability objectives. Related to this would be a likely pressure on
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local infrastructure and schools, with a potential scenario of no single development
being of the scale to meet infrastructure thresholds or ensure their viability.


There are likely to be some cross-boundary issues surrounding locations on the edge
of Bishop’s Stortford, where local schools would fall within a different commissioning
authority.



The scale specified for the new settlement in the scenario would not solely stimulate
the need for a new secondary school which would benefit the wider District.



Under this scenario it would be difficult to ensure the allocation and delivery of
employment development strategically in terms of suitability, and also in reflection of
existing jobs and employment land with a desire to minimise travelling distances. There
would also exist a situation where those settlements in closer proximity to existing
employment opportunities would be vastly more sustainable than those that are more
isolated.

Summary of likely benefits:


The emergence of a new settlement at this scale has the potential to have negative
landscape implications, although it can equally be viewed that it would alleviate the
pressures in the towns and key villages should it be located sensitively and adhere to
Garden City / Settlement principles regarding a belt of countryside to restrict sprawl.



The broad dispersal element of the scenario may limit the significance of any loss of
the best and most versatile agricultural land in the District, should development
proposals be appropriate at a smaller scale commensurate with acceptable expansion
of existing settlements.



The size of proposals, with the potential for one or a number of relatively large
extensions in addition to the new settlement, may have the potential for, and viability of,
the inclusion of renewable energy sources within proposals.



The ability to mitigate, or for proposals to be designed to factor in areas that have a risk
of flooding, is likely to be more relevant on larger sites however this may affect housing
densities should extensive mitigation be required. This is also true for the new
settlement element of the scenario, and it should be noted that site selection criteria is
additionally likely to include flood risk as a constraint to determine suitability.



Both towns have a good range of services and facilities, including frequent bus services
to and from their centres.



Dependant on location to the strategic road and rail network and also the distance to
existing settlements, a new settlement has the potential of supporting sustainable
transport methods to be fully integrated, based on an assumption that a range of
services and facilities, including new schools and employment opportunities would form
part of the development.



Directing growth to the towns would correspond to the most socially inclusive scenario
in that extensions to the existing settlements would benefit from the largest
concentration of existing community facilities in the District commensurate to their
status in the settlement hierarchy.



Expansion of the towns at the scale specified would require additional provision of open
space, recreation and healthcare facilities.



The new settlement element of the scenario would similarly require open space and
healthcare facilities and these should be recognised in the masterplan of any scheme.
The delivery of such facilities is likely to be viable through a new settlement, with
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additional benefits felt in surrounding villages and broad areas.


The hybrid option of delivery would be seen as offering the most dispersed distribution
of development of all the scenarios at this growth rate. This would respond well to
meeting the District’s identified existing housing needs and the start of a new
settlement would similarly seek to meet the future needs and requirements of the
District.



This hybrid scenario would respond well to the delivery rate of 750 dwellings per
annum and adhere better to the maintenance of a 5 year housing supply over the plan
period in the District than any scenario that relied on a new settlement to meet all
growth requirements.



Development in the District’s main towns of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow would
see growth developed in what can be considered the District’s most sustainable
settlements in terms of existing infrastructure.



In the towns there is increased scope for a single development to meet the threshold
for a new primary school(s) under this scenario, should this be forthcoming and
allocated in preference to a larger amount of smaller urban extensions.



A new settlement offers the greatest likelihood of new primary schools being delivered.

Summary of the Strategic Scenarios appraisal
The appraisals of the scenarios in the report highlighted that no single scenario could be guaranteed
to meet the current identified and future needs of the District in a wholly sustainable manner. It should
be acknowledged that a large amount of potentially adverse environmental impacts are more
accurately a result of the growth targets over the plan period, and that any forthcoming options should
be developed that seek to minimise these where possible and also seek to maximise benefits.
It was recommended that a suitable balance is sought between meeting existing needs in the District
as well as future needs. This relates not only to an element of dispersal across the District, but also in
exploring new settlement options in a way that could meet annual housing delivery rates in the latter
stages of the plan period. The principle of a new settlement can be seen to be a positive one
regarding a number of sustainability objectives and it may be possible to turn constraints into positive
impacts through effective masterplans and a spatial strategy that is advanced with awareness of
these opportunities.
It was felt that the scenarios explored at this stage cover all reasonable options regarding the broad
distribution of growth in the District. The sustainability implications of focusing development in any one
tier of the settlement hierarchy, including one or more new settlements, have been explored fully
within this sustainability appraisal. More refined distribution in any forthcoming spatial strategy will
have been influenced by this sustainability appraisal and in response to the highlighted impacts of
directing growth to all reasonable broad locations in the District.
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Appendix IV: Site options
Introduction
This appendix sets out all the key information in relation to the site options. It is structured as follows:


SLAA summary findings (Table IVA);



SA of site options (Table IVC and IVD); and



Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of site options (Table IVE).
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SLAA summary findings
Table IVA provides a summary of the current SLAA findings.
Table IVA: Summary SLAA findings
Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

01Ark15

Arkesden

E

C3

12

Reg 18

02Ark17

Arkesden

E

C3

26

2015

01Ash15

Ashdon

E

C3

5

2015

02Ash15

Ashdon

E

C3

20

2015

01Bar15

Barnston

E

C3

23

2015

02Bar15

Barnston

E

C3

5

Conclusion

This site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available. Achievability of the site is
uncertain due to the potential highway improvements
needed. This site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
This site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
This site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status
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Settlement

Conclusion

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

01Bir15

Birchanger

E

C3

5

2015

02Bir15

Birchanger

C
(employment)

B1

5560

2015

03Bir15

Birchanger

E

C3

50

2015

04Bir15

Birchanger

E

C3

10

2016

05Bir15

Birchanger

The site is available. The site does not have a road
frontage and evidence that a suitable access can be
provided would be needed to show that the site is
achievable. The site is well related to the village but
the site contributes to the functions of the Green Belt
and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
This development would result in an extension to the
existing office development which is well located to
the road and bus network but the suitability of the
site will depend the scale and location within the site
of any development and the impact on the functions
of the Green Belt
The site is available and the development is
achievable. This site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development and is in the
Green Belt
This site is available and development is achievable
subject to providing a satisfactory access. The site
contributes to the functions of the Green Belt and
therefore development is considered unsuitable.
WITHDRAWN

2015

06Bir15

Birchanger

E
(employment)

2016

07Bir16

Birchanger

E
(employment)

B1/B2/B8

50000

Employment

5600

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site contributes to the functions of
the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
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SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status
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Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2016

08Bir16

Birchanger

E

C3 or
Employment

81 dwellings or
14,400sqm of
employment

2016

09Bir16

Birchanger

E

C3

792

Reg 18

10Bir17

Birchanger

E

C3

9

2015

01Chr15

Chrishall

E

C3

5

2015

01Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

5

2015

02Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

5

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is not considered suitable for development
due to its location within the Green Belt and its
distance from services and facilities
The site is available and development is acheivable.
The site is not considered suitable due to its location
within the Green Belt within a parcel which performs
well against the purposes of the Green Belt and
development of this large site would lead to the
coalesence of Stansted Mountfitchet and Birchanger.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development. Site has consent for a single
residential unit on site but as this is permission for
less than 5 units, application is not considered as
part of SLAA process.
The site is available and the development of the site
is achievable. Development of the site would
consolidate development which is currently
characterised by loose knit ribbon development. Hill
Green is some distance from the village school and
shop and therefore the site is considered unsuitable
as development would not contribute towards
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
Although the site is well related to Wicken Bonhunt,
the village is a Type B village with limited local
services and therefore the site is considered
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SLAA reference
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number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status
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Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.

2015

03Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

20

2015

04Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

13

CLA1

2015

05Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

14

2015

06Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

30

2015

07Cla15

Clavering

C

C3

45

The site is available. The achievability of the site
depends on the outcome of the costing of flood
protection measures. The site is considered
unsuitable as development would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
Development of this site would further extend the
village southwards into the large agricultural field.
Although not an unsuitable site in relation to its
proximity to village facilities, the site extends the
village into the countryside to the detriment of the
wider countryside character
The site is suitable and available and development is
achievable. Although not an unsuitable site in
relation to its proximity to village facilities, the site
extends the village into the countryside to the
detriment of the wider countryside character.
The site is available. The achievability of the site is
considered unlikely because the site is
predominately located within flood zones 2 and 3.
The site is suitable in that it is well related to the
village but this is outweighed by its location
predominantely within a flood risk zone.
The site is available. The site's achievability and
suitability is subject to the provision of a satisfactory
means of access.
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SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status
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Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

08Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

5

2015

09Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

30

2015

10Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

50

2015

11Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

51

2015

12Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

5

2015

13Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

15

2015

14Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

27

Conclusion

The site is available for development. The
achievability of the site is uncertain because the
access to the site is located within flood zones 2 and
3. The site is not considered suitable beause of the
impact on historic assets.
The site is considered available and development is
achievable. This site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
This site is available and development is achievable.
The recent appeal was dismissed by the inspector on
a number of grounds, including unsustainable
development, unacceptable impact on local heritage
assets and impact on the local countryside. The site
is therefore considered unsuitable as development
on this site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development of
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable pattern of
development.
This site is considered available and achievable
subject to the costs of site preparation. The site is
considered unsuitable as development of this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Conclusion

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA
development.

2015

15Cla15

Clavering

E
(employment)

B1

unknown

2015

16Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

15

2015

17Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

46

2015

18Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

10

2015

19Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

8

2015

20Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

8

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to site preparation costs. The site is
considered unsuitable as it will not contribute to a
sustainable pattern of development. Conversion of
the existing building may be suitable.
The site is available and the achievability of
developing this site is uncertain due to the ransom
strip between the site and the road. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available, and achieving a development of
affordable housing is uncertain until a needs survey
has been undertaken. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable pattern of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

21Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

24

2015

22Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

50

2015

23Cla15

Clavering

E

C3

76

2015

01Deb15

Debden

E

C3

19

2015

02Deb15/03Deb15

Debden

B

C3

25

DEB1

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. The achievability of the site is
uncertain because parts of the site are located within
flood zones 2 and 3. The achievability of the site
depends on the outcome of a full flood risk
assessment and consideration of mitigation
measures. This site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would extend development
into the countryside and therefore not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available. The achievability of the site is
uncertain because parts of the site are located within
flood zones 2 and 3. The achievability of the site
depends on the outcome of a full flood risk
assessment and consideration of mitigation
measures. This site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would extend development
into the countryside and therefore not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available for development although the
type of development is unclear. Development is
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is considered suitable, available and
development is achievable
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

04Deb15

Debden

E

C3

6

2015

05Deb15

Debden

E
(employment)

Employment

unknown

2015

01Elm15

Elmdon and
Wendon Lofts

E

C3

30

2015

01Els15

2015

02Els15

ELS2

Commitment

Elsenham

ELSE4

Commitment

Elsenham

40

ELSE4

Commitment

Elsenham

10

ELSE4

Commitment

Elsenham

121

ELSE4

Commitment

Elsenham

116

ELSE3

Elsenham

D
(employment)

Employment

202,000

Elsenham

A

C3

20

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to cost of re-positioning electricity cable if
required. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to cost of repositioning electricity cable if
required. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to detailed highway assessment. The site
contributes to the function of the Countryside
Protection Zone therefore the suitability of the site
depends on whether the evidence of the need for
employment outweighs the harm to the Countryside
Protection Zone. Due to the slow delivery of the
permitted development it is uncertain whether this
developemnt would be delivered within the plan
period.
The site is deliverable. Outline planning permisison
has been granted on site for 20no units.
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SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

03Els15

Elsenham

E

C3

100

2015

04Els15

Elsenham

E

C3

30

2015

05Els15

Elsenham

E

C3

800

2015

06Els15

Elsenham

E

C3

1500

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. Achievability of the site is
uncertain but the site is not considered suitable
because the majority of the site lies within the M11
poor air quality zone
This site is being promoted as a village extension
incorporating services and facilities. The site is
available and development is achievable subject to
assessment of the technical evidence. An appeal
against refusal of premission for 800 dwellings on the
site was dismissed on a number of grounds,
including the development causing harm both to the
landscape and views across it (Para 33), the loss of
best and most veratile agricultural land (Para 34) and
traffic impacts (Paras 35-38). For these reasons the
site is considered unsuitable.
This site is being promoted as a village extension
incorporating services and facilities. The site is
available and development is achievable subject to
assessment of the technical evidence. An appeal
against refusal of permission for 800 dwellings on
part of the site was dismissed on a number of
grounds, including the development causing harm
both to the landscape and views across it (Para 33),
the loss of best and most veratile agricultural land
(Para 34) and traffic impacts (Paras 35-38). It is not
considered that these reasons for refusal are
overcome by this larger site. For these reasons the
site is considered unsuitable.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

2015

07Els15

2015

08Els15

Allocation
reference

ELSE1

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Elsenham

new
settlement

C3

4000

Elsenham

B

C3

40

2015

09Els15

Elsenham

E

C3

480

2016

10Els16

Elsenham

E
(employment)

C3 or
Employment

19 dwellings or
2,800sqm of
employment

2017

11Els17

Elsenham

D

C3

36

Conclusion

This site is being promoted as a village extension
incorporating services and facilities. The site is
available and development is achievable subject to
assessment of the technical evidence. The
promotors have submitted a range of technical
reports which indicate that this site is achievable and
deliverable. The Council's strategy is towards selfsustaining Garden Communities. The suitability of
the site will be considered as part of the
consideration of alternative new settlement sites
taking into account the findings of the Sustainability
Appraisal and the Council's evidence base.
The site is available and development is considered
suitable and achievable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered suitable for employment
development subject to its relationship with any
further development at Elsenham Meadows. The site
is considered unsuitable for residential development
as this would lead to development in a nonsustainable location.
The site is available and is considered suitable
because it would lead to development in a
sustainable location. However the achievability of
developing this site is uncertain due to the ransom
strip between the site and the road, and the
uncertaintly of devleopment being promoted to the
north and east of the site. It is therefore uncertain
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

whether the site is delivererable within the plan
period.

2015

01Far15

Farnham

E

C3

5

2015

02Far15

Farnham

E

C3

25

2015

03Far15

Farnham

E

C3

16

2015

04Far15

Farnham

E

C3

41

FEL3

2015

01Fel15

Commitment

Felsted

The site is available and development is acheivable.
This is a small site not considered suitable to allocate
in the Local Plan
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

21

Felsted

B

C3

40

FEL1
2015

02Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

41

2015

03Fel15

Felsted

D
(employment)

Employment

9550

The site is available and development is achievable.
The suitability of the site will depend on the extent of
the development and developing only the southern
part of the site may be the most suitable. The
deliverable capacity has been amended to reflect this
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. The achievability of the site
depends on the outcome of a full flood risk
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

2015

04Fel15

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Felsted

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

E

C3

5

2015

05Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

34

2015

06Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

5

2015

07Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

45

2015

08Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

15

2015

09Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

6

Conclusion

assessment and highways assessment. The site is
only suitable if an east bound access point is made
onto the A120.
The site is suitable, available and achievable for
small scale development.
The site is available. The site's achievability is
subject to the provision of a satisfactory means of
access. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the impact of development on the listed
building. Development of the site is considered
unsuitable because it would not contribute towards a
sustainable pattern of development.
The site is available. The achievability of developing
the site will depend on contamination and site
preparation costs. The site is not considered suitable
because it would not contribute to a sustainable
pattern of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to any highway improvements and impact on
listed building. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

10Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

5

2015

11Fel15

Felsted

E
(employment)

Employment

unknown

2015

12Fel15

Felsted

A

C3

9

2015

13Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

95

2015

14Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

135

2015

15Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

13

2015

16Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

15

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available but development is not
considered suitable or achievable as it is not
compatible with the masterplan for Land West of the
A131, Great Notley adopted by Braintree District
Council.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 9 dwellings. The capacity has been amended
accordingly.
The site is considered available and development is
acheivable. In the light of the appeal decision the site
is considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is considered available and development is
considered achievable. The site is however
considered unsuitable as it would lead to a
coalescence of Felsted and Causeway End and
would not contribute to a sustainable pattern of
development.
The site is considered available and development is
considered achievable. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

2015

Allocation
reference

17Fel15

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Felsted

B

C3

50

FEL2
2015

18Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

30

2015

19Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

30

2015

20Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

10

2015

21Fel15

Felsted

D
(employment)

Employment

unknown

2015

22Fel15

Felsted

D
(employment)

Employment

unknown

2015

23Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

480

Conclusion

The site is considered suitable and available and
achievable. The deliverable capacity reflects the
whole site being development for housing, as
opposed to a dementia care unit and housing as
originally proposed.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is considered available and development is
considered achievable. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is considered available and development is
considered achievable. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is only suitable if an east bound access
point is made onto the A120.
The site is available. The achievability of the site
depends on the outcome of a full flood risk
assessment and highways assessment. The site is
only suitable if an east bound access point is made
onto the A120.
The site is available. The development is achievable
subject to it still being viable after the provision of the
necessary infrastructure. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

24Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

5

2015

25Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

231

2015

26Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

116

2015

27Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

246

2015

28Fel15

Felsted

E

C3

44

2016

29Fel16

Felsted

E

C3

49

2016

30Fel16

Felsted

E

C3

52

Conclusion

The site is available. The development is achievable
subject to consideration of the impact on and of the
permitted solar farm. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available. The development is achievable
subject to it still being viable after the provision of the
necessary infrastructure. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available. The development is achievable
subject to it still being viable after the provision of the
necessary infrastructure. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available. The development is achievable
subject to it still being viable after the provision of the
necessary infrastructure. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available. The development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available. Development is achievable
subject to an acceptable access. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

SA Report

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Status

Settlement

FLI1

Commitment

Flitch Green

47

FLI1

Commitment

Flitch Green

25

2015

01GtCan15

Great Canfield

G&T

G&T

2

2015

02GtCan15

Great Canfield

E

C3

9

2015

03GtCan15

Great Canfield

E

C3

7

2015

04GtCan15

Great Canfield

E

C3

211

2015

05GtCan15

Great Canfield

B

C3

5

2017

06GtCan17

Great Canfield

E

C3

99

Reg 18

07GtCan17

Great Canfield

E

C3

315

Conclusion

The site is considered suitable and available and
development is considered achievable. The site has
planning permission for 3 additional pitches.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is not considered suitable as development of
the site would not lead to a sustainable pattern of
development.
The site is available. Achievability of development is
dependent upon highway improvements. The site is
not considered suitable as development of the site
would not lead to a sustainable pattern of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
Site is too small and beyond the development limits
of Great Canfield and Takeley to be allocated in the
Local Plan. The site is however part brownfield with a
workshop on site and the potential for development
could be assessed through the pre-application
process
The site is available. Achievability of development is
dependent upon highway improvements. The site is
not considered suitable as development of the site
would not lead to a sustainable pattern of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway capacity. The site is considered
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
GTCHE1
2015
2015

GTCHE2
05GtChe15

GTCHE2
GTCHE3

Commitment

Great
Chesterford

Commitment

Great
Chesterford

Commitment
Commitment

Great
Chesterford
Great
Chesterford

42
A

C3

31

2015

01GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

8

2015

02GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

22

2015

03GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

8

2015

04GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

5

The site is deliverable. The site has outline
permission for 31no dwellings.

The site is available. Development is considered
achievable subject to the cost of mitigation measures
against noise from the railway line and M11. The site
is considered unsuitable due to its location between
the railway line and M11
The availability of the site is uncertain due to a
covenant restrict building development, the
achievability of development is dependent upon the
costs of backfilling the former minerals working at
Zone 2. Both sites are considered unsuitable due to
their location within Ancient Monument sites and the
loss of woodland at Zone 2
The site is considered available and achievable. The
site is not considered suitable for development due
to its impact on the conservation area, setting of the
listed building and protected trees.
The site is available and development is achievable.
Planning permission was granted in February 2017
for 2no units on the eastern part of the site. However,
development of the remaining site area is unsuitable
because of the impact on the conservation area and
tree preservation orders.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

06GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

203

2015

07GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

581

2015

08GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

2500

2015

09GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

E

C3

300

2015

10GtChe15

Great
Chesterford

new
settlement

C3

5000

SP7

Conclusion

The site is available. Achievability is uncertain due to
issues of flooding and the Scheduled Ancient
Monument. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development
The site is available. Achievability is uncertain due to
issues of flooding and the Scheduled Ancient
Monument. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and the achievability of the site
needs to be demonstrated by appropriate technical
evidence. The site as proposed is unsuitable
because it would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development. However this site is being
considered as part of GtCh10.
The site is available and the achievability of the site
needs to be demonstrated by appropriate technical
evidence. The site as proposed is unsuitable
because it would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development. However this site is being
considered as part of GtChe10.
This site is being promoted as a village extension
incorporating services and facilities. The site is
available and development is achievable subject to
assessment of the technical evidence. The
promotors have submitted a range of technical
reports which indicate that this site is achievable and
deliverable. The Council's strategy is towards selfsustaining Garden Communities. The suitability of
the site will be considered as part of the
consideration of alternative new settlement sites
taking into account the findings of the Sustainability
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

Appraisal and the Council's evidence base.

2015

GtDUN10

Commitment

Great Dunmow

40

GtDUN10

Commitment

Great Dunmow

60

2015

GtDUN10

Commitment

Great Dunmow

638

2015

GtDUN10

Commitment

Great Dunmow

124

2015

2015

10GtDun15

01GtDun15

Great Dunmow

B

C3

30

The site is available and development is considered
achievable and suitable

GtDUN4
2015

02GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

5

2015

03GtDun15

Great Dunmow

D
(employment)

C3

35

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to a sustainable pattern
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to mitigation measures to reduce the impact
of the A120. The site is suitable for development if
adjoining land to the east is allocated. Considering
the sites location next to the A120, its junction with
the B1256 and existing employment uses on site, the
site may be more suitable for uses other than
residential. The suitability of this site is dependent
upon and should be reassessed following the
delivery of the nearby site (12GtDun15). The site is
therefore considered broadly developable but not
deliverable for housing within the plan period.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

2015

04GtDun15

2015

05GtDun15

2015

Allocation
reference

GtDUN10

06GtDun15

Status

Commitment

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Great Dunmow

B

C3

9

Great Dunmow

A

C3

99

Great Dunmow

B

C3

13

Great Dunmow

B

C3

120

GtDUN5
2015

2015

07GtDun15

GtDUN3

08GtDun15

Great Dunmow

B

C3

100

GtDUN2
2015

09GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

80

2015

10GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

19

2015

11GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

35

GTDUN7

Conclusion

The site is considered suitable and available and
development is considered achievable. Site is
included within the Town Development Limits in the
Great Dunmow Neighbourhood Plan.
The site is available, achievable and suitable and
has planning permission which is being delivered.
The site is considered suitable and available and
development is considered achievable. The site is
included for development in the Great Dunmow
Neighbourhood Plan.
The site is considered suitable and available and
development is considered achievable.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable subject to the financing of the new
secondary school and sixth form center.
Development of the site is considered suitable.
The site is considered available and development is
considered achievable. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is considered
achievable subject to the cost of removal of existing
buildings and any remediation works needed for
contamination. The site has planning permission for
5 dwellings but the site is considered unsuitable for
more intensive development as it would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
It is considered that the site is unsuitable as it
extends development into the countryside
contributing to a unsustainable pattern of
development
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

2015

Allocation
reference

SA Report

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Status

Settlement

GTDUN8

Commitment

Great Dunmow

C3

GTDUN9

Commitment

Great Dunmow

C3

GTDUN6

Commitment

Great Dunmow

C3

12GtDun15

Great Dunmow

B

C3

400

GtDUN1
2015

13GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

53

2015

14GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

28

2015

15GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

750

2015

16GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

30

2015

17GtDun15

Great Dunmow

E

C3

40

Conclusion

The site is considered available and suitable and
development is considered achievable subject to
provision of land to be provided for secondary
school.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is considered
achievable subject to development avoiding the
areas subject to flood risk and the delivery of
appropriate education provision for this scale of
development. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to a
sustainable pattern of development
The site is available and development is considered
achievable subject to a full flood risk assessment and
consideration of mitigation measures. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to a sustainable pattern of
development.
The site is available. The site is not considered
suitable or development achievable because of its
location within Flood Zones 2 and 3
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA
2015

2016

Allocation
reference

Status

18GtDun15

SA Report

Settlement

Great Dunmow

19GtDun15

Development
Opportunity

Great Dunmow

Development
Opportunity

Great Dunmow

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA
B

C

C3

development
opportunity

10

The site is considered available and suitable and
development is considered achievable.

9

The site is suitable for town centre uses including
residential. This site would be in a prime location for
new residential development, being located within
the Development Limits of Great Dunmow and is a
Brownfield site. The availability of the site is
dependant upon the successful relocation of the
depot.

GTDUN11
GTDUN11

development
opportunity

2016

20GtDun16

Great Dunmow

E

C3

11

Reg 18

21GtDun17

Great Dunmow

B

C3

5

2015

01GtEas15

Great Easton
and Tilty

E

C3

8

2015

02GtEas15

Great Easton
and Tilty

E

C3

30

2015

03GtEas15

Great Easton
and Tilty

04GtEas15

Great Easton
and Tilty

2015

GtEAS1

Conclusion

WITHDRAWN WITHDRAWN

B

C3

WITHDRAWN

20

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development of
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and suitable and development is
achievable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable pattern of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
Development of the site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development
WITHDRAWN
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to a achieving an access to the site. The
northern part of the site is considered suitable for
development
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

01GtHal15

Great Hallingbury

E

C3

28

2015

02GtHal15

Great Hallingbury

E

C3

35

2015

03GtHal15

Great Hallingbury

E

C3

180

2015

04GtHal15

Great Hallingbury

A
(employment)

B1

1673

safeguarded for
employment

2015

05GtHal15

Great Hallingbury

E
(employment)

Employment

unknown

2016

06GtHal16

Great Hallingbury

E

C3

41

2016

07GtHal16

Great Hallingbury

E
(employment)

Employment

1400

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of noise mitigation measures. The
site is considered unsuitable as development on this
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of noise mitigation measures. The
site is considered unsuitable as development on this
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
Development of the site is suitable subject to impact
on historic assets and countryside protection zone.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable subject to mitigation against air noise.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
Site as submitted is considered to be of an
unsustainable scale and would have an
unacceptable impact on the surrounding landscape
The site is available and development is considered
achievable subject to mitigation against air noise.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2016

08GtHal16

Great Hallingbury

C
(employment)

Employment

1890

2016

09GtHal16

Great Hallingbury

E
(employment)

B1

unknown

2015

01GtSam15

Great Sampford

E

C3

5

2015

02GtSam15

Great Sampford

E

C3

7

2015

01Had15

Hadstock

E

C3

35

2015

01HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

E

C3

45

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
Development of the site is suitable subject to impact
on historic assets and countryside protection zone.
The site is available. The development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. Development of the site is
achievable subject to achieving highway access.
Previous applications have been refused on the
grounds that the development proposal would have a
unacceptable impact on the countryside and the new
vehicular access to neighbouring dwellings would
cause significant disturbance to existing occupiers.
The site is therefore considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of removal of existing buildings
and any remediation works needed for
contamination. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

02HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

D

C3

16

2015

03HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

C

C3

250

2015

04HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

D

C3

153

2015

05HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

B

C3

8

2015

06HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

E

C3

30

2016

07HBO16

Hatfield Broad
Oak

E

C3

6

Reg 18

08HBO17

Hatfield Broad
Oak

E

C3

24

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of removal of existing buildings
and any remediation works needed for
contamination. Development of part of the site is
considered suitable and Planning permission has
been granted for 2 dwellings. Further intensification
of the site is not suitable unless part of a wider
development with 03HBO15.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered suitable subject to mitigation
of impact on highways and Hatfield Forest.
The site is available and development is achievable.
Development of this site is dependant upon site to
the east (03HBO15) coming forward in order to
access the site. It is therefore unlikely that this site
will come forward for development within the plan
period.
The site is available and suitable and development is
achievable subject to the retention of the protected
trees and character of the conservation area being
protected and enhanced.
The site is available but is not considered suitable or
acheivable due to the poor access to the site
The site is available. The site is not considered
achievable and suitable due to part of the site being
within flood zone 2.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

01HHea15

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

31

2015

02HHea15

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

7

2015

03HHea15

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

70

2015

04HHea15

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

10

2015

05HHea15

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

75

2015

06HHea15

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

40

2015

07HHea15

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

35

Conclusion

The availability and achievability of the site is
uncertain because it is not known whether the site
owner has the legal right to create a vehicular access
across the common land between the site and the
road. The site contributes to the functions of the
Green Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
This site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
This site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of clearing the existing buildings.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site contributes to the functions of
the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
The availability and achievability of the site is
uncertain because it is not known whether the site
owner owns sufficient land to create an access. The
site contributes to the functions of the Green Belt and
therefore development is considered unsuitable
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site contributes to the functions of
the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Reg 18

08HHea17

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

54

Reg 18

09HHea17

Hatfield Heath

E

C3

39

2015

01Hen15

Henham

E

C3

22

2015

02Hen15

Henham

E

C3

90

2015

03Hen15

Henham

E

C3

5

2015

04Hen15

Henham

B

C3

36

2015

05Hen15

Henham

E

C3

120

2015

06Hen15

Henham

E

C3

5

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable..
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. There is uncertainty as to
whether an access can be achieved. The site is not
considered suitable because of its impact on the
historic core of the village and therefore would not
contribute to a sustainable pattern of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to being able to gain access over land owned
by Essex County Council. The site is considered a
suitable location for development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to satisfactory noise insulation of the
dwellings. The site is considered unsuitable because
development of the site would not contribute to
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

sustainable patterns of development

2016

07Hen16

Henham

A

C3

9

Reg 18

08Hen17

Henham

E

C3

70

2015

01HEas15

High Easter

E

C3

5

2015

02HEas15

High Easter

E

C3

10

2015
2015

2015

01HRod15 (part of
site)
HROD1
01HRod15

02HRod15

Commitment

High Roding
High Roding

High Roding

The site is available and development is achievable.
Part of the site has planning permission and is
therefore considered deliverable for 9 dwellings. The
remainder of the site is not considered suitable as
development of the site would extend development
into the countryside to the detriment of the character
of the area. The delivery capacity of the site has
therefore been amended to 9 dwellings.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development of
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

40
A

E

C3

C3

9

160

The site is deliverable. The site has outline
permission for 9 dwellings
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

AECOM
266

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan

Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

03HRod15

High Roding

E

C3

60

2016

04HRod16

High Roding

E

C3

8

2015

01Lan15

Langley

E

C3

20

2015

02Lan15

Langley

E

C3

10

2015

03Lan15

Langley

E

C3

30

2015

01LRod15

Leaden Roding

E

C3

13

2015

02LRod15

Leaden Roding

E

C3

100

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
but development is not suitable because
development of the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to achieving an access across public land.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to achieving an access across public land.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to achieving an access across public land.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

03LRod15

Leaden Roding

E

C3

58

2015

04LRod15

Leaden Roding

E

C3

9

2015

05LRod15

Leaden Roding

E

C3

9

2015

01Lin15

Lindsell

E

C3

5

2015

02Lin15

Lindsell

E

C3

5

2015

03Lin15

Lindsell

E

C3

10

2015

04Lin15

Lindsell

E

C3

54

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
Site is located outside the development limits of
Lindsell and is a Greenfield site. It is therefore
unlikely that this site will come froward in the plan
period
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

01Lit15

Littlebury

E

C3

13

Reg 18

02Lit17

Littlebury

E

C3

30

2015

01LtCan15

Little Canfield

E

C3

10

2015

02LtCan15

Little Canfield

B

C3

15

2015

03LtCan15

Little Canfield

E

C3

60

2015

04LtCan15

Little Canfield

A

C3

5

2015

05LtCan15

Little Canfield

E

C3

5

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of removal of existing buildings.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
but the site is considered unsuitable as development
on the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and considered suitable and
development is achievable. The deliverable capacity
reflects the capacity of the whole site
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to mitigation measures to overcome the
impact of the A120. The site is considered unsuitable
for residential development as development on this
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development. However, its proximity to the A120
means that the site is considered potentially suitable
for employment.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 5 dwellings
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to design and layout not adversely affecting
listed building and its setting. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

2015

10LtCan15

Little Canfield

E

C3

315

2015

11LtCan15

Little Canfield

E

C3

145

2015

01LtChe15

Little Chesterford

B
(employment)

Employment

38000

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to design and layout not adversely affecting
listed building and its setting. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to design and layout not adversely affecting
listed building and its setting. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and notwithstanding the sites
location within the countryside, its proximity to the
A120 means that the site is considered potentially
suitable for employment, and development is
considered deliverable
The site is available and notwithstanding the sites
location within the countryside, its proximity to the
A120 means that the site is considered potentially
suitable for employment, and development is
considered deliverable
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and suitable and development is
achievable

2015

02LtChe15

Little Chesterford

E

C3

5

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to a flood risk assessment. The site is

2015

06LtCan15

Little Canfield

G&T

G&T

6

2015

07LtCan15

Little Canfield

E

C3

5

2015

08LtCan15

Little Canfield

C
(employment)

B1/B2/B8

unknown

2015

09LtCan15

Little Canfield

B
(employment)

Employment

unknown

LtCAN1

LtCHE1
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

03LtChe15

Little Chesterford

E

C3

200

2015

04LtChe15

Little Chesterford

E

C3

100

2015

05LtChe15

Little Chesterford

E

C3

10

2016

06LtChe15

Little Chesterford

E

C3

20

LtDUN1

Commitment

Little Dunmow

Conclusion

considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to upgrading the access road. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
Availability of the site due to a restrictive covenant is
unknown. Development of the site is achievable. The
site is not considered suitable as it would lead to an
unsustainable pattern of development

6

2015

01LtDun15

Little Dunmow

E

C3

400

2015

02LtDun15

Little Dunmow

E

C3

750

2015

03LtDun15

Little Dunmow

E

C3

1700

The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

sustainable patterns of development.

2015

01LtEas15

Little Easton

E

C3

6

2015

02LtEas15

Little Easton

E

C3

5

2015

03LtEas15

Little Easton

E

C3

65

2015

04LtEas15

Little Easton

E

C3

80

2015

05LtEas15

Little Easton

E

C3

1000

The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available. The site is not considered
achievable because of the sites location within zones
2 and 3 of the flood plain. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to assessment of the technical evidence. The
site is considered unsuitable as development on the
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

2015

Allocation
reference

06LtEas15

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Little Easton

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

new
settlement

C3

9150

SP6
2015

LtHAL1

Commitment Little Hallingbury

Conclusion

This site is being promoted as a village extension
incorporating services and facilities. The site is
available and development is achievable subject to
assessment of the technical evidence. The
promotors have submitted a range of technical
reports which indicate that this site is achievable and
deliverable. The Council's strategy is towards selfsustaining Garden Communities. The suitability of
the site will be considered as part of the
consideration of alternative new settlement sites
taking into account the findings of the Sustainability
Appraisal and the Council's evidence base.

16

2015

01LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

E

C3

20

2015

02LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

E

C3

50

2015

03LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

E

C3

60

2015

04LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

E

C3

50

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway improvements. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to satisfactory flood mitigation measures for
the access way. The site contributes to the functions
of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to appropriate mitigation measures and
design solutions to reduce the impact of the M11.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway improvements to the access. The
site contributes to the functions of the Green Belt and
therefore development is considered unsuitable.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

01Man15

Manuden

E

C3

12

2016

02Man16

Manuden

E

C3

30

2016

03Man16

Manuden

E

C3

20

2015

Policy 1

2015

Policy 1

Commitment

Newport

84

Commitment

Newport

15

2015

Policy 1

Commitment

Newport

34

2015

Policy 1

Commitment

Newport

7

NEWP6

Safeguarded

Newport

2015

01New15

2015

02New15

Newport

E

C3

5

Newport

A

C3

11

NEWP2
2015

03New15

Newport

B

C3

24

2015

04New15

Newport

C

C3

200

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is not suitable as it would not lead to a
sustainable pattern of development.

The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is considered deliverable. Planning
permission has been granted for part of the site for
11 dwellings.
The site is available and considered suitable and
development is achievable subject to suitable
mitigation of any ground contamination.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The suitability of the site depends on the council’s
assessment of the impact of development on the
landscape and highways
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

2015

05New15

2015

06New15

Allocation
reference

NEWP1
NEWP3

2015

Status

Commitment

07New15

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Newport

E

C3

90

Newport

A

C3

94

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 94 dwellings.

Newport

Newport

E

C3

10

NEWP4

2015

08New15

Newport

A

C3

90

2015

09New15

Newport

A

C3

4

2015

10New15

Newport

A

C3

20

Commitment

Conclusion

Policy 1

2015

11New15

Newport

E

C3

15

2015

12New15

Newport

E

C3

15

The site is available. The achievability of the site is
uncertain because parts of the site are located within
flood zones 2 and 3. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute sustainable patterns of development
through the loss of important wildlife habitats.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for a residential care home facility of which the 90
apartments and cottages will contribute towards
housing supply. The deliverable capacity has been
amended to 90.
The site is deliverble for 2 dwellings and planning
permission has been given on site for 2no units. The
deliverable capacity has been amended to 2 units
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 20 dwellings. The deliveable capacity has been
amended to 20 dwellings
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of achieving an acceptable
access. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to acceptable replacement of the car park
and design solutions to reduce the impact of the
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

railway line. The site is not considered suitable due
to loss of school land especially playing fields and
car parking, and impact of noise from the railway.

2015

13New15

Newport

E

C3

46

2015

01Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

E

C3

9

2015

02Que15

QUE1

Quendon and
Rickling

B

C3

19

2015

03Que15

QUE2

Quendon and
Rickling

A

C3

12

2015

04Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

E

C3

20

2015

05Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

E

C3

10

2015

06Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

E

C3

26

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to achieving a suitable access road. The site
is considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and considered suitable and
development is achievable.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 12 dwellings
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the status of the burial ground. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The available of the land to access the site is not
known. Development of the site is achievable subject
to the provision of an access. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

reg 18

07Que17

Quendon and
Rickling

reg 18

08Que17

Quendon and
Rickling
RAD1

Commitment

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

E

C3

40

E

C3

143

Radwinter

01Rad15

Radwinter

E

C3

5

2015

02Rad15

Radwinter

E

C3

20

Commitment

Saffron Walden

73

Commitment

Saffron Walden

11

SAF10

Commitment

Saffron Walden

167

SAF10

Commitment

Saffron Walden

10

SAF10

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

22

2015

SAF10

Conclusion

2015

01LtWal15

Saffron Walden

E

C3

10

2015

02LtWal15

Saffron Walden

E

C3

10

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to development being located beyond flood
zones 2 and 3. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

sustainable patterns of development.

2015

03LtWal15

Saffron Walden

E

C3

10

2015

01Saf15

Saffron Walden

A

C3

1

2015

02Saf15

Saffron Walden

A

C3

5

2015

03Saf15

Saffron Walden

B

C3

14

Saffron Walden

B

C3

13

Saffron Walden

B

C3

10

SAF5
2015

04Saf15
SAF6

2015

05Saf15

SAF14

Development
Opportunity

2015

06Saf15

Saffron Walden

E

C3

5

2015

07Saf15

Saffron Walden

B

C3

150

SAF1

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable
and suitable. Permission has been granted for one
dwelling which is below the threshold to be included
in the assessment. There is little potential for further
development on the site.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 5 dwellings
The site is available and development is achievable
subject in both cases to being able to access the site
from the redevelopment site to the east. The site is
considered suitable for development.
The site is available and considered suitable and
development is achievable. The deliverable capacity
has been amended to 13
The site is available and considered suitable and
development is achievable
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
and suitable subject to satisfactory highway
mitigation measures. The deliverable capacity has
been amended to reflect a lower capacity as
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

determined by the highways evidence

2015

08Saf15

Saffron Walden

D

C3

165

2015

09Saf15

Saffron Walden

E

C3

50

2015

10Saf15

Saffron Walden

A

C3

85

2015

SAF2

11Saf15

Saffron Walden

C

C3

450

Saffron Walden

A

C3

31

SAF8
2015

12Saf15
SAF7

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to a viable access road linking the site to the
highway network and appropriate highway mitigation
measures. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development. However the
site may be considered suitable, as part of a larger,
comprehensive development of recreational space,
and residential development and a road linking
Thaxted Road and Debden Road. Such development
is not deliverable within the plan period but could be
subject to the outcome of the wider evidence base
supporting the next local plan preparation.
The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is deliverable and has planning pemission
for 85 dwellings
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to satisfactory highway mitigation measures.
The site is considered suitable subject to being able
to demonstrate that that there would be no adverse
effect on the efficient operation of the local highway
network.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 31 dwellings. The deliverable capacity has been
amended to 31.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA
2015

13Saf15

Allocation
reference

Status

Settlement

Saffron Walden

SAF3
SAF9

SA Report

Commitment

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA
B

C3

10

14Saf15

Saffron Walden

E

C3

8

2015

15Saf15

Saffron Walden

E

C3

400

2016

16Saf16

Saffron Walden

B

C3

12

Saffron Walden

B
(employment)

Employment

4000

Development
Opportunity

Saffron Walden

C

C3

15

Development
Opportunity

Saffron Walden

C

C3

6

SAF4
17Saf16
SAF13

2016

18Saf16

SAF14

2016

19Saf16
SAF14

The site is available and development is considered
suitable and achievable.

Saffron Walden

2015

2016

Conclusion

The site is available. It is considered that the site is
not suitable and that development is not achievable
as the site lies within flood zones 2 and 3
The site is available. Development of the site is
achievable subject to appropriate highway mitigation
measures. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development
The site is suitable. Development is achievable
subject to protection of listed buildings and cost of
contamination remediation works. The availability of
the site is not known and therefore its deliverability is
shown towards the end of the plan period.
The site is suitable and available for employment
development and development is achievable subject
to contamination and highway mitigation measures
The site is suitable for town centre uses including
residential. The achievability of development and
availability of the site is not known. Emerging Council
policy supports the regeneration of this site. However
the timing and scale of any residential development
is unknown and therefore it is not relied upon in
meeting the Council's housing need.
The site is suitable for town centre uses including
residential. The achievability of development and
availability of the site is not known. Emerging Council
policy supports the regeneration of this site. However
the timing and scale of any residential development
is unknown and therefore it is not relied upon in
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

meeting the Council's housing need

reg 18

20Saf17

Saffron Walden

SAF11

commitment

Saffron Walden

SAF1

Commitment

Saffron Walden

SAF15

Safeguarded

Saffron Walden

C

C3 or
Employment

54 dwellings or
8,000sqm of
employment

2015

01Sew15

Sewards End

E

C3

669

2015

02Sew15

Sewards End

E

C3

50

2015

03Sew15

Sewards End

E

C3

96

2015

04Sew15

Sewards End

A

C3

3

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered suitable as development on
the site would contribute to sustainable patterns of
development, however it is depenant upon
minimising impact on highways and air quality

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to appropriate highway mitigation measures.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is not considered available as no evidence
has been provided on all the owners and the
availability of the whole site. Development of the site
is considered achievable. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered suitable for low density
development. The deliverable capacity has been
amended to 3 dwellings.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

05Sew15

Sewards End

E

C3

36

2015

06Sew15

Sewards End

E

C3

5

2015

07Sew15

Sewards End

E

C3

92

2015

STA3

2015

STA3

Commitment
Commitment

Stansted
Mountfitchet
Stansted
Mountfitchet

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway access and mitigation measures.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

147
53

2015

01Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

2015

02Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

68

2015

03Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E
(employment)

Employment

7000-16000

2015

04Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E
(employment)

Employment

15000-32000

E

C3

5

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA
E
(employment)

Employment

13000-27000

2015

05Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

2015

06Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

5

2015

07Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

C

C3

70

2015

08Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

5

2015

09Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

B

C3

30

STA1

2015

10Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

10

2015

11Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

10

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. Development is achievable and
the site is suitable subject to the capacity of the
highway network and any necessary highway
mitigation measures.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site does contribute to the functions of the Green
Belt is therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and considered suitable and
development is achievable. The Deliverable capacity
has been amended to reflect the allocation in the
Regulation 18 Local Plan.
The site is available. Development of the site is not
considered achievable due to the sites location within
the poor air quality zone. The site is considered
unsuitable and development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the cost of removing the existing buildings.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

12Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

300

2015

13Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

800

2015

14Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

200

2015

15Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

300

2015

16Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

B
(employment)

Employment

unknown

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

50

SA1
2015

17Sta15

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to development avoiding land within flood
zones 2 and 3. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the provision of the necessary
infrastructure to support the scale of development.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway improvements. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to educational infrastructure and
development avoiding land with the flood zone 2 and
3. This site is considered unsuitable as development
on this site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development
The site is available and considered suitable.
Development of the site is achievable subject to
highway capacity, cost of removal of existing
buildings and workforce population density
requirements around fuel farm.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

18Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

338

2015

19Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

15

2015

20Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

30

2015

21Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

B
(employment)

Employment

1040

STA4

2015

22Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

2015

23Sta15

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

105

E

C3

68

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway improvements to access the site.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The southern part of the site has permission for 3no
dwellings which were approved as by reason of
siting, design and appearance with no significant
harm being caused to the rural amenities of the area.
It is considered that the development of the whole
site would harm the wider countryside and not
contribute to a sustainable pattern of development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to development avoiding the areas at risk
from flooding. The site contributes to the functions of
the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
The site is available and suitable and development is
achievable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

AECOM
285

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan

Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2016

24Sta16

Stansted
Mountfitchet

D

C3

70

2016

25Sta16

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

900

2016

26Sta16

Stansted
Mountfitchet

A

c3

27

Development
Opportunity

STA5
reg 18

27Sta17

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

130

Reg 18

28Sta17

Stansted
Mountfitchet

E

C3

50

STA2
STA3

Commitment

Stansted
Mountfitchet

Commitment

Stansted

Conclusion

The site is available. Development is achievable and
the site is suitable subject to the delivery of the site
to the south (07Sta15), capacity of the highway
network and any necessary highway mitigation
measures. Due to the need for anotherto be
delivered prior to this site becoming available and to
highway constraints it is not considered that this site
could be delivered within the plan period
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to achieving access to the highway network.
However the site is not considered suitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is deliverable for town centre uses including
residential and has planning permission for 10
dwellings on part of the site. The achievability of
development and availability of the remainder of the
site is not known. Emerging Council policy supports
the regeneration of this site. However the timing and
scale of any residential development is unknown and
therefore it is not relied upon in meeting the Council's
housing need.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

Conclusion

Mountfitchet
STA6

Safeguarded

Stansted
Mountfitchet

2015

01Ste15

Stebbing

E

C3

10

2015

02Ste15

Stebbing

E

C3

9

2015

03Ste15

Stebbing

B

C3

6

2015

04Ste15

Stebbing

E

C3

6

2015

05Ste15

Stebbing

new
settlement

C3

7500

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development of
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and considered suitable and
development is achievable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development of
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
This site is being promoted as a village extension
incorporating services and facilities. The site is
available and development is achievable subject to
assessment of the technical evidence. The
promotors have submitted a range of technical
reports which indicate that this site is achievable and
deliverable. The Council's strategy is towards selfsustaining Garden Communities. The suitability of
the site will be considered as part of the
consideration of alternative new settlement sites
taking into account the findings of the Sustainability
Appraisal and the Council's evidence base.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

06Ste15

Stebbing

new
settlement

C3

4500

2016

07Ste16

Stebbing

E

C3

17

2016

08Ste16

Stebbing

E

C3

50

2016

09Ste16

Stebbing

E

C3

50

2016

10Ste16

Stebbing

E

C3

20

Conclusion

This site is being promoted as a village extension
incorporating services and facilities. The site is
available and development is achievable subject to
assessment of the technical evidence. The
promotors have submitted a range of technical
reports which indicate that this site is achievable and
deliverable. The Council's strategy is towards selfsustaining Garden Communities. The suitability of
the site will be considered as part of the
consideration of alternative new settlement sites
taking into account the findings of the Sustainability
Appraisal and the Council's evidence base.
The site is available and development is achievable
but the site is considered unsuitable as development
of the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
but the site is considered unsuitable as development
of the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development
The site is available. Access to the site represents a
major constraint to development of this site. The
development of this site will also have an
unacceptable impact on the landscape impact. The
site is considered unsuitable as development on the
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development
The site is available and development is achievable
but the site is considered unsuitable as development
on the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA
2016

Allocation
reference

11Ste16

2015

Settlement

Stebbing
STE1

2015

Status

SA Report

TAK2
01Tak15

Commitment

Stebbing

Commitment

Takeley

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA
E

C3

20

Conclusion

The site is available but development is not
considered suitable or achievable due to the site
being located within Flood Zones 2 and 3

12

Takeley

B

C3

20

TAK1
2015

02Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

11

2015

03Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

11

2015

04Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

48

2015

05Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

6

2015

06Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

17

The site is available and development is achievable
and suitable. The deliverable capacity of the site
reflects the allocation in the Regulation 18 Local Plan
to prevent overdevelopment.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. The site is not considered
suitable nor is development considered achievable
due to the site’s location within flood zones 2 and 3
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

07Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

7

2015

08Tak15

Takeley

E

c3

200

2015

09Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

750

2015

10Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

1500

2015

11Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

1700

Conclusion

The site is available. Development is achievable
subject to mitigating impact on listed buildings and
cost of clearing the site. The site as a whole as
submitted through the SHLAA is not considered
suitable for development as it would lead to
development in the Countryside Protection Zone and
lead to development in a non sustainable location.
Partial development of the site within development
limits may be considered suitable. This falls below
the criteria of the SHLAA and should be pursed
through pre application advice and a planning
application.
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and achievable subject to
provision of necessary infrastructure. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and achievable subject to
provision of necessary infrastructure. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and achievable subject to
provision of necessary infrastructure. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

12Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

320

2015

13Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

750

2015

14Tak15

Takeley

E
(employment)

C3

unknown

2015

15Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

50

2015

16Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

300

2015

17Tak15

Takeley

E

C3

128

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the function of the
Countryside protection Zone and therefore
development is considered unsuitable.
Part of the site is currently available with the
availability of the remainder of the site still to be
confirmed. The site is considered unsuitable because
it will involve significant development within the
Countryside Protection Zone and would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The land is available. Development of the site is
achievable subject to providing access to strategic
road network and mitigating impact of flood zones,
and on heritage and natural assets. Development of
the sites are not considered suitable because it
would lead to coalesence between settlements and
the airport contrary to the functions of the
Countryside Protection Zone.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to development and the access road avoiding
land within flood zones 2 and 3. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available. Development is not achievable
because the site, on its own, does not have access
to the highway. The site is considered unsuitable
because it will involve significant development within
the Countryside Protection Zone and would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Conclusion

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA
of development.

2016

18Tak16

Takeley

E
(employment)

2016

19Tak16

Takeley

E
(employment)

B1

unknown

2016

20Tak16

Takeley

E
(employment)

Employment

unknown

2016

21Tak16

Takeley

E
(employment)

Employment

6000

2017

22Tak17

Takeley

E

8

Reg 18

23Tak17

Takeley

E

40

2015

TAK3

Refurbishment

Takeley

THA2

Commitment

Thaxted

B1

10800

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone
and would lead to coalesence with the aiport and is
therefore considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone
and would lead to coalesence with the aiport and is
therefore considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.

40
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

01Tha15

Thaxted

E

6

2015

02Tha15

Thaxted

E

8

2015

03Tha15

Thaxted

E

6

2015

04Tha15

Thaxted

E

369

2015

05Tha15

Thaxted

E

16

2015

06Tha15

Thaxted

E

22

2015

07Tha15

Thaxted

E

12

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and small scale development is
achievable, however, this would be below the
threshold of the SLAA. The site is considered
unsuitable for larger scale development as it would
not contribute to a sustainable pattern of
development
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is os not considered suitable because it
would lead to ribbon development extending into the
open countryside.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to the provision of a satisfactory access road.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

08Tha15

Thaxted

E

72

2015

09Tha15

Thaxted

E

23

2015

10Tha15

Thaxted

A

THA2

C3

29

2015

11Tha15

Thaxted

E

10

2015

12Tha15

Thaxted

E

5

2015

13Tha15

Thaxted

E

75

2015

14Tha15

Thaxted

B

THA1

c3

20

Conclusion

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development of
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is deliverable and has planning permission
for 29 dwellings
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to to remediation of any contamination and
providing suitable access road. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and considered suitable. The
development of the site is achievable subject to the
cost of clearing and removing the existing buildings.
The site is too small to be allocated for development
within the Local Plan but it can be included withind
development limits.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and considered suitable.
Development of the site is achievable subject to the
cost of clearance and removal of existing buildings
and mitigating the impact on listed buildings and the
conservation area. The deliverable capacity has
been reduced to reflect these constraints.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

15Tha15

Thaxted

E

25

2015

16Tha15

Thaxted

E

120

2015

17Tha15

Thaxted

E

25

Safeguarded
THA3

2015

18Tha15

Thaxted

E

10

2015

19Tha15

Thaxted

E

18

2015

20Tha15

Thaxted

G&T

1

2015

01Ugl15

Ugley

E

8

Conclusion

The site is available and considered to be achievable
subject to flood mitigation measures. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The deliverability of this site is uncertain in respect of
the Essex County Council's future plans for the site,
impact on ecology and impact on highway network
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to mitigating impact on the conservation
area, listed buildings and other buildings of merit.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would lead to the loss of an important open
space and not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
This site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

2015

02Ugl15

Ugley

E

10

2015

03Ugl15

Ugley

E

12

2015

04Ugl15

Ugley

E

48

2015

05Ugl15

Ugley

E

21

2015

01Wen15

Wendens Ambo

E

5

2015

02Wen15

Wendens Ambo

E

C3

15

Conclusion

The site is proposed as a potential rural exception
site, which would need community support and a
proven need for local affordable housing. The site is
available and development is considered achievable
subject to mitigation measures to overcome the
impact of the M11 and railway; and impact on the
Ancient Woodland. The site is considered unsuitable
as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is suitable and available and development is
achievable subject to mitigation measures to
overcome the impact of the M11. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is available and development achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site for market housing would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is acheivable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA

E
Wendens Ambo
(employment)

2015

02Wen15

Employment

3000

2015

01WRod15

White Roding

E

8

2015

01Wic15

Wicken Bonhunt

E

6

2015

02Wic15

Wicken Bonhunt

E

7

Reg 18

03Wic17

Wicken Bonhunt

E

21

2015

01Wid15

Widdington

E

6

2015

02Wid15

Widdington

E

10

Conclusion

The site is available and development is acheivable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site contributes to the functions of the Green
Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available. The achievability of the site is
uncertain because parts of the site are located within
flood zones 2 and 3. The achievability of the site
depends of the outcome of a full flood risk
assessment and consideration of mitigation
measures. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development
The site is available and development is considered
achievable. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
This site is available and development is achievable
subject to cost of re-routing overhead electrical cable
and mitigation against impact on protected lane. The
site is considered unsuitable as development on the
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
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Year
SLAA reference
submitted to
number
the SLAA

Allocation
reference

Status

SA Report

Settlement

Conclusion

Submitted
Suitability in
Conclusion of yield
proposed use in
SLAA
in SLAA
SLAA
development.

2015

01Wim15

Wimbish

E

12

2015

02Wim15

Wimbish

E

88

2015

03Wim15

Wimbish

E

115

2015

04Wim15

Wimbish

E

5

The site is available and development is achievable.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway improvements to Tindon End
Road. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway improvements to Tindon End
Road. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is available and development is achievable
subject to highway improvements to Tindon End
Road. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
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SA of site options
Developing the appraisal methodology
Given the number of site options and limited site-specific data availability it was not possible to simply discuss (‘qualitative analysis’) the merits of each site option under
89
the SA framework.
As such, work was undertaken to develop a methodology suited to site options appraisal, whilst also reflecting the SA framework and topics as best as possible. The
methodology essentially involved employing GIS data-sets, and measuring (‘quantitative analysis’) how each site option related to various constraint and opportunity
features.
Two GIS tools were used to undertake the appraisal of site options depending on the feature and measurements required. These provided either a:


Straight line distance from a feature to a site option and percentage overlap of any features within a site option. Measurements were taken from the closest
boundary of the site option and the feature.
or



Distances calculated from a site option to a feature along a real world network of roads and urban footpaths using Open Street Map. The network analyst tool helps
to provide approximate real world walking distances. Measurements are taken from the boundary of the site where it is within 20m of the road/ footpath network
and is therefore assumed to have access.

The site options appraisal methodology is presented in Table A below. It sets out the criteria and thresholds as well as the GIS tool used and provides further
commentary as necessary. The table recognises data limitations. It is important to be clear that the aim of categorising the performance of site options is to aid
90
differentiation, i.e. to highlight instances of site options performing relatively well/ poorly. The intention is not to indicate a ‘significant effect’.

89

Qualitative analysis of site options would only have been possible were time/resources available to generate data/understanding for all site options through site visits and discussion with promoters. Without
this data/understanding, any attempt at qualitative analysis would have led to a risk of bias (e.g. sites that are being proactively promoted may have been found to perform favourably).
90
Whilst Regulations require that the SA process identifies and evaluates significant effects of the draft plan and reasonable alternatives, there is no assumption that significant effects must be identified and
evaluated for all site options considered.
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Table IVB: Site options appraisal methodology
Criteria

‘RAG’ rules

Data and measurement

Commentary

Green Belt

R = Intersects

Data provided by the Uttlesford District
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

It is recognised that the Green Belt (GB) is a policy designation and has no bearing on the
sustainability of a site. However, it is useful to flag sites that fall within the GB as this will be
a consideration in future stages when establishing spatial strategy alternatives for
consideration through plan-making and the SA process.

G = Does not intersect

Settlement
development limits

R = Does not intersect

Data provided by the Uttlesford District
G = Intersects or is adjacent Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

Highlights those sites that fall outside the settlement development limits.

Development
opportunity areas

A = Does not intersect

Highlights those sites that fall within or are adjacent to an identified development
opportunity area.

Data provided by the Uttlesford District
G = Intersects or is adjacent Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

Air Quality (SA Objectives 7 and 11)
Air Quality
Management Area
(AQMA)

R = Within or adjacent

Poor Air Quality
Zone

R = Within or adjacent

A = <200m
G = >200m

A = <200m
G = >200m

Data provided by Uttlesford Council.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

200m has been assumed to represent AQMA buffer zones as these are not individually
defined.

Data provided by Uttlesford Council.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

200m has been assumed to represent an appropriate buffer for a Poor Air Quality Zone.

Biodiversity (SA Objective 1)
European site
(SAC, SPA or
Ramsar site)

There are no European sites within or in close proimity to Uttlesford District Council. The HRA for the Regulation 19 Local Plan (Oct 2018) identified that there are
seven European sites within the potential ‘zone of influence’ of the Local Plan. The HRA found that there is the potential for in combination effects with other plans
and programmes on Epping Forest SAC as a result of increased recreational pressure and increased atmospheric pollution. It made a number of recommendations
to address these issues and concluded that the Local Plan would not have adverse effects on the integrity of any European sites. Given the location of European
sites and that in combination effects are the primary issue, the location of site options in relation to European sites is not an issue. As a result, a crtierion relating to
European sites has not been included.

Site of Special
Scientific Interest
(SSSI)

R = <200m
A = <1km
G = >1km

Data provided by Natural England and
includes sites lying outside of the District.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

As above, it is recognised that distance in itself is not a definitive guide to the likelihood or
significance of effects on a European site. This criterion will help to highlight the SSSI that
lies in closest proximity to the site and together with the criterion below for SSSI Impact
Zones, it will help to differentiate between sites.
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Criteria

‘RAG’ rules

Data and measurement

Commentary

SSSI Impact Risk
Zones

R = Within a SSSI IRZ
where any planning
application requires
consultation with NE

Data provided by Natural England and
includes sites lying outside of the District.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

Impact Risk Zones (IRZs) are a GIS tool developed by Natural England to make a rapid
initial assessment of the potential risks to SSSIs posed by development proposals. They
define zones around each SSSI which reflect the particular sensitivities of the features for
which it is notified and indicate the types of development proposal which could potentially
have adverse impacts. The IRZs also cover the interest features and sensitivities of
European sites, which are underpinned by the SSSI designation and “Compensation Sites”,
which have been secured as compensation for impacts on Natura 2000/Ramsar sites.

A = Within a SSSI IRZ
G = Not within an SSSI IRZ

LPAs have a duty to consult Natural England before granting planning permission on any
development that is in or likely to affect a SSSI. As such IRZs enable a consideration of
whether a proposed development is likely to affect a SSSI and determine whether they will
need to consult Natural England to seek advice on the nature of any potential SSSI impacts
and how they might be avoided or mitigated.
National Nature
Reserve

R = Includes or is adjacent
A = <200m
G = >200m

Ancient Woodland

R = Includes or is adjacent
A = <50m
G = >50m

Local Wildlife Site

R = Includes or is adjacent
A = <50m
G = >50m

Priority habitats

R = Includes or is adjacent
A = <50m
G = >50m

Special verges

R = Includes or is adjacent
A = <50m
G = >50m

Data provided by Natural England and
includes sites lying outside of the District.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

There are two National Nature Reserves (NNRs) within the District. The RAG distances
reflect this along with the assumption that these are of less significance and therefore less
sensitive than European sites and SSSIs. However, it is recognised that the designations
overlap in places.

Data provided by Natural England and
Ancient Woodlands are spread across the District. The RAG distances have been selected
includes sites lying outside of the District. to take account of this and help differentiate between the sites options.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.
Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include sites lying
outside of the District. Straight line
distance/ overlap measurement.

There are a number of Local Wildlife Sites situated within the District and the RAG
distances reflect this along with the assumption that these are of less significance and
therefore less sensitive than internationally and nationally designated biodiversity.

Data provided by Natural England and
This seeks to flag if a development at a site could result in the loss of and therefore
includes sites lying outside of the District. fragmentation of BAP priority habitats. It also helps to flag if there is the potential for
disturbance to priority habitats within 50m of the site.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.
Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include sites lying
outside of the District. Straight line
distance/ overlap measurement.

This seeks to flag if a development at a site could result in the loss of special verges. It also
helps to flag if there is the potential for disturbance to special verges within 50m of the site.
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Criteria

‘RAG’ rules

Data and measurement

Commentary

Important
Woodland

R = Includes or is adjacent

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include sites lying
outside of the District. Straight line
distance/ overlap measurement.

This seeks to flag if a development at a site could result in the loss of important woodland.
It also helps to flag if there is the potential for disturbance to important woodland within 50m
of the site.

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include sites lying
outside of the District. Straight line
distance/ overlap measurement.

This seeks to flag if a development at a site could result in the loss of a geological site. It
also helps to flag if there is the potential for disturbance to a geological site within 50m of
the site.

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

This criterion will help to identify sites that fall within areas at risk of groundwater flooding.

A = <50m
G = >50m

Geological sites

R = Includes or is adjacent
A = <50m
G = >50m

Climate Change (SA Objectives 6 and 8)
Groundwater flood
risk

R = Greater than 75%
A = Greater than 25% and
less than 75%
G = Lower than 25%

Surface water flood R = Areas of high or very
Data provided by Uttlesford District
risk
high surface water flood risk Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
is present in the site
measurement.
A = Areas of medium
surface water flood risk is
present in the site

This criterion will help to identify sites that fall within areas at risk of surface water flooding.
N.B. While it is important to avoid development in areas of high flood risk, there is the
potential to address risk of surface water flooding at the development management stage
through the use of appropriate mitigation, such as SuDS.

G = Areas of low or no
surface water flood risk
Fluvial flood risk

R = > 50% intersects with
Flood risk zone 2 or 3
A = < 50% intersects with
Flood risk zone 2 or 3

Data provided by the Environment
Agency. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

G = Flood risk zone 1

This criterion will help to identify sites that fall within high flood risk areas. N.B. While it is
important to avoid development in flood zones, there is the potential to address flood risk at
the development management stage, when a ‘sequential approach’ can be taken to ensure
that uses are compatible with flood risk. There is also the potential to design-in Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SuDS).

Community and Wellbeing (SA Objectives 10 and 11)
Town or Local
Centre

R = >800m
A = 400-800m
G = <400m

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Network analyst

Highlights walking distance to town and local centres. There is no clear guidance on
distance thresholds, and it is recognised that town centres will often be reached by car or
public transport. The thresholds therefore reflect the spread of the data.
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‘RAG’ rules

Data and measurement

SA Report

Commentary

measurement.
Retail centres

R = >800m
A = 400-800m
G = <400m

Primary School

R = >800m
A = 400-800m
G = <400m

Secondary School

R = >4.8km
A = <4.8km
G = <1km

Hospital/ Surgery/
Community
Hospital

R = >800m
A = 400-800m
G = <400m

Open/ Green space R = >400m
A = <400m
G = Adjacent
Open/ Green space R = Loss of open or green
(loss)
space
G = No loss of open or
green space
Cycle Routes

A = >50m
G = <50m

Sport Facility/ Pitch R = >800m
91

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Network analyst
measurement.

Highlights walking distance to a retail centre (primary and secondary frontages). There is
no clear guidance on distance thresholds, and it is recognised that these facilities will often
be reached by car or public transport. The thresholds therefore reflect the spread of the
data.

Data provided by Uttlesford Ditstrict
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Network analyst
measurement.

Highlights walking distance to primary schools. Thresholds reflect the statutory walking
distances set out in Education Act (1996) and the Home to school travel and transport
guidance (2014).

Data provided by Uttlesford Ditstrict
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Network analyst
measurement.

Highlights walking distance to a secondary school. Thresholds reflect the statutory walking
distances set out in Education Act (1996) and the Home to school travel and transport
guidance (2014).

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Network analyst
measurement.

Highlights walking distance to hospitals and GPs. Department for Transport guidance
suggests 800m as a walkable distance for those accessing community facilities.

91

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Highlights the walking distance of site options to areas of open and green space. It is
Council and includes features outside the recognised that there may be other areas of open or green space that are not considered
District. Network analyst measurement.
through this criterion. 400m is assumed to be a walkable distance for most.
Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

The presumption is that a loss of open or green space will lead to a negative impact in
relation to a range of SA topics. However it should be noted that some loss of open space
may not necessarily be a negative effect if green infrastructure enhancements are initiated
on-site or nearby but this is uncertain at this stage

Data provided by Essex County Council.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

Highlights the proximity of site options to a National Cycle Route.

Data provided by Uttlesford District

Highlights walking distance to a sports facility or pitch. Department for Transport guidance

92

Ibid
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‘RAG’ rules

Data and measurement

Commentary

A = 400-800m

Council and does not include features
outside the District. Network analyst
measurement.

suggests 800m as a walkable distance for those accessing community facilities.

Data provided by Harlow Council and
does not include features outside the
District. Network analyst measurement.

Highlights the proximity of site options to PRoW. Where a PRoW falls within a site it is
assumed that this can be retained or an alternative route provided to ensure that links are
not severed. It is also assumed that the closer a development is to a PRoW the more likely
there is for an opportunity to enhance.

G = <400m
Public right of way
(PRoW)?

A = >50m

Deprivation

R = Site does not intersect
with an ‘output area’ that

G = <50m

Data provided by Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government and
includes features outside the District.
is relatively deprived
A = Any of the site intersects Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.
with an ‘output area’

Highlights site options that fall within an area of deprivation. Development in an area of
relative deprivation (as measured by the Index of Multiple Deprivation) may support
regeneration. However, it is recognised that this will be dependent on a variety of factors,
including the level of improvements delivered in terms of community facilities.

that is relatively deprived i.e.
in the 20-40% (2nd quintile)
most deprived in the district.
G = Any of the site
intersects with an ‘output
area’ that is relatively
deprived (i.e. in the 0-20%
(1st
quintile) most deprived in
the district
Stanstead Airport
R = Intersects with 1:10,000 Data provided by Uttlesford District
Public Safety Zone contour
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.
A = Intersects with

Highlights those site options that fall within Stanstead Airport’s Public Safety Zones.

1:100,000 contour
G = Does not intersect
Noise contours

92

R = Intersects with 72, 69 or
66 noise contour
A = Intersects with 63, 60 or

Ibid.
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SA Report

Commentary

57 noise contour
G = Outside of noise
contours
Economy and employment (SA Objective 15)
Loss of existing
employment

R = Loss of existing
Data provided by Uttlesford District
designated employment site Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.
G = No loss of designated

Considers the loss of an existing or allocated employment area.

employment site
Existing
employment area

R = >800m
A = 400-800m
G = <400m

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Network analyst
measurement.

Highlights walking distance to existing employment areas. There is no clear guidance on
distance thresholds, and it is recognised that these facilities will often be reached by car or
public transport. The thresholds therefore reflect the spread of the data.

Historic Environment (SA Objective 5)
Conservation Area

R = Intersects or is adjacent Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council and does not include
A = <50m
conservation areas outside the District.
G = >50m
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

It is appropriate to ‘flag’ a red where a site is within, intersects or is adjacent to a
Conservation Area. It is also appropriate to flag sites that might more widely impact on the
setting of a Conservation Area and a 50m threshold has been assumed. It is recognised
that distance in itself is not a definitive guide to the likelihood or significance of effects on a
heritage asset. It is also recognised that the historic environment encompasses more than
just designated heritage assets.
Whilst there is good potential to highlight where development in proximity to a heritage
asset might impact negatively on that asset, or its setting, a limitation relates to the fact that
it has not been possible to gather views from heritage specialists on sensitivity of assets /
capacity to develop each of the sites. This is a notable limitation as potential for
development to conflict with the setting of historic assets / local historic character can only
really be considered on a case-by-case basis rather than through a distance based criteria.
It will also sometimes be the case that development can enhance heritage assets.

Historic Park or
Garden

R = Adjacent
A = <50m
G = >50m

Data provided by Historic England and
includes assets lying outside of the
District. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

As above.
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Scheduled
Monument

R = Intersects or is adjacent Data provided by Historic England and
includes assets lying outside of the
A = <50m
District. Straight line distance/ overlap
G = >50m
measurement.

As above.

Listed Building

R = Intersects or is adjacent Data provided by Historic England and
includes assets lying outside of the
A = <50m
District. Straight line distance/ overlap
G = >50m
measurement.

As above.

Protected Lanes

R = Intersects
G = Does not intersect

Data and measurement

SA Report

Commentary

Data provided by Uttlesford District
As above.
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Straight line distance/
overlap measurement.

Land and Waste (SA Objective 4)
Land classification

A = Greenfield
G = Brownfield or mixed

Agricultural land
classification

R = Grade 1 to 3
A = Grade 4 or 5
G = Urban

Mineral
safeguarded site

A = Intersects
G = Does not intersect

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

Highlights whether the site is a previously developed or greenfield site as defined by the
NPPF/NPPG.

Data provided by Natural England.
Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

Recent land classification has not been undertaken in many parts of the District. As such
the pre-1988 classification is the only means of consistently comparing sites. This does not
however provide a distinction between Grade 3a (i.e. land classified as the ‘best and most
versatile’) and Grade 3b land (i.e. land which is not classified as such). Taking the above
into account it is appropriate to ‘flag’ red those sites that may include Grade 1 to 3
agricultural land.

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

It is assumed that any development outside of a mineral safeguarded site would not result
in the sterilisation of that resource and the RAG distances reflect this.

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

It is appropriate to ‘flag’ a red where a site falls within the Countryside Protection Zone
(CPZ) .

Landscape (SA Objective 3)
Coutryside
Protection Zone

R = Intersects
G = Does not intersect
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Criteria

‘RAG’ rules

Data and measurement

Tree Preservation
Order

R = Intersects

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Highlights if a site contains any Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs).
Council and does not include features
outside the District. Straight line distance/
overlap measurement.

Protected Open
Space

R = Intersects

G = Does not intersect

G = Does not intersect

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Council. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.

Commentary

It is appropriate to ‘flag’ a red where a site falls could result in the loss of pretected open
space.

Transport (SA Objective 9)
Bus stop

R = >400m
G = <400m

Train station

A = >800m
G = <800m

Data provided by Essex County Council
Highlights walking distance to a bus stop. Department for Transport guidance
and includes features outside the District. 400m as a walkable distance for those accessing a bus stop.
Network analyst measurement.

93

suggests

94

Data provided by Uttlesford District
Highlights walking distance to a train station. Department for Transport guidance does not
Council and includes features outside the suggest a walkable distance for a train station so it is assumed that 800m is appropriate.
District. Network analyst measurement.
This is in line with what is suggested for access to community facilities.

Water (SA Objective 2)
Groundwater
Source Protection
Zones

R = Within a Zone 1 SPZ
A = Within a Zone 2 SPZ
G = Not within a SPZ

Data provided by the Environment
Agency. Straight line distance/ overlap
measurement.measurement.

Groundwater Source Protection Zones are designated zones around public water supply
abstractions and other sensitive receptors that signal there are particular risks to the
groundwater source they protect.
The zones are based on an estimation of the time it would take for a pollutant which enters
the saturated zone of an aquifer to reach the source abstraction or discharge point. For
each source, three zones are defined around a particular water abstraction based on travel
times, of the groundwater (Zone 1 = 50 days; Zone 2 = 400 days) and the total catchment
area of the abstraction (Zone 3).

93
94

WebTag (December 2015) Unit A4.2 paragraph 6.4.5, Department for Transport
Ibid
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Appraisal findings
Tables IVC and IVD present appraisal findings in relation to the site options that have been a focus of plan-making. Specifically, the tables present an appraisal of the
site options in terms of the appraisal criteria set out in Table A, with performance categorised on a simple ‘RAG’ scale. For completeness, all of the sites submitted
through the Call for Sites and considered through the SLAA have been subjected to appraisal through the SA process.
Given the number of criteria the findings have been split into two tables. If there is a (E) after the site reference that means that the sites was submitted for employment
uses, if there is a (G&T) after the site reference that means the site was submitted for Gypsy and Traveller uses. All other sites were submitted for residential uses.

01Ark15

Arkesden

02Ark17

Arkesden

01Ash15

Ashdon

02Ash15

Ashdon

01Bar15

Barnston

02Bar15

Barnston

01Bir15

Birchanger

02Bir15 (E)

Birchanger

03Bir15

Birchanger

04Bir15

Birchanger

05Bir15

Birchanger

06Bir15 (E)

Birchanger

07Bir16 (E)

Birchanger
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Parish/
Settlement

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Site Ref

Green Belt

Table IVC: Site options appraisal findings

Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

08Bir16 (E)
Birchanger

09Bir16
Birchanger

10Bir17
Birchanger

01Chr15
Chrishall

01Cla15
Clavering

02Cla15
Clavering

03Cla15
Clavering

04Cla15
Clavering

05Cla15
Clavering

06Cla15
Clavering

07Cla15
Clavering

08Cla15
Clavering

09Cla15
Clavering

10Cla15
Clavering

11Cla15
Clavering

12Cla15
Clavering

13Cla15
Clavering

14Cla15
Clavering

15Cla15 (E)
Clavering

16Cla15
Clavering

17Cla15
Clavering
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

18Cla15
Clavering

19Cla15
Clavering

20Cla15
Clavering

21Cla15
Clavering

22Cla15
Clavering

23Cla15
Clavering

01Deb15 (E)
(G&T)
Debden

02Deb15
Debden

03Deb15
Debden

04Deb15
Debden

05Deb15 (E)
Debden

01Elm15
Elmdon

01Els15 (E)
Elsenham

02Els15
Elsenham

03Els15
Elsenham

04Els15
Elsenham

05Els15 (E)
Elsenham

06Els15 (E)
Elsenham

06Els15 (E)
Elsenham

06Els15_Merg
Elsenham
e (E)
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

07Els15 (E)
Elsenham

07Els15 (E)
Elsenham

08Els15
Elsenham

09Els15
Elsenham

10Els16 (E)
Elsenham

11Els17
Elsenham

01Far15
Farnham

02Far15
Farnham

03Far15
Farnham

04Far15
Farnham

01Fel15
Felsted

03Fel15 (E)
Felsted

04Fel15
Felsted

05Fel15
Felsted

06Fel15
Felsted

07Fel15
Felsted

08Fel15
Felsted

09Fel15
Felsted

10Fel15
Felsted

07Els15_Merg
Elsenham
e (E)
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

11Fel15 (E)
Felsted

12Fel15
Felsted

13Fel15
Felsted

14Fel15
Felsted

15Fel15
Felsted

16Fel15
Felsted

17Fel15
Felsted

18Fel15
Felsted

19Fel15
Felsted

20Fel15
Felsted

21Fel15 (E)
Felsted

22Fel15 (E)
Felsted

23Fel15
Felsted

24Fel15
Felsted

25Fel15
Felsted

26Fel15
Felsted

27Fel15
Felsted

28Fel15
Felsted

30Fel16
Felsted

02Fel15
Felsted

29Fel16 (G&T) Felsted
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan
SA Report

Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

07GtCan17
Great Canfield

01GtCan15
(G&T)
Gt Canfield

02GtCan15
Gt Canfield

03GtCan15
Gt Canfield

04GtCan15
Gt Canfield

05GtCan15
Gt Canfield

06GtCan17
Gt Canfield

01GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

02GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

03GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

04GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

05GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

06GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

07GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

08GtChe15
(E)
Gt Chesterford

09GtChe15
Gt Chesterford

10GtChe15
(E)
Gt Chesterford

(Bartholomew
Green)
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

02GtChe15
Gt Chesterford
zone 2

02GtChe15
Gt Chesterford
zone 4

02GtChe15
Gt Chesterford
zones 3

01GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

02GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

03GtDun15
(E)
Gt Dunmow

04GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

05GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

06GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

07GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

08GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

09GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

10GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

11GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

12GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

13GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

02GtChe15_M Gt Chesterford
erge
zones 3
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

14GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

15GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

16GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

17GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

18GtDun15
Gt Dunmow

19GtDun16
Gt Dunmow

20GtDun16
Gt Dunmow

21GtDun17
Gt Dunmow

01GtEas15
Gt Easton

02GtEas15
Gt Easton

04GtEas15
Gt Easton

01GtHal15
Gt Hallingbury

02GtHal15
Gt Hallingbury

03GtHal15
Gt Hallingbury

04GtHal15 (E)
Gt Hallingbury

05GtHal15 (E)
Gt Hallingbury

06GtHal16
Gt Hallingbury

07GtHal16 (E)
Gt Hallingbury

08GtHal16 (E)
Gt Hallingbury

09GtHal16 (E)
Gt Hallingbury

01GtSam15
Gt Sampford
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

02GtSam15
Gt Sampford

01Had15
Hadstock

01HBO15 (E)
Hatfield Broad
Oak

02HBO15
Hatfield Broad
Oak

05HBO15
Hatfield Broad
Oak

06HBO15
Hatfield Broad
Oak

07HBO15
Hatfield Broad
Oak

08HBO17
Hatfield Broad
Oak

03HBO15 (E)
Hatfield Broad
Oak (Takeley)

04HBO15 (E)
Hatfield Broad
Oak (Takeley)

01HHea15
Hatfield Heath

02HHea15
Hatfield Heath

03HHea15
Hatfield Heath

04HHea15
Hatfield Heath

05HHea15
Hatfield Heath
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

06HHea15
Hatfield Heath

07HHea15
Hatfield Heath

08HHea17
Hatfield Heath

09HHea17
Hatfield Heath

01Hen15
Henham

02Hen15
Henham

03Hen15
Henham

04Hen15
Henham

05Hen15
Henham

06Hen15
Henham

07Hen16
Henham

08Hen17
Henham

01HEas15
High Easter

02HEas15
High Easter

01HRod15
High Roding

02HRod15
High Roding

03HRod15
High Roding

04HRod16
High Roding

01Lan15
Langley

02Lan15
Langley

03Lan15
Langley
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref

11LtCan15
Parish/
Settlement

01LRod15
Leaden Roding

02LRod15
Leaden Roding

03LRod15
Leaden Roding

04LRod15
Leaden Roding

05LRod15
Leaden Roding

01Lin15
Lindsell

02Lin15
Lindsell

03Lin15
Lindsell

04Lin15
Lindsell

01LtCan15
Little Canfield

02LtCan15
Little Canfield

03LtCan15
Little Canfield

04LtCan15
Little Canfield

05LtCan15
Little Canfield

06LtCan15
(G&T)
Little Canfield

07LtCan15
Little Canfield

08LtCan15 (E) Little Canfield

09LtCan15 (E) Little Canfield

10LtCan15 (E) Little Canfield

Little Canfield
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

01LtChe15 (E)
Little
Chesterford

01LtChe15 (E)
Little
Chesterford

01LtChe15_M
erge (E)
Little
Chesterford

02LtChe15
Little
Chesterford

04LtChe15
Little
Chesterford

05LtChe15
Little
Chesterford

06LtChe16
Little
Chesterford

03LtChe15
Little
Chesterford (Nr
Gt Chesterford)

01LtDun15
Little Dunmow

01LtDun15
Little Dunmow

01LtDun15_M
erge
Little Dunmow

02LtDun15 (E) Little Dunmow

02LtDun15 (E) Little Dunmow
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref

02LtDun15_M
erge (E)
Parish/
Settlement

01LtEas15
Little Easton

02LtEas15
Little Easton

03LtEas15
Little Easton

04LtEas15
Little Easton

05LtEas15 (E)
Little Easton

02LtDun15 (E) Little Dunmow

02LtDun15 (E) Little Dunmow

Little Dunmow

03LtDun15 (E)
Little Dunmow
(G&T)

03LtDun15 (E)
Little Dunmow
(G&T)

03LtDun15 (E)
Little Dunmow
(G&T)

03LtDun15 (E)
Little Dunmow
(G&T)

03LtDun15 (E)
Little Dunmow
(G&T)

03LtDun15 (E)
Little Dunmow
(G&T)

03LtDun15_M
Little Dunmow
erge (E) (G&T)
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

06LtEas15 (E)
Little Easton

01LtHal15
Little Hallingbury

02LtHal15
Little Hallingbury

03LtHal15
Little Hallingbury

04LtHal15
Little Hallingbury

01LtWal15
Little Walden

02LtWal15
Little Walden

03LtWal15
Little Walden

01Lit15
Littlebury

02Lit17
Littlebury

01Man15
Manuden

02Man16
Manuden

03Man16
Manuden

01New15
Newport

02New15
Newport

03New15
Newport

04New15
Newport

05New15
Newport

06New15
Newport

07New15
Newport

08New15
Newport
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

09New15
Newport

10New15
Newport

11New15
Newport

12New15
Newport

13New15 (E)
Newport

01Que15
Quendon and
Rickling

02Que15
Quendon and
Rickling

03Que15
Quendon and
Rickling

04Que15
Quendon and
Rickling

05Que15
Quendon and
Rickling

06Que15
Quendon and
Rickling

07Que17
Quendon and
Rickling

08Que17
Quendon and
Rickling

01Rad15
Radwinter

02Rad15
Radwinter
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan
SA Report

Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

01Saf15
Saffron Walden

02Saf15
Saffron Walden

03Saf15
Saffron Walden

04Saf15
Saffron Walden

05Saf15
Saffron Walden

06Saf15
Saffron Walden

07Saf15
Saffron Walden

08Saf15
Saffron Walden

09Saf15
Saffron Walden

10Saf15
Saffron Walden

11Saf15
Saffron Walden

12Saf15
Saffron Walden

13Saf15
Saffron Walden

14Saf15
Saffron Walden

15Saf15
Saffron Walden

16Saf16
Saffron Walden

17Saf16 (E)
Saffron Walden

18Saf16
Saffron Walden

19Saf16
Saffron Walden

20Saf17 (E)
Saffron Walden

01Sew15
Sewards End
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

02Sew15
Sewards End

03Sew15
Sewards End

04Sew15
Sewards End

05Sew15
Sewards End

06Sew15
Sewards End

07Sew15
Sewards End

01Sta15
Stansted

02Sta15
Stansted

03Sta15 (E)
Stansted

04Sta15 (E)
Stansted

05Sta15 (E)
Stansted

05Sta15 (E)
Stansted

06Sta15
Stansted

07Sta15
Stansted

08Sta15
Stansted

09Sta15
Stansted

10Sta15
Stansted

11Sta15
Stansted

12Sta15
Stansted

05Sta15_Merg
Stansted
e (E)
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

13Sta15
Stansted

14Sta15
Stansted

15Sta15 (E)
Stansted

16Sta15 (E)
Stansted

17Sta15
Stansted

18Sta15
Stansted

19Sta15
Stansted

20Sta15
Stansted

21Sta15 (E)
(G&T)
Stansted

22Sta15
Stansted

23Sta15
Stansted

24Sta16
Stansted

25Sta16 (E)
Stansted

26Sta16
Stansted

27Sta17
Stansted
Mountfitchet

28Sta17
Stansted
Mountfitchet

01Ste15
Stebbing

02Ste15
Stebbing

03Ste15
Stebbing

AECOM
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

04Ste15
Stebbing

05Ste15 (E)
(G&T)
Stebbing

06Ste15 (E)
Stebbing

06Ste15 (E)
Stebbing

06Ste15 (E)
Stebbing

07Ste16
Stebbing

08Ste16
Stebbing

09Ste16
Stebbing

10Ste16
Stebbing

11Ste16
Stebbing

01Tak15
Takeley

02Tak15
Takeley

03Tak15
Takeley

04Tak15
Takeley

05Tak15
Takeley

06Tak15
Takeley

07Tak15
Takeley

08Tak15 (E)
Takeley

09Tak15 (E)
Takeley

06Ste15_Merg
Stebbing
e (E)

AECOM
326

Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

10Tak15 (E)
Takeley

11Tak15 (E)
Takeley

12Tak15
Takeley

13Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15 (E)
Takeley

14Tak15_Mer
ge (E)
Takeley

15Tak15
Takeley

16Tak15
Takeley

17Tak15
Takeley

18Tak16 (E)
Takeley

19Tak16 (E)
Takeley

20Tak16 (E)
Takeley

21Tak16 (E)
Takeley

22Tak17
Takeley

AECOM
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

23Tak17
Takeley

01Tha15
Thaxted

02Tha15
Thaxted

03Tha15
Thaxted

04Tha15
Thaxted

05Tha15
Thaxted

06Tha15
Thaxted

07Tha15
Thaxted

08Tha15
Thaxted

09Tha15
Thaxted

10Tha15
Thaxted

11Tha15
Thaxted

12Tha15
Thaxted

13Tha15
Thaxted

14Tha15
Thaxted

15Tha15
Thaxted

16Tha15
Thaxted

17Tha15
Thaxted

18Tha15
Thaxted

19Tha15
Thaxted

20Tha15
Thaxted

AECOM
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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Site Ref
Parish/
Settlement

01Ugl15
Ugley

02Ugl15
Ugley

03Ugl15
Ugley

04Ugl15
Ugley

05Ugl15
Ugley

01Wen15
Wendens Ambo

02Wen15 (E)
Wendens Ambo

01WRod15
White Roding

01Wic15
Wicken Bonhunt

02Wic15
Wicken Bonhunt

03Wic17
Wicken Bonhunt

01Wid15
Widdington

02Wid15
Widdington

01Wim15
Wimbish

02Wim15
Wimbish

03Wim15
Wimbish

04Wim15
Wimbish

(G&T)

AECOM
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Groundwater Source
Protection Zone

Protected Open Space

Tree Preservation Order

Countryside Protection
Zone

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Agricultural Land
Classification

Greenfield/ Brownfield

Protected Lane

Listed Building

Scheduled Monument

Registered Park and Garden

Conservation Area

Fluvial Flood Risk

Groundwater Flood Risk

Surface Water Flood Risk

Geological Site

Important Woodland

Special Verge

Priority Habitat

Local Wildlife Site

Local Nature Reserve

Ancient Woodland

National Nature Reserve

SSSI Impact Risk Zone

SSSI

Poor Air Quality Zone

AQMA

Settlement Development
Limit
Development Opportunity
Area

Green Belt
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01Ark15

Arkesden

02Ark17

Arkesden

01Ash15

Ashdon

02Ash15

Ashdon

01Bar15

Barnston

02Bar15 (E)

Barnston

01Bir15

Birchanger

02Bir15

Birchanger

03Bir15

Birchanger

04Bir15

Birchanger

05Bir15

Birchanger

06Bir15 (E)

Birchanger

07Bir16 (E)

Birchanger

08Bir16 (E)

Birchanger

09Bir16

Birchanger

10Bir17

Birchanger

01Chr15

Chrishall

01Cla15

Clavering

02Cla15

Clavering

03Cla15

Clavering

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone

Table IVD: Site options appraisal findings

AECOM
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04Cla15

Clavering

05Cla15

Clavering

06Cla15

Clavering

07Cla15

Clavering

08Cla15

Clavering

09Cla15

Clavering

10Cla15

Clavering

11Cla15

Clavering

12Cla15

Clavering

13Cla15

Clavering

14Cla15

Clavering

15Cla15 (E)

Clavering

16Cla15

Clavering

17Cla15

Clavering

18Cla15

Clavering

19Cla15

Clavering

20Cla15

Clavering

21Cla15

Clavering

22Cla15

Clavering

23Cla15

Clavering

01Deb15 (E)

Debden

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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(G&T)
02Deb15

Debden

03Deb15

Debden

04Deb15

Debden

05Deb15 (E)

Debden

01Elm15

Elmdon

01Els15 (E)

Elsenham

02Els15

Elsenham

03Els15

Elsenham

04Els15

Elsenham

05Els15 (E)

Elsenham

06Els15 (E)

Elsenham

06Els15 (E)

Elsenham

06Els15_Merge
(E)

Elsenham

07Els15 (E)

Elsenham

07Els15 (E)

Elsenham

07Els15_Merge
(E)

Elsenham

08Els15

Elsenham

09Els15

Elsenham

10Els16 (E)

Elsenham

AECOM
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11Els17

Elsenham

01Far15

Farnham

02Far15

Farnham

03Far15

Farnham

04Far15

Farnham

01Fel15

Felsted

03Fel15 (E)

Felsted

04Fel15

Felsted

05Fel15

Felsted

06Fel15

Felsted

07Fel15

Felsted

08Fel15

Felsted

09Fel15

Felsted

10Fel15

Felsted

11Fel15 (E)

Felsted

12Fel15

Felsted

13Fel15

Felsted

14Fel15

Felsted

15Fel15

Felsted

16Fel15

Felsted

17Fel15

Felsted

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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18Fel15

Felsted

19Fel15

Felsted

20Fel15

Felsted

21Fel15 (E)

Felsted

22Fel15 (E)

Felsted

23Fel15

Felsted

24Fel15

Felsted

25Fel15

Felsted

26Fel15

Felsted

27Fel15

Felsted

28Fel15

Felsted

29Fel16 (G&T)

Felsted

30Fel16

Felsted

02Fel15

Felsted
(Bartholomew
Green)

07GtCan17

Great Canfield

01GtCan15 (G&T)

Gt Canfield

02GtCan15

Gt Canfield

03GtCan15

Gt Canfield

04GtCan15

Gt Canfield

05GtCan15

Gt Canfield

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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06GtCan17

Gt Canfield

01GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

02GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

03GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

04GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

05GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

06GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

07GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

08GtChe15 (E)

Gt Chesterford

09GtChe15

Gt Chesterford

10GtChe15 (E)

Gt Chesterford

02GtChe15

Gt Chesterford
zone 2

02GtChe15

Gt Chesterford
zone 4

02GtChe15

Gt Chesterford
zones 3

02GtChe15_Merge

Gt Chesterford
zones 3

01GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

02GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

03GtDun15 (E)

Gt Dunmow

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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04GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

05GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

06GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

07GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

08GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

09GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

10GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

11GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

12GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

13GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

14GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

15GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

16GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

17GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

18GtDun15

Gt Dunmow

19GtDun16

Gt Dunmow

20GtDun16

Gt Dunmow

21GtDun17

Gt Dunmow

01GtEas15

Gt Easton

02GtEas15

Gt Easton

04GtEas15

Gt Easton

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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01GtHal15

Gt Hallingbury

02GtHal15

Gt Hallingbury

03GtHal15

Gt Hallingbury

04GtHal15 (E)

Gt Hallingbury

05GtHal15 (E)

Gt Hallingbury

06GtHal16

Gt Hallingbury

07GtHal16 (E)

Gt Hallingbury

08GtHal16 (E)

Gt Hallingbury

09GtHal16 (E)

Gt Hallingbury

01GtSam15

Gt Sampford

02GtSam15

Gt Sampford

01Had15

Hadstock

01HBO15 (E)

Hatfield Broad
Oak

02HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

05HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

06HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

07HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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08HBO17

Hatfield Broad
Oak

03HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak (Takeley)

04HBO15

Hatfield Broad
Oak (Takeley)

01HHea15

Hatfield Heath

02HHea15

Hatfield Heath

03HHea15 (E)

Hatfield Heath

04HHea15 (E)

Hatfield Heath

05HHea15

Hatfield Heath

06HHea15

Hatfield Heath

07HHea15

Hatfield Heath

08HHea17

Hatfield Heath

09HHea17

Hatfield Heath

01Hen15

Henham

02Hen15

Henham

03Hen15

Henham

04Hen15

Henham

05Hen15

Henham

06Hen15

Henham

07Hen16

Henham

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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08Hen17

Henham

01HEas15

High Easter

02HEas15

High Easter

01HRod15

High Roding

02HRod15

High Roding

03HRod15

High Roding

04HRod16

High Roding

01Lan15

Langley

02Lan15

Langley

03Lan15

Langley

01LRod15

Leaden Roding

02LRod15

Leaden Roding

03LRod15

Leaden Roding

04LRod15

Leaden Roding

05LRod15

Leaden Roding

01Lin15

Lindsell

02Lin15

Lindsell

03Lin15

Lindsell

04Lin15

Lindsell

01LtCan15

Little Canfield

02LtCan15

Little Canfield

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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03LtCan15

Little Canfield

04LtCan15

Little Canfield

05LtCan15

Little Canfield

06LtCan15 (G&T)

Little Canfield

07LtCan15

Little Canfield

08LtCan15 (E)

Little Canfield

09LtCan15 (E)

Little Canfield

10LtCan15 (E)

Little Canfield

11LtCan15

Little Canfield

01LtChe15 (E)

Little Chesterford

01LtChe15 (E)

Little Chesterford

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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01LtChe15_Merge
Little Chesterford
(E)
02LtChe15

Little Chesterford

04LtChe15

Little Chesterford

05LtChe15

Little Chesterford

06LtChe16

Little Chesterford

03LtChe15

Little Chesterford
(Nr Gt
Chesterford)

01LtDun15

Little Dunmow

01LtDun15

Little Dunmow

AECOM
340

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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01LtDun15_Merge Little Dunmow
02LtDun15 (E)

Little Dunmow

02LtDun15 (E)

Little Dunmow

02LtDun15 (E)

Little Dunmow

02LtDun15 (E)

Little Dunmow

02LtDun15_Merge
Little Dunmow
(E)
03LtDun15 (E)
(G&T)

Little Dunmow

03LtDun15 (E)
(G&T)

Little Dunmow

03LtDun15 (E)
(G&T)

Little Dunmow

03LtDun15 (E)
(G&T)

Little Dunmow

03LtDun15 (E)
(G&T)

Little Dunmow

03LtDun15 (E)
(G&T)

Little Dunmow

03LtDun15_Merge
Little Dunmow
(E) (G&T)
01LtEas15

Little Easton

02LtEas15

Little Easton
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03LtEas15

Little Easton

04LtEas15

Little Easton

05LtEas15 (E)

Little Easton

06LtEas15 (E)

Little Easton

01LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

02LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

03LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

04LtHal15

Little Hallingbury

01LtWal15

Little Walden

02LtWal15

Little Walden

03LtWal15

Little Walden

01Lit15

Littlebury

02Lit17

Littlebury

01Man15

Manuden

02Man16

Manuden

03Man16

Manuden

01New15

Newport

02New15

Newport

03New15

Newport

04New15

Newport

05New15

Newport

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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06New15

Newport

07New15

Newport

08New15

Newport

09New15

Newport

10New15

Newport

11New15

Newport

12New15

Newport

13New15 (E)

Newport

01Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

02Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

03Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

04Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

05Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

06Que15

Quendon and
Rickling

07Que17

Quendon and
Rickling

08Que17

Quendon and

Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan

AECOM
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Development in Area of
Relative Deprivation

Public Right of Way

Sports Facility / Pitch

Cycle Route

Loss of Open / Green Space

Open / Green Space

Hospital / Surgery /
Community Hospital

Secondary School

Primary School

Retail Centre

SA Report

Town or Local Centre

Existing Employment Area

Loss of Designated
Employment Site

Parish/
Settlement

Noise Contours

Site Ref

Stansted Airport Public
Safety Zone
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Rickling
01Rad15

Radwinter

02Rad15

Radwinter

01Saf15

Saffron Walden

02Saf15

Saffron Walden

03Saf15

Saffron Walden
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Outline reasons for selection/ rejection
Table IVE below sets out the outline reasons for the selection or rejection of site options.
Table IVE: Outline reasons for selection/ rejection of site options
Site

Preferred /
Rejected

01Ark15

Rejected

02Ark17

Rejected

01Ash15

Rejected

02Ash15

Rejected

01Bar15

Rejected

02Bar15

Rejected

01Bir15

Rejected

02Bir15

Rejected

03Bir15

Rejected

Reasons for Selection / Rejection

This is a greenfield site, which does not adjoin the existing village development limit. Development would reduce the open countryside gap between the
development at Quicksie Hill and the low density development around the church. Arkesden has limited services and facilities and the site is not in
walking/cycling distance of basic services which makes this a less suitable site. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site lies to the north of the village beyond adopted development limits. Development of this site would introduce significant development in an
isolated rural location. Arkesden has limited services and facilities and the site is not in walking/ cycling distance of basic services which makes this a
less suitable site. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site in the open countryside, unrelated to the village of Ashdon. Ashdon is a type A village with a shop and school; however this site is
beyond the normal walking/cycling distance of these services. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site, in the countryside. The site is separated from Bartlow by the former railway line. Bartlow has limited services and facilities, whilst
Ashdon is a type A village; the site is not in walking/cycling distance of these basic services. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site is currently a football pitch with car park and pavillion and adjoins the village development limit. The peripheral areas of the site are liable to
surface water flooding. Barnston is a Type B village and has limited services. The village is close to Great Dunmow but the site is not within
walking/cycling distance of facilities in the town. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
This is a greenfield site on the edge of the village. Development would extend the built up extent of the village into the countryside. Barnston has limited
services. The village is close to Great Dunmow but the site is not within walking/cycling distance of facilities in the town. The site is considered unsuitable
as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site lies beyond development limits within the Metropolitan Green Belt, adjacent to the village. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review
2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and
therefore development is considered unsuitable.
The site is an existing business park / employment site and is being promoted for additional employment development. The site forms part of parcel 8 in
the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt.
The site is within the Green Belt, located between Birchanger and Stansted Mountfitchet. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review 2016
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-
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which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and
therefore development is considered unsuitable as it would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt, adjacent to the village. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to
have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
Site has been withdrawn and resubmitted as 09Bir16.
This site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt, adjacent to the village. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to
have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
This is a greenfield site within the Green Belt. The site lies within Parcel 8 of the Green Belt Review which concludes that this parcel performs a ‘strong’ role
in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site’s location means that it is not suitable for housing but may be suitable for employment or highway
related uses subject to very special circumstances allowing development in the greenbelt.
Site adjoins the development limits at a point but lies outside the Adopted Development Limits. The site lies within parcel 8 of the Green Belt Review 2016
which was found to perform strongly against the purposes of the Green Belt. The site is considered unsuitable as it is not in a sustainable location and it
contributes to the functions of the Green Belt.
This greenfield site lies within the Metropolitan Green Belt. The site is within parcel 8 of the Green Belt Review 2016 which performs strongly against the
purposes of the Green Belt. Development would lead to significant development in the Green Belt leading to the coalescence of Stansted Mountfitchet and
Birchanger and is therefore not considered a suitable site for development.
This site comprises a house and garden. The rear garden lies beyond the development limits and within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 8 in
the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. Although the site is rear garden, it, along
with the neighbouring rear garden to the south of the site, do contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
This site is separate from the main built up village of Chrishall. Chrishall is a Type A village which has a primary school. Although the site is within 800m of
the primary school the road does not have a pavement. The village is served by a limited bus service. Development in this location would lead to the
consolidation of the existing sporadic development. This site is considered unsuitable as development
on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site is located to the rear of houses at Hill Green, beyond the development limits. Development of the site would introduce development in depth in an
area characterised by loose knot ribbon development. Although Clavering is a Type A village with a primary school and village shop, this site is located
beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development. Permission has been granted for a replacement dwelling (UTT/17/3438/FUL Approved with conditions on 12/01/2018).
This is a greenfield site which is located on the edge of Wicken Bonhunt village. Development of the site would consolidate the loose knit sporadic
development in the location. A 2015 appeal was dismissed on the grounds that the inspector felt that development in this location 'would not serve to protect
or enhance the established character and appearance of this part of the countryside' (Para 11) and as a result 'the benefits of the proposal, in terms of its
potential to support sustainable growth and expansion of business and enterprise in rural areas, are in this case balanced against the harm to the character
and appearance of the area including the natural environment, and the reliance on the use of the car, I conclude that when looked at in the round the
proposal is not sustainable development.' This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable pattern of
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development.

03Cla15

Rejected

04Cla15

Rejected

05Cla15

Rejected

06Cla15

Rejected

07Cla15

Rejected

08Cla15

Rejected

09Cla15

Rejected

10Cla15

Rejected

11Cla15

Rejected

12Cla15

Rejected

This is a greenfield site located beyond the built up part of the main village. It adjoins the conservation area and does not adjoin the existing development
limits. The introduction of development in depth would alter the loose knit character of this part of Clavering. Furthermore the site partially lies within a
floodplain. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site adjoining recent residential developments. The site is well located to the village shop and school. It forms part of a larger field and
development would extend the village further along Stortford Road into the countryside and the site has no defensible boundaries and would be intrusive in
the wider countryside setting.
This is a greenfield site well located to the village shop and school. Development of the site would extend residential development along Stortford Road, but
not extending further than the existing development on the opposite side. However the site lies on an embankment and sits above the road. Development of
the site would not appear as a natural extension of the village and would be intrusive in the wider countryside setting.
Part of the site lies within a flood plain and flood risk zone 2. Whilst the site is well related to the village, it lies predominately within a flood zone. The site is
therefore considered unsuitable for residential development. The achievability of the site is considered unlikely due to its location within flood Zone 2 and 3.
The access to the site is shown from Stortford Road and requires the demolition of a single property. The long access road to the site running adjacent to
residential is likely to cause a detrimental impact on surrounding properties and raises concerns over potential highway issues and therefore the suitability of
the site for development.
The site lies within the conservation area and in proximity to a number of listed buildings. Access to the site lies within a flood risk zone.
Development of the site would not intrude into the open countryside; however it would consolidate the loose knit sporadic development in this location,
having a detrimental impact on the Conservation area. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
This site was subject to an appeal against refusal of planning permission for 31 dwellings (UTT/0507/12/OP). The inspector considered that the site was not
in a sustainable location due to its distance from village facilities and the infrequent bus service both leading to a reliance on the car. This site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Although the site does not have a road frontage, access is proposed through the recent development of the former Jubilee works. The site is located beyond
the normal walking/cycling distance to services. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This is a greenfield site which would extend development along Pelham Road. The site lies adjacent to the Conservation Area and Scheduled Ancient
Monument. The northern edge of the site abuts a flood risk zone. It is considered that the development would have a harmful impact on designated heritage
assets. An appeal against the refusal of planning permission for 42 dwellings was dismissed in December 2015. The inspector attached considerable weight
to the harm caused by the development to the immediate setting of the landscape and countryside in the vicinity of the site. Furthermore he attached
considerable importance and great weight to the harm caused by the development to designated heritage assets. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The development of this site would introduce building in depth contrary to character of the area. In the recent appeal decision, (UTT/15/2348/FUL) the
Inspector considered that notwithstanding the design benefits of the development 'these benefits are not sufficient to outweigh the harm caused to the
surroundings by the proposal'. The inspector also felt that that the proposal did not have regard to the development plan policies for development in the
countryside. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. (Planning
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permission has subsequently been granted for two dwellings UTT/18/1693/FUL)

13Cla15

Rejected

14Cla15

Rejected

15Cla15

Rejected

16Cla15

Rejected

17Cla15

Rejected

18Cla15

Rejected

19Cla15

Rejected

20Cla15

Rejected

21Cla15

Rejected

The development of the site would introduce built development separate from the main built up area of Wicken Bonhunt. Wicken Bonhunt has limited
services and facilities and the site is not in walking/cycling distance of basic services. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would
not contribute to sustainable pattern of development and unacceptable impact on the landscape.
This site is separated from the main built up part of the village by an agricultural field (which itself is promoted through the Call for Sites Process (see
17Cla15). The development of the site would introduce significant development in the open countryside. Although Clavering is a Type A village with a
primary school and village shop, this site is located beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site is being promoted for business units The site is separate from development limits and the development of the site would introduce development in
the open countryside. Conversion of the existing rural building may be suitable. Development of the whole site is not suitable because it would intrude into
the open countryside and not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Development of the site would introduce development in depth in an area characterised by loose knot ribbon development. Although Clavering is a Type A
village with a primary school and village shop, this site is located beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. The achievability of developing this site is uncertain due
to the ransom strip between the site and the road.
Development of the site would extend development westwards along Pelham Road and into the open countryside. Although Clavering is a Type A village
with a primary school and village shop, this site is located beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This site is considered unsuitable
as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Development of the site would introduce significant development in an area characterised by loose knit ribbon development. Although Clavering is a Type A
village with a primary school and village shop, this site is located beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. The achievability of developing the site for affordable
housing is uncertain as the need for affordable housing needs is to be assessed.
Part of this greenfield site lies within the Development Limits, however the majority of the site lies outside the Development Limits. Development of this site
would introduce development to the rear of existing properties out of character with the current pattern of development. Although Clavering is a Type A
village with a primary school and village shop, this site is located beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
Development of the site would extend development northwards mirroring the extent of the development opposite. Although Clavering is a Type A village
with a primary school and village shop, this site is located beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This site is considered unsuitable
as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Development of the site would extend development northwards mirroring the extent of the development opposite but also in developing in depth. Clatterbury
Lane is characterised by ribbon development and the development of this site would be out of character with the current pattern of development. Although
Clavering is a Type A village with a primary school and village shop, this site is located beyond the normal walking/cycling distance to these services. This
site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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22Cla15

Rejected
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Rejected

01Deb15

Rejected

02Deb15

Preferred

03Deb15

Rejected

04Deb15

Rejected

05Deb15

Rejected

01Elm15

Rejected

01Els15

Rejected

02Els15

Preferred

03Els15

Rejected

04Els15

Rejected
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Part of the site, through which the access is proposed lies within a flood plain. The need to provide a green buffer to the south so that development avoids
the flood plain results in the development extending into the open countryside, unrelated to the existing pattern of development. Development of the site is
therefore considered unsuitable. The achievability of the site depends on the outcome of a full flood risk assessment and consideration of mitigation
measures.
Part of the site, through which the access to the residential development is proposed lies within a flood plain. The need to provide a green buffer to the south
so that development avoids the flood plain results in the development extending into the open countryside, unrelated to the existing pattern of development.
Development of the site is therefore considered unsuitable. The achievability of the site depends on the outcome of a full flood risk assessment and
consideration of mitigation measures.
Development of the site would introduce a built form in the open countryside and intensify sporadic development. The site is not within cycling/walking
distance of services or amenities. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site has been allocated for 25 The site adjoins the village of Debden, a Type A village. The site is in walking/cycling distance of the village school and
shop. It is considered that the development of this site would contribute to a sustainable pattern of development. The site is considered suitable, available
and achievable.
This site adjoins the site 02Deb15. This site is being promoted as a second phase of development to take place later in the plan period. Debden is a Type A
village and the site is in walking/cycling distance of the village school and shop. It is therefore considered that the development of this site as a
comprehensive development with 02Deb15 would contribute to a sustainable pattern of development. Notwithstanding this an executive decision was made
by Members (Council 19 June 2018) to attach specific weight to the cumulative scale of development and the site is considered unsuitable.
This is a greenfield site containing an agricultural building situated in an isolated location between Debden and Henham. This site is considered unsuitable
as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable pattern of development.
This site, for employment purposes, is a greenfield site containing agricultural buildings situated in an isolated location between Debden and Henham. This
site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable pattern of development. The site may be appropriate for
employment uses supporting the rural economy but it is not appropriate to allocate a site in this isolated location in the local plan.
Development of the site would extend the ribbon development eastwards, mirroring the extent of the development opposite. The site is on raised ground
and development would be prominent in the landscape. Elmdon has a current lack of services and not considered a sustainable location for development,
and the site is therefore not considered suitable.
This is a mixed greenfield and brownfield site within the Countryside Protection Zone with a proposal to extend the existing development and permissions to
develop further office floorspace and conference centre and resort. The site forms part of parcel 9 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a moderate level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
This is a greenfield site and forms part of the larger development north of
Stansted Road. Outline planning permission granted 14th November 2016 (UTT/15/3090/OP)
This is a greenfield site adjoining a site with planning permission for residential development, Alsa Wood, and existing residential development to the north.
The site acts as a buffer between the residential development and the Ancient Woodland of Alsa Wood. It is considered that residential development
abutting the woodland would put pressure on the woodland habitat. The site is therefore considered unsuitable for development.
This is a greenfield site between the M11 and a site with planning permission for residential development. It abuts the Ancient Woodland of Alsa Wood to
the north. The majority of the site lies within the poor air quality zone along the M11. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not
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contribute to sustainable patterns of development. Achievability of the site is uncertain due to the majority of the site falling within the M11 poor air quality
zone.
05Els15

Rejected

06Els15

Rejected

07Els15

Rejected

08Els15

Preferred

09Els15

Rejected

10Els16

Rejected

11Els17

Rejected

01Far15

Rejected

02Far15

Rejected

The site is in proximity to natural and historic assets. Elsenham is a key village with a range of services and facilities. The proposal is to include a school,
retail, health centre and community uses within the development. Planning permission for 800 dwellings (UTT/13/0808/OP) was refused and an appeal was
dismissed on a number of grounds, including the development causing harm both to the landscape and views across it (Para 33), the loss of best and most
versatile agricultural land (Para 34) and traffic impacts (Paras 35-38).
The southern area of the site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site is in proximity to natural and historic features. A smaller development of
800 houses was subject to appeal, which was dismissed on a number of grounds including the development causing harm both to the landscape and views
across it (Para 33), the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (Para 34) and traffic impacts (Paras 35-38). For these reasons the site as submitted
is considered unsuitable.
The southern area of the site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site is in proximity to natural and historic features. A smaller development of
800 houses was subject to an appeal, which was dismissed on a number of grounds The appeal was dismissed on a number of grounds, including the
development causing harm both to the landscape and views across it (Para 33), the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (Para 34) and traffic
impacts (Paras 35-38). For these reasons the site as submitted is considered unsuitable.
This is a greenfield site, within the Countryside Protection Zone, on the southern edge of the village. The site was recommended for removal in the 2016
Countryside Protection Zone Review and has been subsequently removed. The site is well related to Elsenham and is in cycling/walking distance of shops,
a school and a surgery. Development of the site is considered suitable because it would contribute to a sustainable pattern of development.
To the east of the site lies Elsenham Hall parkland. The northern boundary of the site lies within the flood zone. The land south of Stansted Brook starts to
gradually rise southwards. It is considered that this site is seen more as part of the countryside than to the village of Elsenham and development of the site
would extend development into the countryside and is therefore considered unsuitable.
There are a number of listed buildings near the site. The site is some distance from Elsenham village, and it is therefore considered that this is not a
sustainable location for residential development. As the expansion of Elsenham Meadows (01ELS15) has been rejected this ajoining site is not considered
suitable for employment development. The site lies within parcel 9 of the Countryside Protection Zone review 2016 which is assessed as having a moderate
harm to the purposes of the CPZ were the parcel to be released from the Zone.
This greenfield site lies adjacent to and beyond the development limits on the eastern side of Elsenham. The suitability of this site depends on whether the
surrounding land to the north and east, being promoted by Fairfield Partnership, is considered suitable for development, which it is not. The site promoters
advise that there is a ransom strip between the paddock and current Hales Wood development. There is a covenant on the land that expires October 2019.
The achievability of developing this site is therefore uncertain due to the ransom strip between the site and Hailes Wood.
This is a greenfield site adjacent to the southern edge of the village. There is no development limit defined around Farnham. A thin strip along the southern
boundary of the site and a small area on the western boundary has a low to medium risk of surface water flooding. To the south is a complex of listed
buildings. The access road to the site is narrow and is a constraint to development of the site. This is a small site not considered suitable to allocate in the
Local Plan
This is a greenfield site adjacent to the south eastern edge of the village. There is no development limit defined around Farnham. There is a high risk of
surface water flooding along the western boundary of the site and a small area of low risk on the north east corner.. There is a listed building to the south
and to the north of the site. Although Farnham is a Type A village with a primary school it has limited other services. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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This is a greenfield site adjacent to the southern edge of the village. It is an extension to the site promoted at 01Far15. There is no development limit defined
around Farnham. Small areas of the site are subject to low level of surface water flooding. To the south is a complex of listed buildings. The access road to
the site is narrow and is a constraint to development of the site. Although Farnham is a Type A village with a primary school it has limited other services. The
site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site adjacent to the southern edge of the village. There is no development limit defined around Farnham. A thin strip along the boundary
of the site has a low to medium risk of surface water flooding. To the south is a complex of listed buildings. The access road to the village is narrow and is a
constraint to development of this scale. Although Farnham is a Type A village with a primary school it has limited other services. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site which lies on the western edge of the village. Felsted and Flitch Green to the north are Type A villages with a range of services and
facilities. Development of the full extent of the site would lead to coalescence with Flitch Green; however development reflecting the limit of the development
on the south of Station Road could be considered suitable.
This is a part greenfield, part brownfield site comprising house and garden at Bartholomew Green, which is a small hamlet on the eastern edge of the
parish. Development of the site would introduce significant built form in an area characterised by loose knit, sporadic development. The site is not within
walking/cycling distance of services and facilities. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site, promoted for employment development, is outside of adopted development limits. It is also within Flood Risk Zone 3, with additional surface water
flood risk issues. There are also concerns regarding appropriate highways access. The site is considered unsuitable for development.
The site lies adjacent to the development limits and well related to the hamlet, but it is part of a large open field with no defensible boundaries.
The site is some distance from the services in Felsted village. The proposal is for a small scale development which falls below the threshold for allocations in
the Local Plan.
The site is some distance from the services in Felsted village. The site can only be accessed via the long access road which would lead to development
disjointed from the existing pattern of development. The long access road to the site running adjacent to residential is likely to cause a detrimental impact on
surrounding properties. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site on the eastern edge of Felsted village. Chaffix Farm to the south comprises a group of listed buildings. The site is about 1km from
the services in Felsted. Development of the site would extend the built form eastwards behind the loose knit complex of buildings of Chaffix Farm and close
the gap between Felsted and Watch House Green. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
The site is L-shaped with a listed building being located at the bend in the site. The site is within walking/cycling distance of the primary school but services
in Felsted are further away. A residential scheme has recently been construction to the south, separated from this site by one field, which is a preferred site
for development (17Fel15) , However the southern boundary of the site is well vegetated and forms a strong defensible boundary. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is not within walking/cycling distance of the village services in Watch House Green and Felsted village. Development of the site would introduce a
consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose knit ribbon development. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development. The achievability of developing the site is unknown until potential contamination is investigated and the
cost of any mitigation known; the costs of clearing and removing the existing buildings on the site would also need to be taken into account.
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This is a greenfield site to the west of Bannister Green and separated from the existing development limits in an area characterised by a loose knit group of
houses served by a single track lane. Aylands is a listed building and adjoins the access to the site. Development of the site would introduce a consolidated
form of development contrary to the current character of the area. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
This is a small greenfield site located separate from the current development limits of Causeway End and Felsted village. The site is not
within walking/cycling distance of the facilities in Felsted and the primary school in Watch House Green. The development of this site would introduce a form
of development unrelated to the current character of the area. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site on edge of the District with Braintree District and is being proposed as part of an extension to Great Notley. The Adopted Master
Plan for Land West of the A131 Great Notley (January 2012 identifies the land for employment uses with strategic landscaping between the industrial uses
and the district boundary and this site. Therefore this site is not considered suitable. This site is currently not achievable under the current adopted Master
Plan for land west of the A131 Great Notley.
Planning permission has been granted for this site.
Planning permission for 55 dwellings was refused and dismissed at appeal. It is in walking/cycling distance of the primary school at Watch House Green and
facilities in Felsted. The Inspector concluded that the development would have a materially harmful impact on the character and appearance of the area. In
the light of the appeal decision the site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site which would wrap development around the southern edge of Felsted. Development of the site would lead to coalescence between
Felsted and Causeway End. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is situated just over 1km from the facilities in Felsted Village and not within walking/cycling distance of primary schools at Watch House Green and
Flitch Green. This area of Causeway End does not have footpaths. Development would introduce backland development in an area characterised by ribbon
development. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site, as a large garden, currently acts as a transition between village and countryside. The current character of west of Braintree Road is of linear
development. The development of this site of the scale proposed would introduce development in depth and would have a have a detrimental impact on the
character of this edge of village location. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
The site is within walking/cycling distance of the primary school and facilities in Felsted are just under 2km away. The site would extend development into
the countryside but would reflect the recent development to the south, from which access can be taken. The site is considered suitable, achievable and
available for development.
This is one of six greenfield sites proposed around Watch House Green.
The site is within walking/cycling distance of the primary school and facilities in Felsted are just less than 2km away. The site is in walking distance of an
hourly bus service. This site is less well related than 17Fel15 to existing pattern of development and is not considered suitable for housing development.
Development of the site could lead to coalescence with Felsted village. The frontage part of the site forms part of a larger site which was dismissed at
appeal. The Inspector concluded that the intrusion of built development to this particular location, which is open on both sides of the road, would be
significantly harmful. Although this site does not extend as far along Braintree Road it is still considered that development would be intrusive and close the
gap with Felsted village. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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Development of the site could lead to coalescence with Felsted village. The frontage part of the site forms part of a larger site which was dismissed at
appeal. The Inspector concluded that the intrusion of built development to this particular location, which is open on both sides of the road, would be
significantly harmful. Although this site does not extend as far along Braintree Road it is still considered that development would be intrusive close the gap
with Felsted village. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Development of the site would introduce a consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose knit ribbon development. On its own the site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. In conjunction with the other sites being
promoted at Sparlings Farm about 1,100 dwellings and employment land are being proposed which could be considered as a new village, however the
Council's development strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities which can support a secondary school.
Development of the site would introduce a consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose knit ribbon development. On its own the site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. In conjunction with the other sites being
promoted at Sparlings Farm about 1,100 dwellings and employment land are being proposed which could be considered as a new village, however the
Council's development strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities which can support a secondary school.
This proposal is for about 480 houses on the west side of the hamlet. Gransmore Green is characterised by a loose knit collection of houses and farm
buildings. The site is not within walking/cycling distance of the village services in Watch House Green and Felsted village. Development of the site would
introduce a consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose knit ribbon development; and a scale of development disproportionate to the size of the
hamlet of Gransmore Green. On its own the site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development, unless facilities can be provided on site which may prejudice viability. In conjunction with the other sites being promoted (08, 03, and 21 to
27Fel15) about 1,100 dwellings and employment land are being proposed which could be considered as a new village; however the Council's development
strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities which can support a secondary school.
This is a greenfield site and one of 8 sites being promoted around Gransmore Green. This proposal is for up to 33 houses on the east side of the hamlet.
Gransmore Green is characterised by a loose knit collection of houses and farm buildings. The site is not within walking/cycling distance of the village
services in Watch House Green and Felsted village. Development of the site would introduce a consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose knit
ribbon development. On its own the site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. In
conjunction with the other sites being promoted (08, 03, and 21 to 27Fel15) about 1100 dwellings and employment land are being proposed which could be
considered as a new village; however the Council's development strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities which can support a
secondary school.
This is a greenfield site and one of 8 sites being promoted around Gransmore Green. This proposal is for about 230 houses on the east side of the hamlet.
Gransmore Green is characterised by a loose knit collection of houses and farm buildings. The site is not within walking/cycling distance of the village
services in Watch House Green and Felsted village. Development of the site would introduce a consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose
knit ribbon development; and a scale of development disproportionate to the size of the hamlet of Grasmore Green. On its own the site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. In conjunction with the other sites being promoted (08,
03, and 21 to 27Fel15) about 1100 dwellings and employment land is being proposed which could be considered as a new village; however the Council's
development strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities which can support a secondary school.
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This is a greenfield site and one of 8 sites being promoted around Gransmore Green. This proposal is for about 116 houses on the west side of the hamlet.
Gransmore Green is characterised by a loose knit collection of houses and farm buildings. The site is not within walking/cycling distance of the village
services in Watch House Green and Felsted village. Development of the site would introduce a consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose knit
ribbon development; and a scale of development disproportionate to the size of the hamlet of Grasmore Green. On its own the site is considered unsuitable
as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. In conjunction with the other sites being promoted (08, 03, and 21
to 27Fel15) about 1100 dwellings and employment land are being proposed which could be considered as a new village; however the Council's
development strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities which can support a secondary school.
This is a greenfield site and one of 8 sites being promoted around Gransmore Green. This proposal is for about 246 houses on the west side of the hamlet.
Gransmore Green is characterised by a loose knit collection of houses and farm buildings. The site is not within walking/cycling distance of the village
services in Watch House Green and Felsted village. Development of the site would introduce a consolidated built form in an area characterised by loose
knit ribbon development; and a scale of development disproportionate to the size of the hamlet of Grasmore Green. On its own the site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. In conjunction with the other sites being promoted (08,
03, and 21 to 27Fel15) about 1100 dwellings and employment land are being proposed which could be considered as a new village; however the Council's
development strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities which can support a secondary school.
This is a greenfield site which is located south of Causeway End. It does not adjoin the development limits and is separated from the development limits by
four detached properties in large grounds. The site is beyond walking and cycling distance of services and facilities in the village.
Development of the site would extend the ribbon development into the countryside. The site is therefore considered unsuitable because development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This part greenfield and part brownfield site lies on the south side of Causeway End. The access road to the site lies within the Adopted Development
Limits, the remaining site area however lies outside the development limits. The site is situated just over 1km from the facilities in Felsted Village and not
within walking/cycling distance of primary schools at Watch House Green and Flitch Green. This area of Causeway End does not have footpaths.
Development would introduce backland development in an area characterised by ribbon development. The site is considered unsuitable as development on
the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This brownfield sites lies within the small hamlet of Mole Hill Green, Felsted. The site lies approximately 1km from Leez Priory ancient monument. There are
numerous listed buildings near the site. The site is not close to village services and facilities. Development of the site as proposed would introduce
significant built form in an isolated rural setting leading to unsustainable development. Development of the site is therefore not considered suitable.
"This is an existing Gypsy caravan site and has an extant planning permission for 3 pitches. The recent approval was for an additional 2 pitches. The site
lays about 1,300m from the services and facilities at Takeley and Priors Green. In view of the existing use and planning permissions this is considered a
suitable site for the use proposed. Planning permission for 2 additional pitches was granted in October 2015 (UTT/15/2526/FUL) and for 1 additional pitch in
2018.
This is a greenfield site located within the hamlet of Great Canfield. The hamlet is characterised by a loose knit development set out in a linear arrangement.
Canfield Road does not have a pavement. Development of the site would introduce a built form on open land to the west of the road which currently affords
wide views into the open countryside. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This is a greenfield site located within the hamlet of Great Canfield. The hamlet is characterised by a loose knit development set out in a linear arrangement.
Canfield Road does not have a pavement. Development of the site would introduce a built form on open land to the west of the road which currently affords
wide views into the open countryside. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
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This is a greenfield site just south of the Flitch Way. Canfield Road does not have a pavement. Development of the site would introduce a significant built
form linking the hamlet of Great Canfield and Takeley village. Planning application reference UTT/18/0318/OP has been refused. The impact of the cost of
highway improvements needs to be considered.
This is a part greenfield part brownfield site located within the hamlet of Great Canfield. The hamlet is characterised by a loose knit development set out in a
linear arrangement. Land to the east has planning permission for 7 dwellings (UTT/15/1732/FUL). Canfield Road does not have a pavement. Although not
within walking/cycling distance of the services in Takeley, the site is in close proximity and could be considered a sustainable location for small scale
development; however the site is considered too small to allocate within a strategic Plan.
Local wildlife sites of Runnels Hey, Priors Wood and Canfield Hart lie within 1km of the site. Canfield Road does not have a pavement. Development of the
site would introduce a significant built form linking the hamlet of Great Canfield and Takeley village. Development of the site is achievable but The impact of
the cost of highway improvements needs to be considered.
This greenfield site lies beyond development limits. Canfield Hart ancient woodland and local wildlife site lies to the south of the site. A small number of
listed buildings are located to the south of the site at Great Canfield Park. The footpath along the B183 does not extend as far as this site. The development
of this site would introduce significant development in the countryside, extending development south of the Flitch Way which currently acts as a defensible
boundary to development at Takeley. Development of the site would also introduce a significant built form linking the hamlet of Great Canfield and Takeley
village. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is located between the rail line and the motorway. Great Chesterford is a key village but this site is separated from the main village by the railway
line. This is therefore considered an unsuitable site for development. The cost of mitigation measures against noise needs to be considered.
Zone 1 lies beyond the development limits whilst Zone 2 lies adjacent to the limits. Both sites lie within Ancient Monuments. Zone 2 is currently a wooded
area. The sites are within walking/cycling distance of the facilities in the village centre. The sites are considered unsuitable due to their location within
ancient monuments and the loss of woodland at Zone 2. Development of the site is achievable subject to the cost of site preparation of former minerals site.
This site is located within the Conservation Area. Chesterford House is Grade 2 listed and set in established gardens where many of the trees are protected
by a preservation order. The Great Chesterford Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Proposals April 2007 identifies the mature trees as making a
very valuable contribution to the quality of the conservation area whilst the open quality of the grounds contrasts with the more enclosed built form of the
street scene to the west, this providing additional variety of form, colour, scale and shape. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment 2007 of Great
Chesterford considers that Development in Chesterford House would be damaging and diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness of the
settlement. Development of the site is therefore considered unsuitable due to the impact on the setting of the listed building, the tree preservation orders and
the conservation area.
This is a greenfield site located within the conservation area. The south eastern part of the site is covered by a Tree Preservation Order. The Historic
Settlement Character Assessment 2007 for Great Chesterford states that this open space within the conservation area would detrimentally impact on the
adjacent historic core. Another principal effect of development would be to loose distinct elements of the village such as the loss of the fine parkland
characteristics of the curtilage of The Delles. It is considered that development of this site would be highly damaging and significantly diminish the sense of
place and local distinctiveness of the settlement. The Great Chesterford Conservation Area Appraisal identifies the contribution which the trees in the
grounds to The Delles and the boundary wall make to the conservation area. Planning permission has been granted for 2 dwellings.
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The site incorporates a site for a primary school or community uses which abuts the conservation. The western end of the site includes an ancient
monument and is proposed as open space and secondary access. The southern edge of the site lies within flood risk zones 2 and 3 and are proposed for
open space and allotments. The site lies within close proximity to North Uttlesford Garden Community and would lead to reducing the separation of the
village and Garden Community. The site is not considered suitable for development. The achievability of the site is uncertain due to the flood risk zones and
scheduled ancient monument and ability to mitigate both.
The site incorporates a site for a primary school or community uses which abuts the conservation area. The south western end of the site includes an
ancient monument which is proposed as open space and secondary access. The southern edge of the site lies within flood risk zones 2 and 3 which is
proposed for open space and allotments. The site lies within close proximity to North Uttlesford Garden Community and would lead to reducing the
separation of the village and Garden Community. The site is therefore not considered suitable for development.
This is a greenfield site in the western side of Great Dunmow. It lies beyond the development limits of the Great Dunmow Neighbourhood Plan. It adjoins
the ‘made’ development area and the adjacent land south of the B1256 is allocated for development in the 'made' Great Dunmow Neighbourhood Plan.
Land to the north of the B1256 and east of High Wood has been granted planning permission for development. Land to the west of this site has been
proposed through the call for sites (SLAA reference 03GtDun15). Opposite the site is High Wood SSSI. The site is in walking/cycling distance of services
and facilities in Great Dunmow, particularly if the adjoining sites are developed and include a secondary school, medical facilities and areas for sport and
recreation. The site is therefore considered suitable, available and developable. .
This is a greenfield site located in the countryside on the road to Stebbing, some distance from Great Dunmow. The area is characterised by farms and
isolated dwellings. Development of the site would introduce a concentration of development in an area characterised by loose knit sporadic development.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to a sustainable pattern of development.
The site is some distance from the existing development limits but the intervening land south of the B1256 is was allocated for development in the 2014
submission Local Plan (subsequently withdrawn) and is proposed through this call for sites (SLAA reference 12GtDun15). To the north of the B1256 the
land has been granted planning permission for development. Land immediately to the east of this site has been
proposed through the call for sites (SLAA reference 01GtDun15). Opposite the site is High Wood SSSI. Once the adjoining sites are developed High Wood
SSSI and Buttleys Lane will form the western edge to development. The suitability of this site is dependent upon and should be reassessed following the
delivery of the adjacent site (12GtDun15). The site is therefore considered broadly developable but not deliverable within the plan period. However, due to
the site’s location next to the A120 and particularly the junctions on to the A120, the site may be more suitable for uses other than residential.
The site is too small / the yield is not large enough to warrant consideration within a strategic Plan.
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Preferred

The site is considered suitable and available and development is considered achievable. The site is included for development in the ‘made’ Great Dunmow
Neighbourhood Plan.

07GtDun15

Preferred

This site adjoins a site where planning permission has been granted for 790 homes opposite the development of Woodlands Park. The site forms part of the
'Land West of Woodside Way' allocation in the ‘made’ Great Dunmow Neighbourhood Plan.

This site has planning permission for 99no residential units and is under construction.
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This site is allocated for development in the ‘made’ Great Dunmow Neighbourhood Plan and the Regulation 18 Local Plan 2017. The site is considered
suitable for development as part of a comprehensive development including land south of Stortford Road for residential and secondary school and sixth
form centre.
This greenfield site lies on the eastern edge of the town adjoining the development limits. The site is in walking/cycling distance of services and facilities in
the town. The site forms an integral part of the historic setting of Dunmow Park, the loss of which is considered unsuitable.
The site is separated from Great Dunmow by the A120 and appears as part of the countryside rather than Great Dunmow. The development of this site of
the scale proposed would introduce a significant scale of development in an area characterised by farmsteads and single properties in a countryside setting.
The site has planning permission for 5 dwellings. However a more intensive scale of development is considered unsuitable it would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development
This is a greenfield site. Land to the south-west of the site has planning permission for custom build development. This submission is for an extension to that
custom build site. It is considered that the development of this site would extend the development of St Edmunds Lane eastwards into the valley and open
countryside unrelated to the pattern of development along St Edmunds Lane and is therefore considered unsuitable.
This is a greenfield site adjoining the western edge of the town and opposite a site with planning permission for residential development. The site is
allocated for development in the ‘made’ Great Dunmow Neighbourhood Plan 2015 as part of a comprehensive development including a health centre and a
new secondary school. The site is considered suitable for development.
The site is close to conservation area and St Mary’s Church. The site is over 800m walking/cycling distance from the services and facilities in the town. It is
considered that the development of this site would introduce significant built form, northwards along the Chelmer Valley unrelated to the pattern of
development of Church End to the detriment of the character of the landscape and the setting of the Conservation Area and the Church. The site is
therefore considered unsuitable as development would not contribute to a sustainable pattern of development.
The site is over 800m walking/cycling distance from the services and facilities in the town. It is considered that the development of this site would introduce
significant built form, northwards along the Chelmer Valley unrelated to the pattern of development of Church End. The site is therefore considered
unsuitable as development would not contribute to a sustainable pattern of development.
The site does not adjoin existing development limits but adjoins the conservation area at Parsonage Downs and Church End. The north eastern edge of the
site lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3. A number of the adjoining buildings are listed and there is a scheduled ancient monument outside the site at Parsonage
Farm. The development of this site would introduce an area of extensive built development on the slopes of the Chelmer Valley to the detriment of the
character of the landscape and the setting of the conservation area.
This is a greenfield site located to the east of the B1256 and does not adjoin the existing development limits. The site is located over 800m from the schools
and town centre services and would involve crossing the B1256 making it unattractive to access these services on foot or bike. The south western edge of
the site falls within Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3. It is considered that development of this site would introduce an area of significant development unrelated to
and separate from Great Dunmow. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to a sustainable pattern of
development.
This is a greenfield site located between the B1256 and the Braintree Road. A large proportion of the site is covered by Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3.
Development of the site is not considered suitable because of its location within the flood zones. Only a very small proportion of the site lies outside flood
zones 2 and 3 and therefore development of the site is not considered achievable.
This is a greenfield site adjacent to Church End and is over the 800m walking/cycling distance from the services and facilities in the town of Great Dunmow.
The development of this small site could be designed so as to be well related to the existing pattern of development at Church End. Notwithstanding this an

AECOM
363

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford District Council Local Plan

SA Report

executive decision was made by Members (Council 19 June 2018) to attach specific weight to the previous appeal dismissal.

19GtDun15

Preferred
(Development
Opportunity
Site)

20GtDun16

Rejected

21GtDun17

Rejected

01GtEas15

Rejected

Rejected
02GtEas15
03GtEas15

N/A

04GtEas15

Preferred

01GtHal15

Rejected

02GtHal15

Rejected

The site lies adjacent to the Town Centre and outside the conservation area. The site is identified in the 2017 Regulation 18 Local Plan as a Development
Opportunity Site for Town Centre uses. This could include residential development as well as retail, office and community uses.
Redevelopment of the site would remove the depot, an inappropriate use, from the town centre. The site is within walking distance of the services and
facilities in the town and is therefore considered suitable for residential development to be included in its redevelopment.
The site is separate from Adopted Development Limits. The site is located some distance from Great Dunmow and beyond expected walking distances to
services and facilities. Development of the site would introduce significant built form in an area characterised by sporadic development. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is too small / the yield is not large enough to warrant consideration within a strategic Plan.
This is a greenfield site located in the countryside between the loose knit development at Blamsters and the along Little Cambridge Road. The site is some
distance from village facilities and services such as a primary school. The development of the site would introduce an area of significant built form in the
countryside, coalescing the existing sporadic development. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
There are 2 listed buildings adjoining the site but development could be so designed as to have minimal impact on them. The site is some distance from
village facilities and services such as a primary school. The development of the site would introduce an area of significant built form in the countryside,
coalescing the existing sporadic development. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
The site has been withdrawn by the applicant.
The site lies adjacent to the development limits. The village school is located just outside the village, but it still may be feasible to walk or cycle. The site is
otherwise well related to the village. Land to the north adjoining the site has permission for 9 dwellings. Development of the whole site (the originally
submitted 40 dwellings) would extend development further into the countryside than existing development and development of only part of the site may be
more suitable (the site is allocated for 20 dwellings).
This is a greenfield site located within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site is located some distance from any services and facilities in the nearby
village of Little Hallingbury. The site is subject to aircraft noise.
Development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development in a small rural hamlet. The site lies within parcel 2 of the Countryside Protection
Zone review 2016 which is assessed as having a high harm to the purposes of the CPZ were the parcel to be released from the Zone The site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site located within the Countryside Protection Zone at the western end of Start Hill. The site forms part of parcel 1 in the Countryside
Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a moderate level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The site is located some
distance from any services and facilities such as a primary school. Development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development in a small
hamlet. The site is subject to air noise. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
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03GtHal15

04GtHal16

06GtHal16

07GtHal16

08GtHal16

09GtHal16

SA Report

This is a greenfield site on the edge of Bishop’s Stortford wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 12 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which
was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore
development is considered unsuitable.
This site is being promoted for employment development. This is an existing business park located on the B1256 in close proximity to the M11. The site is
Principal
within the Countryside Protection Zone and contains listed buildings and adjoins an Ancient Woodland. The site is subject to air noise. The listed buildings
Employment
have been successfully preserved and enhanced by the existing development. The site forms part of parcel 2 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study
Area Policy
EMP1/Appendi 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The suitability of the intensification of this site will be
determined through development management purposes.
x6
The site is beyond Adopted Development limits. The site is in the 57 LEQ aircraft noise contours during the day and 54 LEQ at night. The site is also on
Rejected
Grade 2 agricultural land. The site is located some distance from any services and facilities in the nearby village of Little Hallingbury. The development of
the site would introduce significant development in a location characterised by sporadic development. Development of the site would coalesce the
development of Bedlar's Green with the development on Church Road. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site is located outside of development limits and is in close proximity to a LoWS and is in an area of moderate to high landscape sensitivity. The site is
Rejected
within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 1 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would
lead to a moderate level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The site is also in close proximity to a heritage asset. The site is therefore considered to be
unsuitable.
This updated call call for sites submission (see also 04GtHal15) highlights capacity for a further 1,890 sq m of B1 office accommodation, in addition to that
Principal
recently consented. This is an existing business park located on the B1256 in close proximity to the M11. The site is within the Countryside Protection Zone
Employment
and contains listed buildings and adjoins an Ancient Woodland. The site is subject to air noise. The listed buildings have been successfully preserved and
Area Policy
EMP1/Appendi enhanced by the existing development. The site forms part of parcel 2 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would
lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The suitability of the intensification of this site will be determined through development
x6
management purposes.
The site is located outside of development limits and is in close proximity to a LoWS, ancient woodland and is in within the Countryside Protection Zone.
Rejected
The site is also in close proximity to a heritage asset. The site forms part of parcel 2 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from
the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. Although the site adjoins Thremhall Park Business Centre this site would introduce
significant development in the Countryside Protection Zone leading to coalescence with the airport. The site is therefore considered to be unsuitable.
Rejected

01GtSam15

Rejected

02GtSam15

Rejected

This is a large greenfield site adjoining the north eastern edge of the village. The proposal is for a scale of development of up to 100 dwellings. Three small
parcels of land (which lie within this larger submission site) were dismissed at appeal in 2014. The Inspector considered the proposals would harm the
attractive open character and appearance of the area and that there was limited access to local services and facilities. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. Parsonage Lane and Sparepenny Lane are single track roads which
may not be suitable roads to accommodate large scale development and it is not known whether the roads are capable of improvement. This also affects
the achievability of the site.
The proposal is for 7 dwellings to be located at the southern end, east of the B1051 with the access being taken from Sparepenny Lane North across the
site. The site access is proposed from Sparepenny Lane which is a very narrow single track road and is not considered suitable for additional traffic. It would
not be suitable to take access from the main road as it would involve cutting into an embankment to the detriment of the character of the street scene. The
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narrow nature of Sparepenny Lane as an access to the site raises questions as to whether the development is achievable.

01Had15

Rejected

01HBO15

Rejected

02HBO15

Rejected

03HBO15

Rejected

04HBO15

Rejected

05HBO15

Rejected

06HBO15

Rejected

This is a brownfield site located in the countryside between Hadstock and Saffron Walden. The site is not within walking/cycling distance of services and
facilities. Development of the site would introduce a new residential estate poorly related to the existing settlement pattern. Outline planning permission for
25-35 houses was dismissed at appeal in June 2015. In the inspector's statement, Para 18 states that whilst the existing buildings are in the open
countryside and are clearly visible, 'the structures and activity within it have the look and feel of an agricultural enterprise, albeit a large one'. In relation to
potential residential development on the site however, the inspector states that 'The proposed residential development, by reason of its scale and kind,
combined with the site’s prominence, would appear as an unexpected feature in the landscape; a new settlement that would be poorly related to
surrounding development and out of keeping with and harmful to the rural character and appearance of the area.' The site is considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site is located in the countryside south of Takeley. About 500m to the south lies an Ancient Woodland and County Wildlife Site. The site is
just over 800m to Takeley Crossroads and it would be further to the primary school. The road northwards does not have a pavement along its full extent into
Takeley making it unattractive to walking. Development of the site would introduce a built form poorly related to the existing settlement pattern. The site is
being proposed for a variety of uses but in all cases the location of this site in the countryside, unrelated to the existing settlements means that it is
considered unsuitable as development as it would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This brownfield site is located on the edge of Takeley, south of the Flitch Way (County Wildlife Site and linear Country Park). Bonningtons Farmhouse on
the site is a listed building. The northern part of the site is well treed and contains a pond. Development of the whole site would introduce an area of built
form detrimental to this character. Development of the site is only achievable subject to the cost of demolishing and removing the existing employment
buildings and assessing whether there is contamination from the employment uses and undertaking any mitigation measures if needed. (planning
permission has been granted for the replacement of existing buildings with two dwellings)
This greenfield site is located on the edge of Takeley, south of the Flitch Way (County Wildlife Site and linear Country Park). The site forms part of an extant
planning permission for a golf course, hotel, conference centre and indoor leisure facilities. Development of the site would introduce a significant area of built
development detrimental to this character. Additional information would be needed to ensure that the development of this site would not lead to harmful
effects, especially on highways and on visitor numbers to Hatfield Forest.
This site is being proposed as an extension to the site submitted under 03HBO15. The site forms part of an extant planning permission for a golf course,
hotel, conference centre and indoor leisure facilities. With access to Takeley being through the site to the east it would be over 800m to the village centre
and Roseacres primary school. Development of the site would introduce a significant area of built development detrimental to this character. Development
of this site is dependent upon development of 03HBO15.
This site is located in the village centre adjacent to the conservation area. A number of the surrounding properties are listed and a large proportion of the site
has a tree preservation order. Development of the site would only be achievable subject to the design of the scheme retaining the protected trees and
protecting and enhancing the character of the conservation area. The site is too small / the quantum is too low to allocate the site within a strategic Plan
There is one tree preservation order on the eastern boundary. The access to the site is from a narrow road which is not considered suitable to access this
development. The narrow nature of the frontage road as an access to the site raises questions as to whether the development is achievable.
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07HBO16

Rejected

08HBO17

Rejected

01HHea15

Rejected

02HHea15

Rejected

03HHea15

Rejected

04HHea15

Rejected

05HHea15

Rejected

06HHea15

Rejected

07HHea15

Rejected

08HHea17

Rejected
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The site lies adjacent to the conservation area. A large proportion of the site along the northern edge lies with flood zone 2. The site is therefore not
considered suitable. The achievability of the site is uncertain due to part of the site falling within flood zone 2.
The site is located in the B14 Roding Farmland Plateau area of the Landscape Character Assessment, which has a moderate to high sensitivity to change.
Barrington Hall Lake local wildlife site and Hatfield Broad Oak Priory Ancient Monument both lie close to the site. A large number of listed buildings can be
found in close proximity. The development of this site would extend development into the open countryside and coalescence the village with Water Farm.
The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site is located on the southern side of Sawbridgeworth Road, wholly within the Green Belt and separated from the existing development
limits by a small area of heathland. The site forms part of parcel 20 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the
purposes of the Green Belt. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
At an appeal into the refusal of 7 dwellings the Inspector concluded that the development and use of the land would erode openness on a site that is open at
present, and having mind to the statement in the Framework on the essential characteristics of Green Belts, significant weight attaches to this adverse
effect. Two of the purpose of the Green Belt stated in national policy would not be supported. The site forms part of parcel 22 in the Green Belt Review 2016
which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore
development is considered unsuitable.
The site forms part of parcel 17 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site
does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
This site lies wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 17 in the Green belt Review 2016 which was found to have a 'strong' value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The whole site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered
unsuitable.
This is a greenfield site on the northern edge of the village and is located wholly within the Green Belt. The inspector considering an appeal against the
refusal of permission for 5 dwellings in 2016 concluded that the proposal would be harmful to the openness of the Green Belt. Development of the site
would introduce a significant built form extending into the open countryside. The site forms part of parcel 17 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found
to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
This is a greenfield site and lies wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 22 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a
‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
This is a greenfield site and lies wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 18 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a
‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
This site lies to the east of the A1060 on the north western side of the village and comprises open land, industrial units, yards and storage areas. The
property of High Pastures lies within the Development Limits. The remainder of the site lies beyond the development limits and within the Green Belt. The
site forms part of parcel 17 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site
does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
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09HHea17

Rejected

01Hen15

Rejected

02Hen15

Rejected

03Hen15

Rejected

04Hen15

Rejected

05Hen15

Rejected

06Hen15

Rejected

07Hen16

Rejected

SA Report

This assessment relates to two greenfield sites either side of Mill Lane. The sites lie within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 17 in the Green Belt
Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt
and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
This site comprises the house and extensive garden on Old Mead Lane. Old Mead Lane is an area characterised by ribbon development. The site is located
beyond walking and cycling distance from the school and shops in Elsenham and Henham. The development of this site would lead to backland
development which is not a characteristic of the area. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
There are small areas at risk of surface water flooding. Development has the potential to avoid these but there may be an impact on site access.
There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment considers that development would impact on
the historic core of the village and large scale development extending beyond defined landscape features would affect its setting. It is considered that the
impact on the historic core of the village does not make this a suitable site for significant development. Evidence submitted by the Parish Council indicates
that highway access is not achievable.
The site adjoins the conservation area but is some distance from the existing development limits. There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity. The
development of this site would introduce a form of development not related to the existing pattern of development. A planning application for 4 dwellings was
refused and dismissed at appeal. The Inspector considered the site to be more closely related to the countryside than the village and development would
appear as a form of back land development. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as it would not contribute to a sustainable
pattern of development.
This is a greenfield site located on the southern edge of the village and
adjoins the existing development limits. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment (2007) considers that in this location appropriate residential
development could be created that at worst would be neutral and at best would improve the sense of place and local distinctiveness. The site is in close
proximity to the village services and the site is well related to the existing development and is therefore considered a suitable site for development. However
members voted at the Planning Policy Working Group Meeting to not allocate the site on the basis that a planning application had been rejected by Planning
Committee.
The Historic Settlement Character Assessment (2007) considers that in this location appropriate residential development could be created that at worst
would be neutral and at best would improve the sense of place and local distinctiveness. However it is considered that development of the site would
introduce a large housing estate which would link the development at Vernons Close to Mill Pond Nursery, and which appear prominent in the landscape
and unrelated to the village. This site is therefore considered an unsuitable site for development.
This site is located in the small hamlet of Pledgdon Green which is some distance from Henham or other settlements with facilities. The site is not within
walking or cycling distance of services. The site is located on the 57dBA Leq noise contour around the airport. Opposite the site, on the west of the road is a
Local Wildlife Site. The development of this site would introduce additional houses which would be reliant on the car to access services and therefore this
site is considered unsuitable as it would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site lies on the eastern edge of the village. Part of the site lies within the draft development limits drawn in the Uttlesford Regulation 18 Local Plan 2017.
The part of the site which lies within the draft development limits and has been granted planning permission for 9 dwellings however the entirety of the
proposal (for 14 dwellings) would result in development beyond the area with planning permission which not considered suitable as it would extend
development into more open countryside.
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08Hen17

Rejected

01HEas15

Rejected

02HEas15

Rejected

01HRod15

Preferred

02HRod15

Rejected

03HRod15

Rejected

04HRod16

Rejected

01Lan15

Rejected

02Lan15

Rejected

03Lan15

Rejected

SA Report

This greenfield site lies beyond the development limits. The site is located in the B10 Broxted Farmland Plateau area of the Landscape Character
Assessment, which has a moderate to high sensitivity to change. The site lies about 400m north of an ancient monument. There are a large number of listed
buildings in the vicinity of the site. Development of the site would introduce significant development to the west of Crow Street, intruding into the open
countryside and impacting on the conservation area. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
There are a small number of listed buildings to the south of the site and Garnets Wood a SSSI and Ancient Woodland located to the east. The site is remote
from settlements with services and facilities and therefore the site is considered unsuitable as development of this site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
This greenfield site adjoins the conservation area. There are a number of listed buildings and protected trees on the opposite side of the road. The road
frontage to the site contributes to the rural character of the gateway approach into the village with the former Parsonage farm buildings opposite. High
Easter is a small type B village with few services and only a limited bus service. The site is not considered suitable for development because of the lack of
services and facilities in the village and the potential impact of development on the rural character of the approach road and the conservation area.
Planning permission has been granted for this site.
This is a large greenfield site located to the north east of the village adjacent to the conservation area. There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of
the site. High Roding is a Type B village with limited facilities and a limited bus service resulting in a reliance on the car. The northern end of the village is
characterised by loose knit development. The development of this site would introduce a significant amount of housing in a village with limited services. The
site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a large greenfield site located to the north east of the village adjacent to the conservation area. It is part of the larger site being promoted under SLAA
reference 02HRod15. There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. High Roding is a Type B village with limited facilities and a limited bus
service resulting in a reliance on the car. The northern end of the village is characterised by loose knit development. The development of this site would
introduce a significant amount of housing in a village with limited services. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site lies within a small area of 1 in 1000 flood risk to the north of the site in relation to surface water flooding. This covers less than 25% of the site. The
site is within the High Roding Conservation Area and is Grade 2 agricultural land. High Roding is a Type B village with limited services and facilities. The site
is not considered suitable for development as it would result in the loss of village allotments.
There are a number of listed buildings adjacent to the site. Park Lane running north from the village is a protected lane. There is no development limit for the
hamlet. There are limited services and facilities in the hamlet and a limited bus service. This site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Upper Green Road running south from the village is a protected lane. There is a listed building adjacent to the south of the site. There is no development
limit for the village. There are limited services and facilities in the village and a limited bus service. This site is therefore considered unsuitable as
development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Upper Green Road running south from the village is a protected lane. There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. There is no
development limit for the village. There are limited services and facilities in the village and a limited bus service. This site is therefore considered unsuitable
as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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01LRod15

Rejected

02LRod15

Rejected

This greenfield site lies wholly within the Green Belt and is separated from the development limits by the village hall. However development of the site is
considered unsuitable as it would create a ribbon of development closing the gap between the edge of the village and Leaden Hall Farm which would not
contribute to a sustainable pattern of development. Furthermore the site forms part of parcel 25 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a
‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
This site is located wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 27 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.

03LRod15

Rejected

This site is located wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 27 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.

04LRod15

Rejected

This site is located wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 27 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.

05LRod15

Rejected

This site is located wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 27 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.

01Lin15

Rejected

02Lin15

Rejected

03Lin15

Rejected

04Lin15

Rejected

01LtCan15

Rejected

03LtCan15

Rejected

05LtCan15

Rejected

This is a greenfield site in the hamlet of Lindsell. Lindsell is not defined by development limits in the current adopted Local Plan. There are very limited
services and facilities in the hamlet and residents need to travel by car to nearby settlements for schools and shops etc. This site is considered unsuitable
for development as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patters of development.
This is a greenfield site in the hamlet of Lindsell. Lindsell is not defined by development limits in the current adopted Local Plan. There are very limited
services and facilities in the hamlet and residents need to travel by car to nearby settlements for schools and shops etc. This site is considered unsuitable
for development as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patters of development.
This is a greenfield site in the hamlet of Lindsell. Lindsell is not defined by development limits in the current adopted Local Plan. There are very limited
services and facilities in the hamlet and residents need to travel by car to nearby settlements for schools and shops etc. This site is considered unsuitable
for development as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patters of development.
This is a greenfield site in the hamlet of Lindsell. Lindsell is not defined by development limits in the current adopted Local Plan. There are very limited
services and facilities in the hamlet and residents need to travel by car to nearby settlements for schools and shops etc. This site is considered unsuitable
for development as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patters of development.
The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone and does not adjoin the existing development limits. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the Countryside
Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The site includes a listed building
at the eastern end but development is proposed on the grazing land to the west. The dwelling adjoining the west of the site is listed. The site is not
considered suitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is separated from Great Dunmow by the A120. Although services and facilities in and on the western side of Great Dunmow would be close by, one
would need to cross the A120 to access them which would not be conducive on foot on by cycle. The site relates more to its countryside location. The site is
therefore considered unsuitable for residential development on this site as it would not contribute to sustainable patterns of Development.
This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. Warren Farm to the east is a listed building. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the
Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The development of
this site would breach that strong boundary and start to
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consolidate the sporadic development along the B1256.

06LtCan15

Rejected

07LtCan15

Rejected

08LtCan15

Rejected

09LtCan15

Preferred

10LtCan15

Rejected

11LtCan15

Rejected

01LtChe15

Preferred

02LtChe15

Rejected

03LtChe15

Rejected

This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone adjacent to the development limits and is submitted as a Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation site. Warren Farm to the east is a listed building. The western edge of the site is currently a very defensible boundary to the development of
Priors Green. The development of this site would breach that strong boundary and start to consolidate the sporadic development along the B1256.
This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. Warren Farm, which this site wraps around, is a listed building. The site forms part of parcel
5 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The
development of this site would breach that strong boundary and start to consolidate the sporadic development along the B1256.
This greenfield is being proposed for employment uses. It is situated to rear of existing employment land and has access to the A120 both east and west
bound. It is on the outskirts of Great Dunmow but separated from the town by the A120. The northern edge of the site abuts the Flitch Way and any
development would need to include a buffer to protect this Local Wildlife Site and linear country park. This site is considered to be less well related to the
highway network than 09LtCan15.
This greenfield is being proposed for employment uses uses. It is situated south of the junction on to the A120 with access both east and west bound; and
north of an existing established employment site. It is on the outskirts of Great Dunmow but separated from the town by the A120. The southern edge of the
site abuts the Flitch Way and there are three listed buildings adjoining the site. Any development would need to include a buffer to protect the Local Wildlife
Site / linear country park and the listed buildings. Although this is a countryside location, which is prominent from the A120 and B1256, the site, for
employment development, is considered to benefit from its location with the A120 Dunmow West junction. It is therefore considered that development of the
site for employment purposes is considered suitable.
The eastern edge of the site adjoins the River Roding and a small portion of the site lies within the floodplain. The southern edge of the site abuts the Flitch
Way. A small number of listed buildings adjoin the site and there is a small area of protected trees on the north eastern boundary. The site forms part of
parcel 5 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The
development of this site would breach that strong boundary and start to consolidate the sporadic development along the B1256.
The southern edge of the site abuts the Flitch Way. A small number of listed buildings adjoin the site. Parts of the site are over 800m from the school and
shops. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to
the purposes of the CPZ. The development of this site would breach that strong boundary and start to consolidate the sporadic development along the
B1256.
The site is a current Research Park with an approved masterplan for expansion.
This part brownfield part greenfield site is located south of Little Chesterford village and does not adjoin a development limits. The access ways into the site
and a small area of the south western corner of the site lie within flood zones 2 and 3. The B183 in this location has special verge which is recognised as a
County Wildlife Site. There are 3 listed buildings near the site. The site is not close to any village services so residents would be reliant on a car to access
service. A recent appeal decision did not consider this a sustainable location. (UTT/13/3095/OP APP/C1570/A/14/2226566) with particular regard to
community facilities and transport opportunities. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
The site is over 800m from the services and facilities in the village centre. The land to the north east of the site lies within flood zone 2 and 3. The site is
within the A1 Cam River Valley category of the Landscape Character Assessment which has a relatively high sensitivity to change. The site lies partly within
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Sector 4 - Newmarket Road approach from the south east of the Great Chesterford Historic Settlement Character Assessment. The principal effect of
development would be to extend the village beyond its clearly defined landscape edge detrimentally affecting the setting of the village as a whole. It is
considered that development in this sector would diminish the sense of place and local distinctiveness of the settlement. The development of the site is
considered unsuitable because the southern edge of the village currently forms a strong defensible boundary to development and development of this site
would extend development south-westwards along the valley.
The site is over 800m from the services and facilities in the village. The site is within the A1 Cam River Valley category of the Landscape Character
Assessment. It has a relatively high sensitivity to change. The site lies partly within Sector 4 - Newmarket Road approach from the south east of the Great
Chesterford Historic Settlement Character Assessment. The principal effect of development would be to extend the village beyond its clearly defined
landscape edge detrimentally affecting the setting of the village as a whole. It is considered that development in this sector would diminish the sense of
place and local distinctiveness of the settlement. The development of the site is considered unsuitable because the southern edge of the village currently
forms a strong defensible boundary to development and development of this site would extend development south-westwards along the valley.
This small site lies on the edge of the village and is accessed via a single width track. Little Chesterford is not defined by an adopted Development Limit.
Little Chesterford is a small village with limited services and facilities. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
The site plan does not show the site as having any road frontage but the form states that access is proposed from Walden Road. Little Chesterford is a
small village with very limited services and facilities. This site is considered unsuitable and development of the site would not lead to a sustainable pattern of
development.
Little Easton has very limited facilities and the site is not within walking/cycling distance of schools or shops. The development of this site would introduce a
ribbon of development out of character of the lane. In the appeal against the refusal of planning permission for 3 dwellings, the inspector concluded that the
proposed development would amount to an intrusive and thus unacceptable form of development, which would be harmful to the character and appearance
of the site and the surrounding area. This site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This greenfield site is located to the east of Little Easton and the site does not adjoin existing development limits. The property to the east is listed. The
majority of the site lies within flood zones 2 and 3. Little Easton has very limited facilities and the site is not within walking/cycling distance of schools or
shops. The development of this site would introduce the built form of a small residential estate, unrelated to the character of the area and consolidating the
existing sporadic development. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development. It is not considered that development of the site is achievable due to its location within flood zones 2 and 3.
A tree preservation order adjoins the east of the site and a listed building to the west of the site. Land to the east of the site lies within flood zones 2 and 3
but they do not extend into the site. Little Easton has very limited facilities and the site is not within walking/cycling distance of schools or shops.
Development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development in a small village with minimal services. The development of the site would have
a visual impact on the character of the Upper Chelmer River Valley. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
South of the site lies the ancient woodland of Hoglands Wood and another ancient woodland lies on the opposite side of Woodside Way. Land east of
Woodside Way has planning permission for housing, as does land to the south of the site, south of Hoglands Wood. The land to the west of the site was
dismissed on appeal for 600-700 dwellings (UTT/13/1043/OP). The development of this site would introduce development to the west of Woodside way
unrelated to the pattern of development. It does not relate to the development site to the south as it is separated from it by Hoglands Wood.
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The Ancient Woodland Hoglands Wood lies within the site. To the north west the site adjoins the Little Easton conservation area and there are a number of
listed buildings along the northern boundary. High Wood to the south west of the site is an SSSI. The proposal includes the provision of services and
facilities within the development. The land to the east of the site was dismissed on appeal for 600-700 dwellings (UTT/13/1043/OP). The main grounds that
the application was refused were that the application site was divorced and isolated from Great Dunmow, is in the open countryside and would be visually
intrusive, proposed access onto the A120 provides a poor and unacceptable means of access into the application site and loss of high quality agricultural
land. Development of the site would lead to coalescence of Great Dunmow and Easton Park Garden Community.
This is a large greenfield site to the west of Little Hallingbury. The site lies within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 13 in the Green Belt Review
2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. This site is therefore considered unsuitable as the site does
contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a large greenfield site wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 14 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a
‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
The site lies wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 14 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
The site is wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 13 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting
the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
This is small greenfield site located about 1km south of Little Walden. The western boundary of the site is adjacent to flood zones 2 and 3. There are
Ancient woodlands to the east and west. This site is in an isolated location, not well related to existing settlements and some distance from services and
facilities. Therefore the site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The western end of the site falls within flood zones 2 and 3. There is a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) on southern boundary and other TPOs in vicinity of
the site. Little Walden has very limited facilities and looks to Saffron Walden and Linton for services and facilities. Little Walden is not considered a
sustainable location for development. Development of the site is achievable subject to development avoiding the area within flood zones 2 and 3.
The land on other side of the road lies within flood zones 2 and 3. To the north are the listed buildings of Hall Farm. There are Tree Preservation Orders
(TPO) on northern boundary of the site and other TPOs in the vicinity. Little Walden has very limited facilities and looks to Saffron Walden and Linton for
services and facilities. Little Walden is not considered a sustainable location for development.
This brownfield site is separated from the development limits by a single dwelling and its garden. There is a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) on the southern
edge of the site and there are other TPOs in the vicinity of the site. A listed building adjoins the site. Land to the east of the site lies within flood zones 2 and
3. Littlebury has limited services. The redevelopment of the site would result in businesses needing to relocate, potentially out of the village. Littlebury is not
considered a sustainable location for significant development.
This is a greenfield site located on the northern edge of the village. The conservation area and a number of listed buildings are located to the south of the
site. Littlebury is a type B village and has limited services and is served by a limited bus service. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies at the southern end of the village and is separated from the development limits by Cock Farm. The northern edge of the site lies
within the conservation area. There a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. This site provides important visual separation between the edge of
the village conservation area and the group of dwellings at the southern end of the site. The open nature of the site affords especially fine views across the
Stort Valley and these broad views would be significantly diminished by the development of the site. In the appeal against the refusal of permission for 12
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dwellings the inspector concluded that the development would have a harmful effect on the character and appearance of the landscape and conservation
area (Para 12). The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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This greenfield site lies to the north of the village, adjacent to the conservation area. The road frontage where the access is proposed has a high risk from
surface water flooding. The site is within the A3 Stort River Valley category of the Landscape Character Assessment. It has a relatively high sensitivity to
change. The site lies above the road and development would have a significant impact on the countryside character of the approach to the village. The site
is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies to the south of the village, beyond the village development limits. The site adjoins listed buildings and the conservation area to the
north. The development of this site would introduce development unrelated to the existing settlement pattern. The site is therefore considered unsuitable
and development of the site would not lead to a sustainable pattern of development.
This greenfield site lies to the east of the village, separated from the village and the development limits by the railway line. There is a Special Verge/Local
Wildlife site along the road frontage of the site. The site is more related to its countryside setting than to the village of Newport. The appeal into refusal of
permission for residential development examined three separate planning appeals, all of which the inspector deemed 'would introduce built development
which, to varying degrees, would be materially harmful to the rural character of this part of the countryside'. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site comprising a house and garden is at the southern end of the village adjoining the village development limits and proposes the redevelopment of
the site for 5-11 houses. The site has been granted planning permission for 11 dwellings.
This greenfield site is located at the south of the village and wraps around site reference 02New15 which has permission for 11 dwellings. It is separated
from the adopted development limits by some residential development but adjoins the draft development limits in the emerging Local Plan. Newport is a key
village and has a number of services and facilities. This site is well related to the village and along with site 02New15 is considered a suitable site for
development. Notwithstanding this an executive decision was made by Members (Council 19 June 2018) to attach specific weight to the extension of the
ribbon development and the site is considered unsuitable.
The site has blocks of trees on its northern and southern boundary and in the middle of the site. To the north of this the high visibility of these slopes and the
effect of marring views of the important church tower would be highly detrimental. The suitability of this site is affected by the impact of development on the
landscape and the highways impact.
The site adjoins the conservation area in the south east corner of site. Land to the north beyond the site is a County Wildlife Site and is within Flood zones 2
and 3. There are a number of Tree Preservation Orders close to the site. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment (2007) considers that the effect of
development of this site would have a detrimental impact on the adjacent conservation area and its relationship with the farmland, affecting important views
including those of the church. The development of the site would extend development into the open countryside and the river valley. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Planning permission has been granted on this site for 94 dwellings
The site north of Wicken Water is a Local Wildlife Site – Wicken Water Marsh designated in 2007. The site touches the conservation area at its eastern end.
The majority of the site lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3 with only a small portion fronting Bury Water Lane, and along the southern edge of the site lying
beyond. The proposal is to develop in the areas beyond the flood zones 2 and 3 with the remainder of the site being open space. This site comprising of
reedbed and wet woodland which are biodiversity action plan habitats is therefore considered an unsuitable site for development.
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The site has planning permission for a retirement village (UTT/17/1561/DFO)
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This site is located on the northern edge of the village. The site is not adjacent to the adopted development limits. Newport is a key village and has a
number of services and facilities. The site has planning permission for 2 dwellings. The site is considered suitable for small scale development. The site is
too small / the quantum is too low to allocate the site within a strategic Plan.
This greenfield site lies on the northern edge of the village. The site is allocated for residential development and benefits from planning permission for 20
dwellings.
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This site comprising school playing pitches is located at the northern end of the school site. It does not adjoin the village development limits. The
development of this site would introduce significant backland development on a site bordering the open countryside. The site is therefore considered
unsuitable because of the loss of playing fields and that development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site is located adjacent to the conservation area. There are a number of listed buildings opposite the site. There is a TPO in south western corner of site
and other TPO in the vicinity. The school is on a split site either side of Bury Water Lane and this site is located in the middle of the school site and there are
concerns about the juxtaposition of the two land uses. Concerns are raised over the suitability of this site because of how the residential development can
be designed to fit within the school site, loss of playing fields, loss of parking, ground level differences as well as impact from railway noise on the site.
The site is accessed via a narrow road from Debden Road. Newport is a key village with a range of services and facilities but the site is some distance from
the village in an isolated location. The allocation of the site would introduce development in an isolated location in the countryside. The site is therefore
considered unsuitable for residential or employment development as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable development.
This site lies at the northern edge of Quendon. Quendon does not have development limits. It lies within the conservation area and there is a listed building
adjacent to the access point to the site. There are other listed buildings nearby along Cambridge Road. The site is slightly higher than the properties along
the road and to the rear of the site is a treed area. The development of this site would introduce backland development in an area characterised by ribbon
development fronting Cambridge Road which may have a detrimental impact on the conservation area and nearby listed buildings. The site is therefore not
considered suitable because development of the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site is located in the centre of Rickling Green. The site adjoins the adopted development limits. The site is in easy walking distance of the
primary school. Land to the south of the site has been granted permission for residential development and construction commenced in 2015. The site is
sandwiched between developments and is considered a suitable site for development.
This site has been granted planning permission for 12 dwellings
This greenfield site lies on the eastern side of Quendon. Quendon does not have development limits. The western part of the site lies within the
conservation area. There are a number of listed building adjacent to the site, particularly the parish Church (Grade II*) to the north and The Old Rectory to
the south. There are other listed buildings nearby along Cambridge Road. There is an avenue of trees running through the middle of the site which contains
graves. The site is slightly higher than the properties along the road. The development of this site would introduce backland development in an area
characterised by ribbon development fronting Cambridge Road which may have a detrimental impact on the conservation area and nearby listed buildings.
The site is therefore not considered suitable because development of the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies at the norther edge of Quendon. Quendon does not have development limits. The site lies adjacent to the conservation area. There
are a number of listed building adjacent to the site, particularly the parish Church (Grade II*) to the south. The site is slightly higher than the properties along
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the road. The development of this site would introduce backland development in an area characterised by ribbon development fronting Cambridge Road
which may have a detrimental impact on the conservation area and nearby listed buildings. The site is therefore not considered suitable because
development of the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies on the western side of Quendon. Quendon does not have development limits. The site lies adjacent to the conservation area. There
are two listed buildings to the south east of the site between the site and the road. There are other listed buildings nearby along Cambridge Road. The
development of this site would introduce backland development in an area characterised by ribbon development fronting Cambridge Road which may have
a detrimental impact on the conservation area and nearby listed buildings. The site is therefore not considered suitable because development of the site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is within 1km of five ancient woodland and four local wildlife sites, the nearest being Coney Acre Wood. There are a number of listed buildings in
the vicinity. The site is seen to relate more to the countryside than to the village and is therefore considered unsuitable for housing.
This site lies adjacent to the conservation area. The site is sandwiched between the village and the B1383 but extends southwards into the countryside. The
site is to the west of Quendon Wood SSSI and a number of Ancient woodland/local wildlife sites are within 1km of the site.
There are 2 listed buildings close to the site. The development of this site would extend development into the countryside and be of an inappropriate scale to
the village. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is some distance from the village development limit which is drawn around the main part of the village to the west. The public house opposite the
site is a listed building. The site is identified as a Local Wildlife Site known as ‘Plough Meadow’ – identified for its chalk habitat. The site is located at the end
of a ribbon development where there is the transition between village and countryside. The development of this site would introduce an area of significant
built development in this area of loose knit sporadic development and it would involve the loss of a local Wildlife Site. Development of the site is therefore
considered unsuitable.
This greenfield site lies on the eastern edge of the village. It does not adjoin the village development limits which are drawn around the main part of the
village to the west. The western edge of the site lies within flood zones 2 and 3 and is not being proposed for development. Development along Plough Hill
is mainly on the northern side of the road. The development of this site would introduce an area of significant development on the southern side of the
B1054, unrelated to the existing pattern of development and which would significantly affect the countryside character of the area.
The site is too small / the quantum is too low to allocate the site within a strategic Plan. The site has planning permission for 1 dwelling
The site is too small / the quantum is too low to allocate the site within a strategic Plan. The site has planning permission for 5 dwelling
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This greenfield site lies outside the adopted development limits. This
triangular site is bounded by residential development on one side and commercial development which has residential permission on another side. The site
is well related to the development and does not intrude into the open countryside. The site is considered suitable for development.
This brownfield site lies on the south eastern edge of the village. It adjoins the adopted town development limits. The site is sandwiched between residential
development and the recently developed retail store. The principle of development has been accepted on this site with the permission for the Heritage
Centre (now lapsed). The site is considered suitable for development.
This brownfield site lies within the town development limits, in the town centre, and within the conservation area. The site is considered suitable for
development. The site is identified as a development opportunity site for town centre uses.
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Trees on the Ashdon road frontage of the site are subject to a Tree Preservation Order. In the Adopted Local Plan and the 2017 Regulation 18 Local Plan
the site is identified as open space of environmental value. Although the site is not publically accessible it does contribute to the local environment and is
not considered suitable for development.
This greenfield site lies on the south eastern edge of the town. The proposal involves the land to the east of Thaxted road being development for residential
Preferred (part development and leisure uses on land to the west. The site adjoins the adopted town development limits. Where the site fronts Thaxted Road, it adjoins
– land north
land within Flood zones 2 and 3. Planning permission for the residential development of the site was dismissed on appeal. The Inspector concluded that the
east of Thaxted
proposed development would not have a significant adverse effect on the character of the area. On highways he concluded that application failed to
Road)
demonstrate that the development would not adversely affect congestion within the town. Therefore he considered that development would have an
adverse effect on the efficient operation the local highway network. He states that there would not be a material adverse effect on air quality in the town. He
placed very little weight on the loss of best and versatile agricultural land. He considered that the proposal would not have a detrimental impact on the local
infrastructure and services. It is considered that the site is suitable for development subject to being able to demonstrate that there would be no adverse
effect on the efficient operation of the local highway network. Local Plan evidence suggests that a development of 150 dwellings would have no adverse
effect on the efficient operation of the local highway network and therefore a smaller site to the north east of Thaxted Road is considered suitable for
development.
The site boundary only adjoins the adopted town development limits for one short length where the site abuts Ozier Court. Otherwise the site is separate
Rejected
from the Town Development Limits by the land proposed for leisure uses under site reference 07Saf15. There is a listed building at Herberts Farm to the
east of the site. Between Thaxted Road and Debden Road there is a clearly defined edge to the town and the development of this site would breach this
edge. On its own the site is not considered suitable because the development of the site would introduce a scale of development unrelated to the existing
pattern of development.
The Historic Settlement Character Assessment for this area considers that development in the location would spill urban development down a visually
Rejected
prominent slope onto rolling arable farmland of considerable visual quality. The existing development is on the brow of the hill and development of this site
would introduce development on the visually prominent valley side. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Preferred
The site has planning permission for 85 dwellings.
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The site adjoins the adopted development limits. The site was allocated, as part of a larger site, for development in the 2014 submission Local Plan
(subsequently withdrawn). The Local Plan Inspector considered that in strategic terms this is a sound allocation. Land to the north has planning permission
for residential development incorporating land for a primary school. Land to the south (07Saf15) is also allocated for development in the Local Plan. Primary
access to the site is proposed through the development to the north. This site, as part of a larger development including land to the south (07Saf15) would
assist in the provision of a link road between Radwinter Road and Thaxted Road; and land for further provision of primary education. Local Plan evidence
suggests that a development of 150 dwellings would have no adverse effect on the efficient operation of the local highway network and therefore a smaller
site to the north east of Thaxted Road is considered suitable for development (07Saf15) It is considered that the addition of this site would not be suitable
for development as evidence has not been able to demonstrate that there would be no adverse effect on the efficient operation of the local highway network
and air quality.
Planning permission has been granted for 31 dwellings.
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This brownfield site is located on the north eastern edge of the town. The site lies within the town development limits. The use of the site as a coach depot is
not the most suitable use, located in the historic core of the town. The redevelopment of this site would enable the use to relocate to a more suitable
location. The site is therefore considered suitable for residential development and was allocated for development in the Local Plan
There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site in Freshwell Street, Myddylton Place and Park Lane. Although the proposal suggests that
land on the eastern side of the site lies outside flood zones 2 and 3, Council records show that the whole of the site lies within flood zones. The site is
therefore not considered suitable for development. Development of the site is not considered achievable due to its location within flood zones 2 and 3.
To the south of the site lies the historic garden of Bridge End Gardens. To the west of the site lies the historic parkland of Audley End. There is a listed
building to the north of the site at The Vineyard and to the south at Bridge End. The site includes an area of well used allotments. The Historic Settlement
Character Assessment 2007 states that Development in this location would have a seriously detrimental effect on the historic core which is immediately
adjacent to the south. The effect of development would result in loss of well used allotments or woodlands and spill up the slope destroying an enclosed
approach road of great quality. The proposal retains the allotments but not necessarily in the same location within the site. The development of this site
would have a detrimental impact on the historic core of the town. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not
contribute to sustainable patterns of development
The site is located within the town, east of Thaxted Road. The site is part of a larger site proposed in the 2005 Local Plan for residential development. The
remaining parcels have been developed for residential purposes. The development of the site would remove an industrial use from a residential area. The
site is within walking distance of the town centre and is considered a sustainable location for residential development.
This site is located on the south eastern edge of Saffron Walden. The site is currently vacant but has planning permission for retail warehousing. The site
adjoins existing retail and employment uses and is therefore considered suitable for employment uses.
A viability assessment (Carter Jonas, 2012) of the site considers that due to the rateable value of the current premises it would take a particularly valuable
scheme to justify redevelopment. The availability of the site is not known.
A viability assessment (Carter Jonas, 2012) of the site concluded that ‘a mixed use development providing ground floor retail with an alternative town centre
use at the rear with upper floor residential accommodation will be viable, though would require careful design to protect the amenity of any residential units.
No scheme is likely to come forward until such time as the Fire Service and/or laundry have a need to relocate to new premises.’ The availability of the site
is not known.
This brownfield site lies within the town development limits and is vacant employment buildings. The site lies within the Saffron Walden Air Quality
Management Area and traffic from the site would drive through the AQMA. Saffron Walden’s Historic Settlement Character Assessment indicates that the
site is located within an area that includes important elements in the character of the historic core, such as a wealth and variety of architectural detailing and
important open spaces. This is currently an unattractive building within a residential area which would benefit from redevelopment however the suitability of
the site is dependent impact on highways and air quality and loss of employment land.
The development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development in a small village with limited facilities. The development would also have an
impact on the highway network in Saffron Walden. The development of this site would extend development of the village into open countryside. The
development of the site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
There is a listed building on the opposite side of the road to the site and 3 other listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. The development of this site would
introduce a significant scale of development in a small village with limited facilities. The development would also have an impact on the highway network in
Saffron Walden. Due to the lack of services, Sewards End is not considered a sustainable location for development.
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The development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development in a small village with limited facilities. The development would also have an
impact on the highway network in Saffron Walden. The development of the site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development. The site is not considered available for development; although it has been promoted through the Call for Sites process
no evidence has been submitted of the details of the landowners and their agreement to the development of the site.
The site has planning permission for 3 dwellings.
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This site lies in a small hamlet within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 9 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which
if released from the CPZ would lead to a moderate level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ Trees within the site are subject to a preservation order. There
is a listed building opposite the site and others in the vicinity. The north western corner of the site is within the poor air quality zone from the M11. Burton
Bower is a small hamlet with no facilities and no bus service. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
This site lies wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘moderate’ value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
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Rejected

The site is within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the
purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
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The site is within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the
purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.

The development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development in a small village with limited facilities. The development would also have an
impact on the highway network in Saffron Walden. The development of this site would extend development of the village into open countryside. The Appeal
against the refusal of planning permission for 36 was dismissed on the grounds that the proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the landscape, is
out of scale/ not in keeping with the village and is poorly related to everyday services and facilities. The development of the site is therefore considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development in a small village with limited facilities. The development would also have an
impact on the highway network in Saffron Walden. There is currently a firm western edge to the village identified by hedgerow trees and although
development has been permitted beyond the adopted development limits in the vicinity of this site it has not extended beyond this village edge. The
development of this site would introduce development beyond this boundary and into the open countryside spilling over into the valley side. In the appeal
decision 2017 the inspector concluded that development would have an unacceptably harmful effect on the character and appearance of the area, and does
not represent sustainable development. The development of the site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
There are a small number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. Sewards End is a small village with limited facilities. The development of this site would
introduce a significant scale of development in a small village with limited facilities. The development would also have an impact on the highway network in
Saffron Walden. The development of this site would extend development of the village into open countryside. The development of the site is considered
unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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The site is within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the
purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
This greenfield site is located in the open countryside some distance from the development limits of the village. There is an ancient woodland/Local wildlife
site to the east of the site and woodland to the south is a county wildlife site. There a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. The site is beyond
the accepted walking/cycling distance to the services and facilities in Stansted Mountfitchet. Alsa Street and Snakes Lane are narrow single track lanes
characterised by isolated dwellings set in large grounds and the development of this site would introduce higher density development in the countryside,
unrelated to the village and distant from its services and facilities. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
Pennington Lane running north is a protected lane. The site was subject to an application (UTT/13/1203/OP) for 140 dwellings, primary school and
recreational space which was refused and dismissed on appeal. The Inspector concluded that the scheme would harm the countryside north of Bentfield
Green. Similarly the Inspector concluded that the development would harm the character of the Conservation Area which was characterised by this edge of
settlement rural location. This proposal is for a smaller scale development which moves the development away from the conservation area and the traffic
would use Rainsford Road. The suitability of this site is subject to evidence that the local highway network has capacity.
This site lies wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a 'moderate' value in
meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt is therefore development is considered unsuitable.
The Historic Settlement Character Assessment notes that the northern boundary of the Church provides a clear break with the open countryside adjacent to
the north which slopes down to the apex of this triangular plot defined by the B184 on its eastern boundary and High Lane to the west. For the most part
these boundaries screen this site with prominent deciduous trees that form strong hedgerows. This is considered a suitable site for development.
There is a listed building to the west of the site. The site lies within the poor air quality zone of the M11. The development of this site would introduce
development beyond that boundary in an area with a countryside character. It would also be inappropriate to allocated land which lay totally within an area
of poor air quality. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Development of the site is not considered achievable due to the sites location within the poor air quality zone.
This site lies in a small hamlet, north of the airport and east of the M11. It lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 9 in the
Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a moderate level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ There is a tree
on front of the site fronting the road subject to a tree preservation order. There a 3 listed buildings in the vicinity to the north of the site. Burton Bower is a
small hamlet with no facilities and no bus service. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
The site is traversed by a ditch which means that a small area of the site lies within flood zones 2 and 3. A Local Wildlife Site lies to the east and north of the
site. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment notes that High Lane is tree lined and the wider landscape in this location is enclosed by a tree screen
to the east. The development of this site would introduce a significant amount of development beyond this defensible boundary. The site is therefore
considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development. Development of the site is achievable
subject to development avoiding the areas within flood zones 2 and 3.
The site is within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 2 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the
purposes of the Green Belt. The development of this site would introduce a significant scale of development to Stansted and the site does contribute to the
functions of the Green Belt and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
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The proposal suggests two housing opportunity areas, one fronting the B1051 along the southern boundary of the site and the other to the east of Gall End
Lane along the western site boundary. Gall End Lane is a narrow single track road until it reaches Lower Street. Within the site there are a number of trees
subject to a tree preservation order. The western edge of the site includes a narrow area of land within FRZ 2 and abuts land within FRZ 2 and 3 along Gall
End Lane. There are listed building to the north and south. Stansted Castle to the south is an Ancient Monument. High Lane currently acts as a firm
boundary to the eastern edge of the village with attractive countryside beyond. The land near Gall End Lane is in a marked attractive treed valley. The
Historic Settlement Character Assessment considers the sunken lane at Gall End to be a fine environmental and ecological feature set in an enclosed
landscape; that development at Gall End Lane would have a direct detrimental effect on the historic core nearby, and would involve the loss of a high quality
sunken lane and a unique feature in the context of the village. The development of this site would introduce a significant amount of development beyond the
defensible boundary of High Lane and extending along the road towards Elsenham. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies on the northern edge of the village. The southern part of the site has planning permission for 160 dwellings, 600m2 commercial
floorspace, land reserved for educational uses and open/recreational space. This proposal enlarges the site with land to the north, increasing the capacity
to 300 dwellings, 1000m2 commercial floorspace, 2ha land for education and 3ha open space. The site adjoins the development limits. Stansted is a key
village and has a number of services and facilities. Pennington Lane is a Protected Lane. The eastern edge of the site lies within flood zones 2 and 3.
There is a local wildlife site to the east of the site. The development of this larger site would introduce a tongue of development extending into the
countryside. It is not considered suitable to development this larger site.
The brownfield site within the airport is being proposed for employment development. Adopted policy restricts development in this area to airport related
development. The 2014 Submission Local Pan (subsequently withdrawn) proposed this site for business, industry and non-strategic warehousing based on
the evidence of the Employment Land Review April 2011. The site lies across the 51 – 54 LEQ aircraft
noise contours at night and the 57 LEQ contour during the day. There are some Local Wildlife Sites to the south of the site. The site lies within the airport
development limits, the principle of development is accepted, it has good access to the strategic highway network and therefore is considered a suitable site
for commercial development.
There are trees subject to preservation orders within the site and to the south of the site. There are listed buildings to the east of the site. The site adjoins
land to the east within flood zones 2 and 3. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment notes that High Lane is tree lined and the wider landscape in this
location is enclosed by a tree screed to the east. The development of this site would introduce a significant amount of development beyond this defensible
boundary into the attractive valley setting. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
This greenfield site does not adjoin the development limits. Although there is a footpath along the B1383, the site is not within walking/cycling distance of the
village facilities but the site is on the bus route between Saffron Walden and Bishop’s Stortford. Pennington Lane to the south is a Protected Lane.
Pennington Lane is the only road fronting the site. The lane is single width and is noted for its range of features, form, alignment, depth and width. It has also
had limited or discrete erosion/damage to its historic fabric. Accessing this large site from Pennington Lane would be detrimental to these features.
Development of this site would introduce significant development unrelated to the existing form of development.
The western edge of the site contains trees subject to a preservation order. Along the western boundary are trees important in the landscape. Gall End Lane
to the west lies within flood zones 2 and 3. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment considers the sunken lane at Gall End to be a fine environmental
and ecological feature set in an enclosed landscape; that development at Gall End Lane would have a direct detrimental effect on the historic core nearby,
and would involve the loss of a high quality sunken lane and a unique feature in the context of the village. High Lane currently acts as a firm boundary to the
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eastern edge of the village with attractive undulating countryside beyond. The Historic Character Assessment notes that High Lane is tree lined and the
wider landscape in this location is enclosed by a tree screen to the east. The development of this site would introduce a significant amount of development
beyond this defensible boundary. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This greenfield site lies on the south western edge of the village is wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 8 in the Green Belt Review
2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt and
therefore development is considered unsuitable.
The site of the existing auction house lies to the north of Stansted Mountfitchet. It lies beyond the development limits. Land to the north is a local wildlife site.
The proposal is to provide facilities to complement the auction rooms such at artisan workshops and shops; and some office development. The auction
rooms are an established commercial enterprise. There is also an office development to the south of the site. The site has access to the main road network.
The site is considered suitable for employment development.
This greenfield site lies between Stansted Mountfitchet and Elsenham. The site is beyond expected walking/cycling distance to services and facilities. The
development of this site would introduce significant development in the countryside, unrelated to the existing development pattern of the villages. The site is
therefore considered unsuitable and development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site situated north of Stansted Mountfitchet. It does not adjoin the development limits and is located in a rural landscape. Although there
is a footpath along the B1383, the site is not within walking/cycling distance of the village facilities but the site is on the bus route between Saffron Walden
and Bishop’s Stortford. The site is considered unsuitable as development would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
Pennington Lane to the east is a Protected Lane. Development of the site would not extend development any further north than development planned at
Walpole Farm to the east. The development of this site is reliant on the development of site 07Sta15 to the south. This would result in an increase in traffic
along Rainsford Road and Croasdaile Road to the B1383. ECC as Highway Authority raised no objection in principle to an application for 140 dwellings
(UTT/13/1203/OP). The site is considered suitable subject gaining access through 07Sta15 and the capacity of the road network; however this uncertainty
means that there are questions surrounding achievability.
The site has only road frontage with Pennington Lane which is a Protected Lane, but it is proposed that site could be accessed from the B1383 potentially
via a shared access across site 15Sta15 which adjoins to the east. The development of this larger site would introduce development extending into the open
countryside. It is not considered suitable to develop this larger site.
The site is located within the village centre. The site is identified in the Local plan as a Development Opportunity Site for Town Centre including residential
uses. Planning permission was granted for 10 dwellings at 14
Cambridge Road.
This greenfield site is located within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 4 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value
in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site contributes to the functions of the Green Belt. Development of the site is therefore considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site lies beyond the development limits. It lies 1.5km from Stansted Mountfitchet and is separated from Elsenham by the M11. Alsa Wood ancient wood
is located 200m ot the north/north east. The site is located within the B10 Broxted Farmland Plateau area of the Landscape Character Assessment, which
has a moderate to high sensitivity to change. The listed Down Farmhouse lies 250m to the south of the site. The site is isolated from the villages of Stansted
and Elsenham and therefore the services in these villages are not accessible other than by car. The development of this site would introduce significant
development in an isolated location. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
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This site lies within the conservation area. There are listed buildings adjacent to the site. Mill Lane is characterised by ribbon development and the
development of this site would introduce backland development detrimental to the character of the lane and the conservation area.
The south western boundary abuts the area subject to flooding. There are listed buildings adjoining the property. There is a Local Wildlife Site to the south
on the opposite side of Stebbing Brook. Planning permission has been granted for 5 dwellings along the Brick Kiln Lane frontage. This proposal is to build 9
dwellings around the properties which are on the junction of the B1057 and Brick Kiln Lane. These properties are beyond the adopted development limits
respecting their location in the transition between village and countryside. This site is considered unsuitable because it would consolidate this loose knit
group of dwellings, and have a detrimental impact on the wider countryside setting of the listed buildings.
The site is too small / the quantum is too low to allocate the site within a strategic Plan.
This greenfield site adjoins the conservation area. The site does not adjoin the development limits which exclude the area around the church. There are
listed buildings either side of the site. Church End Stebbing is a compact group of listed buildings. The development of this site would impact on the setting
of these listed buildings and lead to the coalescence of Church End with the dwellings to the east of the site along Watch House Road. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
A small area of site lies within a 1 in 1000 surface water flood risk extending onto the west of the site. Site is within 100m of a Local Wildlife Site.
Development of the site would introduce built form in an important gap on the west side of the High Street with views across the valley. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is within a 1 in 30 flood risk zone running across the southern section of the site from west to east. The 1 in 30 zone is thin, but 1 in 100 and 1 in
1000 risk zones extend further onto the site on either side. The site is partially within Stebbing Conservation Area. The site is also within 100m of an
Scheduled Ancient Monument. Development of the site would introduce built form in an important gap on the west side of the High Street with views across
the valley and with potential to impact the Scheduled Ancient Monument. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute
to sustainable patterns of development.
Brick Kiln Lane is a very narrow land and the site is elevated above the
road. Development of the site would have a significant impact on the countryside character of the area and is therefore considered unsuitable.
This greenfield site lies opposite Collops Villas in a small hamlet of houses, separate from the main village. The site is beyond expected walking distance to
the school and village facilities. Development of the site would extend ribbon development within a small hamlet in the countryside with limited access to
services and facilities. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This site abuts the West of Braintree Garden Community proposal. It lies beyond development limits. The Local Wildlife Sites of Stebbing Green is within
200 m of the Site. The site is close to listed buildings at Stebbing Green. The site lies some distance from services and facilities. Development of this site
would introduce a significant built form in an area characterised by loose sporadic development in an area with a high risk of flooding. The site is considered
unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies adjacent to the adopted development limits and is bounded by residential development to the west, east and north. The site is
served by a bus service to Bishop’s Stortford and the Airport. The site is allocated for development in the Local Plan. Planning permission has been granted.
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This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. There are a number of listed buildings opposite the site. The site lies
beyond the ribbon of built development on the south side of the B1256 where development becomes more sporadic and therefore development is
considered unsuitable.
The property Millers to the east is a listed building, as is the parish church to the north. The site is separate from the development limits around Takeley. The
site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 4 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the
CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. Land to the south and to the east is being/has been developed for housing. It is
considered that Church Lane is a defensible boundary to the development of Takeley and to development this site would breach that boundary and extend
development into the countryside. The site is therefore considered unsuitable for development because it would not lead to a sustainable pattern of
development.
The property Millers to the east is a listed building as is the parish church to the north. The site is separate from the development limits around Takeley. The
site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 4 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the
CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. Land to the south and to the east is being developed for housing. It is considered that
Church Lane is a defensible boundary to the development of Takeley and the development of this site would breach that boundary, extend development into
the countryside and have an impact on the setting of the listed buildings. The site is therefore considered unsuitable for development because it would not
lead to a sustainable pattern of development.
Properties to the east of the site in Smiths Green are listed. The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the
Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ Development on this
site has been dismissed on appeal following refusal of a planning application. The Inspector stated that “The site is currently a gap within the street scene of
Dunmow Road providing a transition between the main village of Takeley and the development further east beyond Smiths Green. Whilst the site would be
well screened and the dwellings would be set back from the road, the built form would be glimpsed in views travelling in both directions along Dunmow
Road. Whilst I note there would be a buffer between the site and The White House, the gap in the street scene would be significantly reduced and
fundamentally alter the contribution the site makes in the street scene. As such the proposal would have a harmful effect upon the character and
appearance of the area”. The site is therefore not considered suitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This greenfield site does not adjoin the adopted development limits. It lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 4 in the
Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The site lies wholly
within flood zones 2 and 3 and therefore is not considered suitable for development. Development of the site is not considered achievable due to its location
within flood zones 2 and 3.
The rear of the site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone (CPZ). The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The rear of the site contributes to the function of the CPZ and
development is considered unsuitable. The barn to the front of the site is listed, as is the dwelling adjacent to the site to the west. Development of the site is
achievable subject to mitigating impact on listed buildings and cost of clearing the site.
This greenfield site lies between Takeley and the Priors Green Development. Priors Wood to the north is an Ancient Woodland and Local Wildlife Site. The
site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the
CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The site is considered unsuitable because it would harm the purposes of the CPZ and
lead to coalescence of Takeley village with Priors Green and is therefore not considered a sustainable pattern of development.
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The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from
the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The development site forms a significant part of the parcel and therefore
development is considered unsuitable. Bambers Green Road to the west of the site is a protected lane. Warish Hall Ancient Monument lies to the west of
the site. There are listed building adjoining the site along the B1256 and at Frogs Hall to the east. There are also protected trees at Frogs Hall. The site is
within walking/cycling distance of the facilities at Priors Green.
This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The development site forms a significant part of the parcel and
therefore development is considered unsuitable. Furthermore the Council's development strategy is towards larger self-sustaining Garden Communities
which can support a secondary school.
This proposal is a combination of sites 08Tak15 and 10Tak15. This greenfield site lies to the north of Takeley and the Priors Green Development. Priors
Wood to the north is an Ancient Woodland and Local Wildlife Site. The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 5 in the
Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The development
site forms a significant part of the parcel and therefore development is considered unsuitable. Furthermore the Council's development strategy is towards
larger self-sustaining Garden Communities.
This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 4 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. Takeley parish church is a listed building and lies to the west of the
site. Development of the site would have a significant intrusion into the CPZ and therefore development is not considered suitable.
The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from
the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The proposed development site forms the majority of parcel 3 and therefore
development is considered unsuitable. There are a number of listed buildings in Takeley Street. The western half of the site is subject to air noise. The
woodland to the west of the site is an Ancient Woodland and Local Wildlife Site. Hatfield Forest SSSI lies in close proximity to the south.
This greenfield site lies to the east of Stansted Airport and comprises 7 parcels of land and is being proposed for employment development. The site falls
within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 6 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would
lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. It adjoins the development boundary of the airport. Within the site are listed buildings and a
scheduled monument, important woodlands. There is a narrow floodplain of zones 2 and 3 along the River Roding. Development of the site would lead to
the coalescence of the airport with the hamlets of Molehill Green and Bambers Green and Takeley. The site forms part of parcels 6 and 7 in the
Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 4 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The development of the eastern part of the site would introduce an
isolated development unrelated to the existing pattern of development and would lead to the coalescence of Takeley and Takeley Street. The site is
therefore considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from
the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The proposed development site forms the majority of parcel 3 and therefore
development is considered unsuitable. Also, a number of listed buildings adjoin the site to the south. Hatfield Forest SSSI lies to the south. The development
of this site would lead to the coalescence of the airport with Takeley Street.
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The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone and adjoins the Takeley Street development limits. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside
Protection Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. A number of listed buildings
adjoin the site to the south. Hatfield Forest SSSI lies to the south. The development of this site would lead to the coalescence of the airport and Takeley
Street. This site is considered unsuitable as development of this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site located between the A120 and Stansted Airport, north of Takeley. The site is being promoted as an extension to an existing
business facility. The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
This is a greenfield site located between the A120 and Stansted Airport, north of Takeley. The site is being promoted as an extension to an existing
business facility. The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
This is a greenfield site located between the A120 and Stansted Airport, north of Takeley. The site is being promoted as an extension to an existing
business facility. The site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ.
This is a greenfield site located between the A120 and Stansted Airport, north of Takeley and proposed for employment development. The site lies within
the Countryside Protection Zone. The site is within 500m of local wildlife sites . There is a bus stop within 800m of the site. The site has access into the
Airport and the A120 via Coopers Roundabout or southwards to the B1256 through Takeley. The site forms part of parcel 6 in the Countryside Protection
Zone Study 2016 which if released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. The site is considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies within the Countryside Protection Zone. The site forms part of parcel 3 in the Countryside Protection Zone Study 2016 which if
released from the CPZ would lead to a high level of harm to the purposes of the CPZ. There are a number of listed buildings opposite the site. The Flitch
Way is a linear country park and a local wildlife site. Hatfield Forest is a SSSI. The site lies beyond the ribbon of built development on the south side of the
B1256 where development becomes more sporadic and therefore development is considered unsuitable.
This greenfield site lies beyond development limits and connects the two development limits of Takeley and Priors Green. The Flitch Way lies along the
southern boundary of the site. This site, along with Smiths Green, performs an important function in maintaining the separation between Takeley village and
Priors Green. Development of this site would lead to the coalescence of these parts of the parish. The site is therefore considered unsuitable as
development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site which is located in the hamlet of Bardfield End Green. The site does not adjoin adopted development limits. There are a number of
listed buildings in the hamlet. The site is mostly surrounded by agricultural fields and development would be highly visible and would have a detrimental
impact on the surrounding landscape. The inspector for appeal into the refusal of permission for 2 dwellings found that the development would materially
harm the character and appearance of the surrounding open countryside. The site is not within walking or cycling distance to services and facilities. This site
is considered unsuitable as development would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a residential curtilage site in Monk Street, Thaxted. The site does not adjoin adopted development limits. The site is mostly surrounded by agricultural
fields and development would be highly visible and would have a detrimental impact on the surrounding landscape. There is a listed building to the west of
the site. The site is not within walking or cycling distance to services and facilities. This site is considered unsuitable as development would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
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There are a number of trees subject to a preservation order on the southern boundary. The site has been subject to a number of previous planning
applications and has current planning permission for the demolition of the existing dwelling and the erection of three detached dwellings (UTT/13/1644/OP).
In June 2012 planning permission was refused for the erection of six dwellings on the site. The decision was appealed with the appeal being dismissed in
2013 primarily because of the amount of built form that would extend further into the countryside and the resultant detrimental impact that this would have.
Therefore this site is not considered suitable for 5 to 6 dwellings and is only be suitable for small scale development and this is below the threshold for
allocation in the Plan.
Part of the site lies within the 57Leq noise contour. The Thaxted Historic
Character Assessment (2009) states that “development to the south of Sampford Road would have detrimental impacts on views of the church spire, the
dominant landmark building in Thaxted thus diminishing the sense of place and local distinctiveness in this location.” Although there has been recent
development on Sampford Road the development of this site, which would extend housing further eastwards would result in urbanisation of the rural area
and would have a significant impact on views of the church.
The site opposite is identified in the Thaxted Neighbourhood Plan as a development opportunity site. Development of this site would increase ribbon
development and extend development into the open countryside.
This is a greenfield site situated on the southern edge of Thaxted. This site is situated on the eastern side of Dunmow Road just outside the development
limits. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment states that “The landscape in this location, as elsewhere, performs the function of clearly defining and
containing the extent of the built form.” The site is therefore considered unsuitable as development here would extend the village into the open countryside
in an area characterised by loose knit sporadic development.
This is a narrow greenfield site situated behind residential properties on Bardfield Road. Access is via a narrow track off Dunmow Road.
Development of this site would lead to inappropriate backland development. The site is therefore considered unsuitable for development.
This is a greenfield site situated off Dunmow Road. The site lies beyond the development limits. The site is on the southern edge of the village and the
surrounding landscape in one of open countryside. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment for Thaxted 2009 states that ‘The principle effect of
development here would be to extend the village into open arable farmland.’ The development of this site would introduce considerable development in an
area characterised by loose knit sporadic development. Development of the site is therefore considered unsuitable.
Trees along the brook, within and adjacent the site are protected by a preservation order. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment for Thaxted states
that ‘Development off Copthall Lane would result in unacceptable changes and the destruction of a narrow country lane and a small scale linear agricultural
landscape.’ The site is elevated and development may be visible from Copthall Lane during winter months.
Therefore depending on the design of the development, its southern edge may have a detrimental impact on the character of Copthall lane.
Development of the site would extend development further eastwards along the valley of the brook. There is no defensible eastern boundary to the area
being proposed for development and there is potential for the development to extend further eastwards in the future. The site is not considered suitable
because of its potential impact on Copthall Lane
and the access roads to the site.
This previously development site lies within the village development limits. Planning permission has been granted for 29 dwellings
This site lies beyond the adopted development limits. To the north of the site lies an important woodland. Copthall Lane is a narrow single track road with no
pavements. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment for Thaxted states that ‘Development off Copthall Lane would result in unacceptable changes
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and the destruction of a narrow country lane and a small scale linear agricultural landscape.’ The development of this site would have a detrimental impact
on the character of Copthall Lane. It is proposed that vehicular traffic would be from Bardfield Road but this would create a long access road to the site and
would need improving. This is an isolated site in the countryside and its development would introduce dwellings unrelated to the existing village. The site is
considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development (planning permission has been granted for 7
dwellings).
The site is considered too small / has too small a quantum for consideration as an allocation within a strategic Plan.
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The Historic Settlement Character Assessment for Thaxted (2009) notes that Copthall Lane ‘is particularly attractive as it approaches the existing built up
area with steep banks and overhanging trees and hedges providing particularly rural environment. Land (to the south) rises quite steeply to meet the 20th
century development at Barnards Fields.’ It concludes that the effect of development off Copthall Lane would be seriously detrimental to the particularly
attractive rural character of this area. Development of the site is therefore considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to
sustainable patterns of development.
This part brownfield and part greenfield site lies on the south eastern side of the village, adjacent to the development limits. The site is within walking/cycling
distance of the village services and facilities. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment for Thaxted (2009) considers that the small scale of the existing
barns is generally harmonious with the nearby listed building and the edge of the Conservation area. However, development or redevelopment of the site
complex would have an impact on the historic core of the village. The assessment makes some recommendations as to how the site could be successfully
redeveloped.
The site is considered suitable for development but the design and layout would need to be sensitive to the site’s location on the edge of the historic core of
the village, especially considering that the site is higher than properties on Bardfield Road making any development prominent in the village setting. The site
is identified for housing in the Thaxted Neighbourhood Plan.
There are a number of listed buildings along Park Lane. Land to the south lies within flood zones 2 and 3. Land within the site is subject to low risk from
surface water flooding and along the western boundary of the site is subject to a high risk from surface water flooding. The extensive coverage of these
flood risk zones indicate that development would be unlikely to be able to avoid these areas completely. The site is within the A6 Upper Chelmer River
Valley category of the Landscape Character Assessment. It has relatively high sensitivity to change. The site lies within Sector 5 - Dunmow Road to Park
Street of the Historic Settlement Character Assessment. Development on Sector 5 land beyond existing Development limits would impact on the southern
extent of the historic core due to its proximity in this approach. Additionally the effect of development here would be to extend the village into open arable
farmland. The site is considered unsuitable as development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The south eastern side of the site lies within the 57 Leq noise contour. The Historic Settlement Character Assessment (2009) considers that although
development in this location would not directly impact on the historic core of the village it would potentially have a detrimental impact on views of the church
spire, the dominant landmark building in Thaxted, thus diminishing the sense of place and local distinctiveness. An appeal against refusal of planning
permission for 120 dwellings on the site was dismissed in January 2015 (UTT/14/1033OP). The Inspector concluded that the proposed development would
cause significant harm to the landscape setting of Thaxted. He considered that the extent of harm, particularly to the character and appearance of the area
and the harm to the setting of the church would not constitute sustainable development in terms of the Framework. The site is therefore not considered
suitable for development.
This greenfield site lies to the north eastern edge of the village. The site is sandwiched between recent housing developments to the north and east. The
site is in the ownership of Essex County Council and has historically been safeguarded for school or community uses. The site is being promoted by a third
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party. The site lies beyond the development limits. Numerous listed buildings are located within 500m of the site. There are a few trees subject to a
preservation order on the boundary. The site has been the subject of a Bioblitz which found the site to be ecologically rich in wild flowers, birds, insects and
reptiles.The site is not considered suitable for residential development. The availability of the site is uncertain as Essex County Council has not clarified their
future plans for this site.
This site lies within the conservation area. There are 5 trees subject to preservation orders on the site boundary and there is a listed building to the north
east of the site. The Thaxted Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Proposals 2012 considers that the site provides a setting to Brooklyns which is
identified as a building that makes an important architectural or historic contribution and the site is also adjacent to a listed building to the west; and a
number of mature trees within the site add to its quality. The Appraisal therefore identifies the site as important open space to be protected from
development with important trees and hedgerows to be protected; and Brooklyns as a building to be protected from demolition. The inspector considering
the appeal into the refusal of permission for 9 dwellings concluded that the proposal would cause significant harm to the character and appearance of the
Thaxted Conservation Area. The site is therefore considered unsuitable for development.
This greenfield site lies within the small hamlet of Monk Street to the south of Thaxted. There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. Folly
Mill Lane to the west is a protected lane. The site is over 2km from the services and facilities in Thaxted village. The site is not considered suitable as it
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site located at a fork in the road. The proposal is for a gypsy pitch. There are a number of listed buildings at Bardfield End Green. The
site is about 950m from the primary school and a little further to the village centre. There is a very limited bus service of 1 day per week. The site being at a
fork in the road is very prominent in the landscape and the development of the site would be intrusive in the countryside. The site is considered as not
suitable for development.
This is a greenfield site accessed via Vicarage Lane, Ugley. Vicarage Lane is a no through road leading to a handful of large properties, a number of which
are listed buildings. The character of the road and surrounding area is of open countryside. Development on this site could have a detrimental impact on the
countryside character. Development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
The site is a greenfield site situated between the M11 and the railway line and located close to Jacks Wood, ancient and important woodland. The site is
being promoted as a possible exception site. There would have to be a local needs assessment carried out and support from the community. The site is
located in an area of open countryside and development on this site could have a detrimental impact on the surrounding countryside. The site is not within
walking/cycling distance of services and facilities and as such development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site on the western edge Elsenham, situated in close proximity to the M11. Access to the site is in-between two residential dwellings off
Bedwell Road and the site constitutes backland development. The housing to the east of the site is low density and the development of this site would
introduce higher density housing uncharacteristic of the area to the detriment of the rural character of the area. Small scale development, which falls below
the threshold of this assessment may be suitable and could be pursued through pre-application advice, however the proposal for 12 dwelling is not
considered suitable.
The character of the area is open countryside, development on this site could have a detrimental impact on the surrounding landscape. The site is not within
walking/cycling distance of basic facilities and services and is therefore not suitable for market housing as it does not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This site is situated behind the Chequers public house, a grade II listed building. The site has a number of current uses. Despite the site being in close
proximity to some residential dwellings the area is characterised as open countryside. The site is not within walking distance to services and facilities. The
site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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This is a greenfield site which does not adjoin the existing village development limit. This site represents a break in frontage development. The character of
the site and immediate vicinity is one of open countryside. The introduction of built form would have a detrimental impact on the rural character of the
surrounding countryside. The inspector dealing with the appeal against the refusal of permission for 1 dwelling found that the development would have a
significant detrimental impact on the rural setting of the site which was not well integrated into the fabric of the village and was therefore not sustainable
development. Wendens Ambo has limited services and facilities. The site is considered unsuitable as development would not contribute to sustainable
patterns of development.
This greenfield site lies on the eastern edge of the village adjacent to the B1383. The site has previously been promoted and allocated for employment uses
in the withdrawn 2014 Submission Local Plan. The site is now being promoted for residential development. The site adjoins the development limits to the
west. Small and peripheral areas of the site are subject to surface water flooding. The site is within the A1 Cam River Valley category of the Landscape
Character Assessment. It has a relatively high sensitivity to change. The public house on the other side of the B1383 is listed. Wendens Ambo is a type B
village with limited services and the site is considered unsuitable as residential development on the site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This greenfield site is wholly within the Green Belt. The site forms part of parcel 24 in the Green Belt Review 2016 which was found to have a ‘strong’ value
in meeting the purposes of the Green Belt. The site does contribute to the functions of the Green Belt. The site is considered unsuitable as development on
this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site which does not adjoin the existing village development limit. There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. The
church yard, to the south east of the site is a local wildlife site. The site is located on a small street with low density development.
Development here could have a detrimental impact on the rural character of the surrounding countryside. Wicken Bonhunt is a Type B village with limited
services and facilities. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development
This is a greenfield site outside the village development limits. Development of this site would consolidate the loose knit development in the location and
lead to the coalescence of the east and western parts of the village. A strip on the northern edge of the site lies within flood zone 3 and mitigation measures
would need to be considered when assessing the viability of the site. Wicken Bonhunt is a Type B village with limited facilities and the site is not in
walking/cycling distance of basic services. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of
development.
This greenfield site lies within the central gap between the 2 parts of the village. A small part of the site's boundary adjoins the development limits. The site
is west of a Local Wildlife site at the church yard. The site is located within 2 areas of the Landscape Character Assessment. The first being the A1 Cam
River Valley, which has a relatively high sensitivity to change; and the second being the H2 Arkesden Chalk Upland, which has a moderate to high
sensitivity to change. The site is within 500m to 16 listed buildings, the closest being the grade II Timber Framed Barn Wicken Hall east of the site. The site
forms part of the important open gap which separates the two parts of the village. Development of this site would consolidate the loose knit development in
the location and lead to the coalescence of the east and western parts of the village. Wicken Bonhunt is a Type B village with limited facilities and the site is
not in walking/cycling distance of basic services. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns
of development.
Widdington is a Type B village with limited services and facilities. The site has been subject to a number of appeals against refusal for between 1 and 6
dwellings. Inspectors have considered that development would not provide a sustainable form of development and would harm the rural character of the
lane and the local area by removing the openness of the site. Due to the lack of services in Widdington and the impact of the development on the character
of the area the site is not considered suitable for development.
There are a number of listed buildings to the west of the site and Cornells Lane is a protected lane. Widdington is a Type B village with limited services and
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facilities. Due to the lack of services, Widdington is not considered a sustainable location for development.
The site is in close proximity to Carver Barracks but sits some distance from Wimbish and as such is unrelated to the village. Development of this site would
introduce additional dwellings in the countryside and could have a detrimental impact on the countryside character of the area. Wimbish is a type A village
with a school, however this site is beyond the normal walking/cycling distance of these services. This site is considered unsuitable as development on this
site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site containing agricultural buildings in an isolated location between Tindon End and Thaxted. The site abuts a Grade II listed farmhouse
and is accessed via a narrow single track road which would be unsuitable for the scale of development proposed. The site, being 3km from Thaxted village
centre is not within walking/cycling distance of basic services and facilities. The development of the site would introduce significant development in an
isolated location. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site containing agricultural buildings in an isolated location between Tindon End and Thaxted. The site abuts a Grade II listed farmhouse
and is accessed via a narrow single track road which would be unsuitable for the scale of development proposed. The site, being 3km from Thaxted village
centre is not within walking/cycling distance of basic services and facilities. The development of the site would introduce significant development in an
isolated location. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
This is a greenfield site containing agricultural buildings in an isolated location between Tindon End and Thaxted. The site abuts a Grade II listed farmhouse
and is accessed via a narrow single track road. The site, being 3km from Thaxted village centre is not within walking/cycling distance of basic services and
facilities. The development of the site would introduce development in an isolated location. The site is considered unsuitable as development on this site
would not contribute to sustainable patterns of development.
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Appendix V: SA of reasonable
alternatives
Introduction
As explained within ‘Part 1’ in the main report (Chapters 4 to 8), a focus of work has been on the
development and appraisal of district-wide spatial strategy alternatives, with a view to informing
determination of the preferred strategy.
A number of interim steps necessary were necessary in order to establish district-wide spatial strategy
options and these included an appraisal of options for the delivery of garden Communities as well as
growth options for Takeley Village. Options were also explored for the delivery of strategic
employment land during the plan period.
This appendix sets out the detailed appraisal findings for the identified reasonable alternatives. It is
structured as follows:


Appraisal methodology;



Garden Community options;



Takeley growth options;



Spatial strategy options; and



Strategic employment land options.

Appraisal methodology
For each of the options, the assessment examines likely significant effects on the baseline, drawing
on the sustainability objectives identified through scoping (see Table 3.1 in the main report) as a
methodological framework. Green is used to indicate significant positive effects, whilst red is used to
indicate significant negative effects. If no colour is used then no residual significant effects are
predicted.
Every effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given the
high level nature of the policy approaches under consideration. The ability to predict effects
accurately is also limited by understanding of the baseline (now and in the future under a ‘no plan’
scenario). In light of this, there is a need to make considerable assumptions regarding how scenarios
will be implemented ‘on the ground’ and what the effect on particular receptors would be. Where
there is a need to rely on assumptions in order to reach a conclusion on a ‘significant effect’ this is
made explicit in the appraisal text.
Where it is not possible to predict likely significant effects on the basis of reasonable assumptions,
efforts are made to comment on the relative merits of the alternatives in more general terms and to
indicate a rank of preference. The number indicates the rank and does not have any bearing on
likely significant effects. This is helpful, as it enables a distinction to be made between the
alternatives even where it is not possible to distinguish between them in terms of ‘significant effects’.
Finally, it is important to note that effects are predicted taking into account the criteria presented within
95
Regulations. So, for example, account is taken of the duration, frequency and reversibility of effects.
Cumulative effects are also considered (i.e. where the effects of the plan in combination with the
effects of other planned or on-going activity that is outside the control of the Uttlesford District Local
Plan).
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Garden Community options
Within the main report, Chapter 8 explains how options for the delivery of Garden Communities were
identified. The options for assessment are identified within the table below.
Option

Delivery during the plan
period (up to 2033)

Delivery total

Option 1: North
Uttlesford

1,925 dwellings

5,000 dwellings

Option 2: West of 2a: Delivery on the
Braintree
southern site only
within Uttlesford

970 dwellings

8,500 - 9,000 dwellings
(including 1,500 dwellings
total on the southern site)

2b: Delivery on the
southern and
northern site within
Uttlesford

970 dwellings

10,500 - 11,000 dwellings
(including 3,500 dwellings
total on the northern and
southern site)

3a: Reduced level of
growth focussing
development
centrally within the
site

1,925 dwellings

5,000 dwellings

Option 3: Easton
Park

3b: Preferred level of 1,925 dwellings
growth

10,000 dwellings

Appraisal findings for the Garden Community options
A comparative appraisal of the options was carried out under each SA Objective. The findings are
presented in the tables below.
SA Objective 1: To conserve and enhance biodiversity (habitats, species and ecosystems) within the
district
Option 1: North
Option 2a: West
Option 2b: West
Option 3a:
Option 3b:
Uttlesford (5,000 of Braintree
of Braintree
Easton Park
Easton Park
dwellings)
(8,500-9,000
(10,500-11,000
(5,000 dwellings) (10,000
dwellings) (1,500 dwellings) (3,500
dwellings)
in Uttlesford)
in Uttlesford)
Rank

2

4

4

1

3

Significant
effect?

No

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

No

Yes - Negative

North Uttlesford

Discussion
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The site at North Uttlesford (proposed under Option 1) contains a ‘Special Verge’ also designated
as a Local Wildlife Site (Great Chesterford - Stumps Cross on A11) which is located along the
northern border of the site. It also partially contains another ‘Special Verge’ designated as a
Local Wildlife Site (LWS); in the south west along the B184, and a small area of BAP Priority
Habitat (Deciduous Woodland) in the north east of the site. The site lies adjacent to an area of
96
Important Woodland in the east, and in relatively close proximity to the Crave Hall Meadow
LWS and Burton Wood LWS located in the east and south east by Crave Hall and Burtonwood
Farmhouse. Waterbodies on site (ponds, ditches and streams) are also considered likely to
contribute to biodiversity and ecological connectivity. Whilst development is considered unlikely
to result in direct loss of the designated biodiversity on site (as the habitats are roadside verges),
it is considered that there is the potential for minor long term negative effects as a result of
increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution, and potential loss of ecological features such
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as ponds. In terms of the wider setting, the site lies within the SSSI Impact Risk Zone of the
Nunn Woods SSSI; housing development is not identified as requiring further consultation with
Natural England with regards to risk to the SSSI, but the development of any associated road
infrastructure may require further consultation.
West of Braintree
The whole site under consideration at the West of Braintree (including the land within Braintree
District) contains designated biodiversity assets, including Broxted Wood LWS and a number of
areas of BAP Woodland Priority Habitats, including areas of Ancient Woodland. Development
will need to retain these habitats on site to avoid significant negative effects arising in relation to
habitat loss. Overall it is considered likely that development will lead to minor negative effects on
biodiversity habitats and the species they support as a result of increased disturbance, noise,
light and air pollution; with the potential for minor long term negative effects. In terms of the
wider setting, the site lies within the SSSI Impact Risk Zone of the Bovingdon Hall Woods SSSI;
however, the type of development proposed is not identified as requiring further consultation with
Natural England. In terms of the options proposed, the difference lies in the development of the
southern site that falls within the Uttlesford boundary (Option 2a) versus both the southern and
northern sites that fall within the Uttlesford boundary (Option 2b). In this respect, the northern
site (Option 2b) is not known to contain designated biodiversity, however it does lie adjacent to
an area of Ancient Woodland that is also designated as a LWS (Mouslin Wood) and, as such, it is
considered that there is the potential for minor long term negative effects on the LWS as a result
of increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. As such, the higher growth option (Option
2b) has the potential for negative effects of greater significance than the lower growth option
(Option 2a) which does not include the northern site.
Easton Park
There are also significant biodiversity assets within and surrounding the Easton Park site.
Adjacent to the site (proposed under Option 3b) in the south east is High Wood, Dunmow SSSI.
The SSSI lies in close proximity to Important Woodland and Priority Habitat at Canfield Spring.
Canfield Spring is located within the development site is considered likely to be a supporting
habitat for the SSSI. In the north of the site (Option 3b) there are further BAP Priority Habitats,
including Deciduous Woodland at Broxted Common Wood in the north east, and Ancient
Woodland at Middlefield Wood in the north west; which is also designated as a LWS. The lower
growth option (Option 3a) locates development centrally within the site so as to minimise the
effects on biodiversity, by avoiding the loss of the majority of these woodland habitats. However,
in the long term it is still considered likely that development will lead to minor negative effects
through increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution.
Whilst there is the potential for development across the whole site (proposed under Option 3b) to
have significant negative effects on biodiversity through direct loss of designated and important
habitats (alongside the same potential for minor negative effects as a result of increased
disturbance, noise, light and air pollution), this needs to be considered alongside the potential to
possibly retain and enhance these habitats and deliver significant positive effects. The larger
scale proposal under Option 3b includes delivery of a Country Park and, if this option is
progressed, then alongside retaining the existing woodland habitats, development should ideally
seek to 1) extend and enhance habitats in the south of the site, to provide a natural buffer around
the SSSI site (that contributes to the management aims of the site identified by Natural
97
England ), and 2) creates ecological corridors connecting the northern and southern woodland
habitats on site. The enhancement of biodiversity in this area has the potential to yield significant
positive effects by supporting ecological connectivity and improving the status of the SSSI which
98
is currently recognised as in an ‘unfavourable - no change’ condition.
There are also significant biodiversity assets surrounding the Easton Park site. Quenden Wood
and Easton Wood SSSIs are located just north west of the site, and Hatfield Forest SSSI and
97

Natural England (2003) Views About Management – A statement of English Nature’s views about the management of High
Wood, Dunmow Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/PDFsForWeb/VAM/1003967.pdf
98
Natural England (2018) Designated Sites View – SSSI Condition Summary [online] available at:
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/ReportConditionSummary.aspx?SiteCode=S1003967&ReportTitle=High Wood,
Dunmow SSSI
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National Nature Reserve is located in the south west beyond Takeley Village. It is recognised
that development of the Garden Community at Easton Park has the potential to negatively affect
these designated habitats through increased recreational pressures and decreased air quality in
the vicinity (as a result of likely increases in local traffic - particularly along the A120). It is also
considered that the higher growth scenario (Option 3b) is likely to lead to effects of greater
significance than the lower growth option (Option 3a). In line with advice from Natural England, it
is recommended that Local Plan policy provisions seek contributions towards the delivery of
mitigation measures to address the likely impacts of recreational disturbance and decreased air
quality at Hatfield Forest from all development falling within the emerging Zone of Influence (ZoI).
Conclusions
Overall, it is considered that each of the GC options present biodiversity constraints that would
need to be addressed. Given the extent of designated habitats within Options 2a, 2b, and 3b,
these are considered most likely to have the potential for negative effects of greater significance.
The assessment however also identifies significant potential under Option 3b to deliver positive
effects through biodiversity enhancement/ net gain. Options 1 and 3a largely avoid designated
biodiversity assets (most significantly under Option 3a) and are both considered less likely to
result in significant negative effects for biodiversity compared to the other options.
It is also considered that biodiversity could potentially be enhanced at each of the GC sites
through strong Local Plan policies on biodiversity net gain.
In line with advice from Natural England, it is also recognised that the significant levels of growth
at Garden Communities has the potential to impact the Epping Forest Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) as a result of decreased air quality (associated with the likely increase in
traffic and congestion as a result of development). This is assessed in more detail through the
accompanying Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA), however it is recommended that policy
provisions seek contributions from development to support the ongoing mitigation and monitoring
of effects on air quality in the vicinity of the Epping Forest SAC.
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SA Objective 2: To conserve and enhance water quality and resources and help achieve the objectives of
the Water Framework Directive
Option 1: North
Option 2a: West
Option 2b: West
Option 3a:
Option 3b:
Uttlesford (5000
of Braintree
of Braintree
Easton Park
Easton Park
homes)
(8,500-9,000
(10,500-11,000
(5000 homes)
(10,000 homes)
dwellings) (1,500 dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)
in Uttlesford)
Rank

2

3

3

1

3

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

No

Water quality
North Uttlesford
Development at the North Uttlesford site (Option 1), given it location, is not considered likely to
affect the main rivers running through the Plan area. The site is, however, located within a
Groundwater Source Protection Zone and contains other waterbodies (likely ponds, ditches/
streams) and therefore development has the potential to affect the quality of groundwater and/ or
surface water. It is recommended that any development at this site should incorporate
sustainable drainage systems.
West of Braintree

Discussion

The West of Braintree development site as a whole (including the land within Braintree District)
is constrained by the River Ter in the south of the site, and the River Brain in the north east of
99
the site (within Braintree). The latest WFD classification (2016) identifies that both the River
Ter and the River Brain are of ‘moderate’ ecological quality and ‘good’ chemical quality. While
there is the potential for negative effects given the presence of the waterbodies on site, it is also
considered that mitigation available at the development management level (and supported by
site specific policy should the option proceed) could significantly reduce the potential for
negative effects, and enhance the potential for development to deliver positive effects in terms of
ecological quality enhancements in this area. It will also be important for development at the site
to provide mitigation (including sustainable drainage systems) to ensure that groundwater and/
or surface water quality supports or enhances the ecological and chemical quality of the rivers.
In terms of the options proposed, the difference lies in the development of just the southern site
that falls within the Uttlesford boundary (Option 2a) or both the southern and northern sites that
fall within the Uttlesford boundary (Option 2b). In this respect, the northern site (under Option
2b) is not constrained by either river, and therefore both options are considered to perform on a
par with each other in terms of the effects on this SA objective.
Easton Park
The full extent of the Easton Park site (Option 3b) includes the River Roding running along the
western boundary of the site, and a tributary extending into the south of the site. Falling within
100
the Upper Roding (to Cripsey Brook) catchment area, the river was found in 2016 to be of
‘poor’ ecological quality and ‘good’ chemical quality. Whilst development under Option 3a would
largely avoid the watercourses (by focusing development centrally within the site), it will be
important for development to minimise effects on surface water quality (e.g. through the
incorporation of sustainable drainage systems), to avoid negative effects on the ecological and
chemical quality of the River Roding associated with surface water run-off. The potential for
negative effects is greater under Option 3b given that the larger site contains waterbodies;
however, it is considered that mitigation available at the development management level (and
supported by site specific policy should the option proceed) could significantly reduce the
potential for negative effects, and enhance the potential for development to deliver positive
effects in terms of ecological quality enhancements in this area. While the EA have expressed
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Environment Agency (2016) Catchment data explorer [online] available at: http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchmentplanning/ [accessed 20/11/18]
100
Ibid.
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concerns in relation to the Easton Park GC and potential options for addressing wastewater and
sewerage infrastructure, the WCS considered this issue and indicated that development can be
accommodated.
Conclusions
Overall, the potential for negative effects is greatest under Options 2a, 2b and 3b given the
presence of main rivers on-site; although it should be noted that policy mitigation (including the
provisions of the NPPF) and mitigation available at the development management level should
be sufficient to ensure that development does not lead to any significant negative effects. It is
also considered that there is the potential for minor negative effects on water quality under
Option 1 given the presence of ‘other’ waterbodies (e.g. ponds) on site and the site’s location
within a Groundwater Source Protection Zone. The Option 3a site does not contain waterbodies
and, as such, is considered to perform best against this SA objective; however, it will still be
important to ensure that development minimises polluted run-off which may affect waterbodies
off site.
Water resources
101

The Water Cycle Study (2018) identifies that Uttlesford District is partly underlain by a chalk
aquifer of regional importance and the Environment Agency currently class the surface water
and groundwater resources within the district as over-licensed or over-abstracted, meaning there
that there is no additional water available for supply. The District falls within Affinity Water’s
supply area. Water companies in England are legally required to supply water to private
consumers and businesses within their area. As set out in the Water Industry Act 1991, they
must prepare and maintain a Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP) that sets out how the
company intends to maintain the balance between water supply and demand. Water companies
are currently in the process of updating their WRMPs to take account of predicted growth and
102
ensure that there are schemes in place to meet future demands.
As the scale of growth
proposed under the options increases so does the pressure on water resources. However,
given the legal requirements in place for WRMPs, it is considered that there are no significant
differences between the options in terms of effects on water resources. In line with the Water
Cycle Study recommendations, Local Plan policies should encourage the conservation of water
in new dwellings and commercial properties to minimise negative effects on water resources. It
is expected that development at any of the Garden Community options can deliver mitigation (for
example rainwater harvesting measures) to support reduced water use per person per day.
The Water Cycle Study also assessed the impacts of development at the Garden Community
103
options on wastewater treatment and sewage infrastructure and found that, overall, there
were no ‘show-stoppers’ that would prevent a timely delivery of at least one suitable technically
feasible option to discharge to existing Water Recycling Centres (WRC) for each Garden
Community. Furthermore, given the scale of growth under each of the options, there would be
the potential to provide a new, separate on-site WRC to serve each community; however, in line
with current legislation and policies, new discharges should be connected to existing
infrastructure where it is reasonable to do so.
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Arcadis Design and Consultancy prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2018) Water Cycle Study Detailed Update [online]
available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure [accessed 30/11/18]
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Affinity Water (2014) Water Resource Management Plan.
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It should be noted that the options tested through the Water Cycle Study are not precisely the same as the five options being
appraised in this assessment.
AECOM
397

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

SA Objective 3: To conserve and enhance the district’s landscape character and townscapes
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West of
Braintree (8,5009,000 dwellings)
(1,500 in
Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West of Option 3a:
Braintree (10,500- Easton Park
11,000 dwellings) (5000 homes)
(3,500 in
Uttlesford)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

5

1

2

3

4

Significant
effect?

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

North Uttlesford
The North Uttlesford site (Option 1) lies wholly within the Cam River Valley Landscape Character
104
Area (LCA). Suggested Landscape Planning Guidelines for the LCA include; conserving and
enhancing the landscape setting of settlements; maintaining cross-valley views; and ensuring
any development on valley sides is small-scale and that it responds to historic settlement
105
pattern, form and building materials. The Landscape & Visual Appraisal of the site (2017)
concludes that the land at the North Uttlesford site “is of high landscape and visual sensitivity,
given its steeply sloping landform and elevated position; its open fields and its limited vegetation
structure; and the potential for long distance cross-valley views into the site. Furthermore, given
the settlement pattern within the area of Great Chesterford (where settlements and road and rail
infrastructure largely follow the valley floor/ lower valley sides), development cutting across the
upper valley sides and the ridgeline of the site would be uncharacteristic of the local settlement
pattern. As such, it is desirable to limit development on the upper valley sides and the ridgeline.”
The appraisal also identifies that good design will be key in mitigating the potential landscape
and visual impacts of any development proposals for the site. However; given the overall
landscape and visual sensitivity of the site, the potential for significant long term negative effects
is identified at this stage. It is recommended that any policy mitigation ensures that development
minimises impacts by adhering to the guidelines for development outlined by the Landscape &
Visual Appraisal for the site, and avoids significant negative effects on the landscape and
townscape character of the area; particularly by locating development away from the upper
valley sides and ridgeline of the site.
Discussion

West of Braintree
With regard to the West of Braintree options (Options 2a and 2b); both of the sites within
Uttlesford District lie within the Rayne Farmland Plateau LCA. Landscape guidelines for this
106
LCA include; maintaining cross-valley views and characteristic views across the valley; and
conserving the hedgerow pattern and strengthening planting where appropriate to local
107
landscape character. The Landscape & Visual Appraisal of the site (2017) concludes that the
land at the West of Braintree (whole site to include land within Braintree) “‘is of moderate to high
landscape and visual sensitivity, varying across the site, and concludes that there is potential for
part of the site to accommodate development, subject to appropriate mitigation developed in
accordance with published landscape character guidelines, planning policy and the opportunities
and constraints identified within the Appraisal.” The Appraisal finds that “the easternmost part of
the site is the most sensitive part of the site and therefore it is desirable for development in this
location to be limited on landscape and visual grounds.” Given the identified sensitivity of the
site, it is appropriate at this stage to highlight the potential for significant negative effects on
landscape character, particularly to the east of the site. However, mitigation as outlined by the
Landscape & Visual Appraisal, which reduces the extent of development (to avoid the most
sensitive areas), is considered likely to reduce the significance of the potential negative effects.
It is worth noting at this stage that the sites within Uttlesford District are located to the west of the
larger site, and thus are not located within the area identified as being most sensitive to
development. However, given that more development is proposed through Option 2b, the
effects of the higher growth option (Option 2b) are considered likely to be of greater significance
than the lower growth option (Option 2a).
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Chris Blandford Associates prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2006) Landscape Character Assessment [online]
available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
105
Chris Blandford Associates prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2017) Land at North Uttlesford Landscape & Visual
Appraisal [online] available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment [commissioned by the Council]
106
Chris Blandford Associates prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2006) Landscape Character Assessment [online]
available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
107
Chris Blandford Associates prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2017) Land West of Braintree Landscape & Visual
Appraisal [online] available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
AECOM
398

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

Easton Park
In relation to the Easton Park options, the smaller site under Option 3a falls entirely within the
Broxted Farmland LCA. Whilst the larger site under Option 3b falls primarily within this area as
well, the north-eastern corner of the site also falls within the Upper Chelmer River Valley LCA.
108
Landscape guidelines for the Broxted Farmland LCA include; strengthening and enhancement
of hedgerows; conserving and managing areas of ancient and semi-natural woodland; and
109
conserving historic lanes. The Landscape & Visual Appraisal for the site (2017) concludes
that the land at Easton Park is “of moderate to high landscape and visual sensitivity, varying
across the site, and concludes that there is the potential for part of the site to accommodate
development, subject to appropriate mitigation developed in accordance with published
landscape character guidelines, planning policy and the opportunities and constraints identified
within the Appraisal.’ The Appraisal finds that ‘the northern part of the site is the most sensitive
part of the site and therefore it is desirable for development in this location to be limited on
landscape and visual grounds. The southern part of the site is of lesser sensitivity to
development, given the range of land uses within include an aggregates quarry, the A120 and
Stortford Road, all of which reduce the sense of tranquillity and landscape quality in this area.”
Given the identified sensitivity of the site, it is appropriate at this stage to highlight the potential
for significant negative effects on landscape character, particularly to the north of the site.
However, mitigation as outlined by the Landscape & Visual Appraisal which reduces the extent
of development (to avoid the most sensitive areas) is considered likely to reduce the significance
of the potential negative effects; however, this is uncertain at this stage and will be dependent on
the design/ layout and implementation of specific mitigation measures.
Conclusions
Overall, all of the options are located in areas of high (Option 1), or moderate to high (Options
2a, 2b, 3a and 3b), landscape and visual sensitivity. Given the high sensitivity of the landscape
at the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) the effects are considered to be of slightly greater
significance compared to other options. Evidence indicates that careful planning and the
sensitive design and location of development within the sites can reduce the potential for
negative effects; however, each option contains particular areas that are significantly sensitive to
development and care and appropriate mitigation of these impacts will be required in order to
minimise the potential for long term negative effects on landscape and townscape settings. The
higher growth options are also considered likely to lead to effects of greater significance more
generally than the lower growth options.
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Chris Blandford Associates prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2006) Landscape Character Assessment [online]
available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
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Chris Blandford Associates prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2017) Land at Easton Park Landscape & Visual
Appraisal [online] available at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
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SA Objective 4: To conserve and enhance soil and contribute to the sustainable use of land
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West of
Braintree (8,5009,000 dwellings)
(1,500 in
Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West of Option 3a:
Braintree (10,500- Easton Park
11,000 dwellings) (5000 homes)
(3,500 in
Uttlesford)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

1

2

4

1

3

Significant
effect?

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

North Uttlesford
Development at the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) is likely to result in the loss of Grade 2 and 3
agricultural land (the sub-grade 3a or 3b is unknown at this stage due to shortcomings in the
available data). Given the predominance of Grade 2 Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural
land (agricultural land of the highest quality), development is considered likely to lead to
significant permanent negative effects.
West of Braintree

Discussion

The majority of the West of Braintree site (including the land outside of Uttlesford District) is
Grade 2 BMV agricultural land and development at the site will result in a significant loss of this
soil resource with the potential for permanent significant negative effects. In terms of the options
proposed, the difference lies in the development of just the southern site that falls within the
Uttlesford boundary (Option 2a) or both the southern and northern sites that fall within the
Uttlesford boundary (Option 2b). In this respect, the northern site (featured in Option 2b only) is
a mix of Grade 2 and Grade 3 agricultural land and the higher growth option, by including this
land, would lead to negative effects of greater significance than the lower growth option (Option
2a).
Easton Park
At Easton Park the land is largely Grade 2 BMV agricultural land, except for a small portion of
the north-eastern corner of the site (applicable to Option 3b only). Development under Options
3a and 3b is considered likely to lead to significant permanent negative effects; however, given
the extra land take under Option 3b, the effects are likely to be of greater significance for this
higher growth option.
Conclusions
Overall, development under any of the options will result in the loss of high quality agricultural
land at a significant scale; with likely significant permanent negative effects on soil resources. It
is considered that the higher growth options are likely to lead to negative effects of greater
significance than the lower growth options, given the associated increases in land take.
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SA Objective 5: To maintain and enhance the district’s cultural heritage assets and their settings
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

4

1

2

3

4

Significant
effect?

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

North Uttlesford
The North Uttlesford site (Option 1) contains a scheduled monument (a Romano-Celtic temple
400m south of Dell’s Farm) and the development site surrounds Park Farm which contains a
listed building. The scheduled monument is considered rare nationally with only about 150 sites
recorded in England; the reasons for designation identify that “in view of their rarity and their
importance in contributing to the complete picture of Roman religious practice, including its
continuity from Iron Age practice, all Romano-Celtic temples with surviving archaeological
potential are considered to be of national importance.” It is further identified that “despite
damage caused by prolonged ploughing, the Romano-Celtic temple complex 400m south of Dell
Farm survives well’ and ‘although part of the site, including the central building, has been
excavated, the greater part of the area within the temenos [surrounding sacred precinct] has not
110
been explored.”
At this stage of assessment it is recognised that there is the potential for
significant negative effects on the historic environment as a result of development. However,
mitigation measures may reduce the likelihood and significance of negative effects, and
development has the potential to deliver positive effects also. The scheduled monument is
located in the south-west of the site adjacent to the border; as such, it is identified that
development has the potential to avoid this area of the site, and contribute to increasing the
archaeological understanding of the site through facilitating further archaeological investigation.

Discussion

Whilst development at the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) will surround the listed building at
Park Farm, a land buffer around the listed building exists, and it is considered that development
has the potential for both positive and negative effects. Mitigation available at the project level/
development management stage is likely to ensure that no significant negative effects arise
(including mitigation provided for through the NPPF); and the consideration of good, high quality
design and appropriate layout may also lead to landscape/ townscape improvements and
positive effects such as increased awareness and access.
Further to the above, the south-western corner of the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) extends to
Walden Road, adjacent to the Great Chesterford settlement. The scheduled monument on site
is known to be connected to the historic settlement which contains further scheduled
monuments including; a Roman Fort, a Roman town, and Roman and Anglo Saxon cemeteries.
Though not adjacent to the North Uttlesford option, much of Great Chesterford is a designated
conservation area containing many listed buildings. The delivery of 5,000 homes adjacent to
this settlement is considered likely to significantly impact on its historic character and setting,
however; the overall significance of the effects will ultimately be dependent on details such as
design and layout and overall reliance on Great Chesterford and its services, facilities and
infrastructure.
111

The Uttlesford Heritage Impact Assessment also identifies the following non-designated
heritage assets on site at the North Uttlesford option (Option 1): Chesterford Deer Park, Dells
Farm, The Mills and historic routes/ boundaries (Park Road). It will important for any sitespecific policy to enhance protections for the non-designated assets on site to avoid long term
minor negative effects arising in this respect.
West of Braintree
112

At the West of Braintree site, the Uttlesford Heritage Impact Assessment assesses the wider
allocation to include the land within Braintree, and identifies overall that there are listed buildings
on site, a non-registered park and garden (Blake House Farm - small arboretum) and two non-
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Historic England (2018) List Entry: Romano-Celtic temple 400m south of Dell’s Farm. List Entry Number: 1017453 [online]
available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1017453
111
Donald Insall Associates (2018) Uttlesford Heritage Impact Assessments [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4940/Historic-environment
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Ibid.
AECOM
401

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

designated assets (Old Hall moat and fishponds, and Airfield buildings and firing range - the
113
Butts).
Further to this there are a large number of heritage assets surrounding the site,
including: Great Saling Conservation Area, Saling Hall and Saling Grove Registered Parks and
Gardens, and further listed buildings and non-registered assets. The overall development of the
site is likely to significantly impact upon the historic character of the area and the rural setting;
and, as such, the potential for significant negative effects is identified at this stage. In regards to
the sites promoted within the district at the West of Braintree (Options 2a and 2b), neither is
known to contain any designated heritage assets; however, both sites lie in close proximity to
listed buildings, particularly the southern site (featuring in both Options 2a and 2b) in the west
around Stebbing Green. It is considered that development at the sites within the District have
the potential for both positive and negative effects; which are ultimately dependent on detail
such as design and layout. The higher growth option (Option 2b) by developing more land
within a rural setting is considered to have the potential for negative effects of greater
significance than the lower growth option (Option 2a).
Easton Park
The Easton Park site (Options 3a and 3b) is also subject to significant historic environment
constraints. In particular, Easton Lodge Registered Park and Garden is located in the north-east
of the site (featuring within Option 3b), and the site contains three listed buildings. Further to
114
this, the Uttlesford Heritage Impact Assessment identifies three non-designated assets (World
War II Airfield, Brookend Farmhouse, and Strood Hall) and 12 Sites of Special Archaeological
Interest on site. The site is also adjacent to/ partially within the recently designated Little Easton
Conservation Area. At this stage of assessment it is recognised that there is the potential for
significant negative effects on the historic environment as a result of development. However,
mitigation measures may reduce the potential for negative effects - in particular considerations
for mitigation should include high quality design and layout, and appropriate archaeological
investigations prior to development. It is also considered that development has the potential to
deliver positive effects; if it retains the identified heritage assets on site and seeks to improve
access and understanding of the heritage setting, it can contribute to delivering positive effects
for the historic environment. Development is also considered to have the potential to improve
access to the Registered Park and Garden which may lead to long term positive effects, and
has the potential to link biodiversity recommendations for the site with heritage assets and their
settings to deliver synergistic long term positive effects.
Whilst development under Option 3a may reduce the potential for negative effects by reducing
the extent of the development such that it does not include the Registered Park and Garden, the
scale of growth is still likely to significantly impact upon its setting.
Conclusions
Overall, the scale of proposed growth at each of the sites (including West of Braintree when
considering the wider allocation under Options 2a and 2b) will significantly change the historic
rural character and setting of these areas, and is therefore likely to have a significant permanent
negative effect on the historic environment.
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It should be noted that the Heritage Impact Assessment assessed a different site boundary at the West of Braintree option.
Donald Insall Associates (2018) Uttlesford Heritage Impact Assessments [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4940/Historic-environment
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SA Objective 6: To reduce contributions to climatic change
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

2

1

1

2

1

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

No

Development under any of the options has the potential to incorporate renewable or low carbon
energy. In this respect, policy provisions will be important to ensure that opportunities for
incorporating these as part of any new settlement are not missed. The Renewable Energy
115
Study identifies that a high proportion of the households in Uttlesford could employ solar
water heating systems, active and passive solar space heating and solar photovoltaics (PV). In
larger schemes, large active solar systems can be combined with community heating schemes
to support renewable energy and increased energy efficiency. Further to this, the Study
identifies potential for community wind energy projects particularly within rural communities, and
scope for ground-coupled energy which is identified for the ability to compete economically in
rural locations where the only conventional form of heating available is that fuelled by oil or
electric storage heaters. There is good scope for development to include such measures to
support renewable energy generation and, generally speaking, larger scale development has
greater potential to incorporate such measures.
North Uttlesford
The North Uttlesford site (Option 1) is located in relatively close proximity to the train station at
Great Chesterford; however, this is beyond reasonable walking distance with respect to the
majority of the site. The strategic development at the site is considered of a sufficient scale to
deliver accessibility and infrastructure improvements (including improved bus services and
connections) between the site and a railway station and this would support the use of more
sustainable modes of transport; however, ultimately the development of a new settlement will
increase the number of private vehicle trips.
Discussion

West of Braintree
The whole site at the West of Braintree (including land within Braintree District) is not located
within reasonable walking distance of a railway station, with the closest station located within
Braintree town. However, the larger scheme across the whole site is expected to deliver the
second phase of the Rapid Transit System (RTS) route which will improve east-west access to
the main settlement areas, London Stansted Airport, and the railway infrastructure within
Braintree. This is likely to contribute to reducing reliance on the private vehicle; however,
ultimately the development of a new settlement will increase the number of private vehicle trips.
In regards to the sites within Uttlesford District proposed under Options 2a and 2b – both are
considered to perform on par with each other in terms of their performance against this SA
objective.
Easton Park
The Easton Park site (Options 3a and 3b) is located in relatively close proximity to the train
station at Stansted Airport, however, this is considered beyond reasonable walking distance with
respect to the majority of the site and development would need to improve bus/ cycle
connections to make the station more accessible. The higher growth option (Option 3b) will
deliver the first phase of a Rapid Transit System (RTS) which will improve east-west access to
London Stansted Airport and Great Dunmow. This may help to reduce reliance on the private
vehicle; however, ultimately the development of a new settlement will increase the number of
private vehicle trips. However, on balance, the higher growth option (Option 3b) will deliver
more in the way of mitigation and benefits and is considered preferable in this respect.
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Altechnica (2008) Renewable Energy Study of the District [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
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SA Objective 7: Reduce and control pollution
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

2

1

1

2

1

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

No

None of the options are located within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), and none are
within a Poor Air Quality Zone. Despite this, the options all seek to deliver significant
development that is highly likely to increase vehicle numbers and trips and emissions in and
around the development areas and lead to overall reductions in air quality and increases in
noise; with the potential for long term negative effects. It is difficult at this stage to accurately
predict the extent of the negative effects, which will ultimately be dependent upon design, layout
and provisions to improve accessibility (particularly accessibility to sustainable transport
modes). As such, at this stage it is assumed that the larger the scale of growth, the higher the
potential for negative effects of greater significance.

Discussion

All of the options have the potential to improve accessibility to nearby railway stations.
However, the West of Braintree options (Options 2a and 2b - as part of the wider scheme for the
site) and the higher growth option at Easton Park (Option 3b) seek to deliver a Rapid Transit
System (RTS) that will improve east-west access between London Stansted Airport and
Braintree. The RTS would significantly enhance access to sustainable transport modes with
respect to development at both of these sites and support a reduced reliance on the private
vehicle (and thus lower emissions associated with development than would otherwise be the
case). Overall, whilst higher growth options will potentially have a greater impact on traffic and
congestion, they also provide the opportunity for greater self-containment (e.g. in terms of
providing services within the development and therefore minimising the need to travel beyond
the development site) and the delivery of the RTS. While there is an element of uncertainty at
this stage, overall the higher growth options are arguably preferable due to the potential benefits
they provide and greater opportunities to mitigate negative effects.
Development at the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) is located north of Saffron Walden, and is
considered to have the greatest potential to increase traffic flows into/ out of Saffron Walden
affecting the AQMA there. On the other hand, one reason for a focus on the delivery of Garden
Communities is that they direct development away from the District’s main settlements,
particularly Saffron Walden, which might otherwise be subject to higher levels of development
which could, in turn, further exacerbate existing air quality issues.
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SA Objective 8: To reduce the risk of flooding
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

3

4

5

1

2

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

No

North Uttlesford
At the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) there is an area of flood risk (Flood Zones 2 and 3)
located along the southern border stretching into the eastern area of the site. A larger area
along the southern border, extending further into the eastern and western parts of the site, is
also subject to surface water flood risk. The site also lies partially within an area susceptible to
116
groundwater flooding in the west.
West of Braintree

Discussion

The whole site at West of Braintree (including the land within Braintree District) includes areas
subject to areas of fluvial and surface water flood risk. These areas are largely concentrated
around the River Ter in the south-west of the site (within Uttlesford District), and around a
tributary of the River Ter running centrally through the site, and in the vicinity of the River Brain
to the east of the site (within Braintree District). The majority of the site also lies within an area
susceptible to groundwater flooding. With regard to the sites that fall within Uttlesford District
and feature under Options 2a and 2b, the northern site (featuring within Option 2b only) contains
a large area of surface water flood risk extending centrally through the site in a north-south
direction. The southern site (featuring under both Options 2a and 2b) contains an area of flood
risk (Flood Zones 2 and 3) along the southern border of the site. By developing more land that
is constrained by flood risk, Option 2b is considered likely to lead to effects of greater
117
significance than Option 2a.
Easton Park
At Easton Park, the western border of the site is affected by both fluvial and surface water flood
risk, and the majority of the site (except for the north-western ‘tip’ of the site and a small area to
the south of the site) is also within an area susceptible to groundwater flooding. The fluvial and
surface water flood risk areas are largely avoided under Option 3a, which is considered
118
preferable for this reason.
Conclusions
Overall, it is recognised that there are flood risk constraints with respect to each of the options.
However, of all of the options; Option 3a is considered to give rise to the lowest risk as it largely
avoids areas of fluvial and surface water flood risk. Under the remaining options, it will be
important for development to avoid the highest risk areas, and deliver suitable mitigation
(including sustainable drainage systems) to ensure that development does not increase flood
risk elsewhere. Under the remaining options; mitigation is considered likely to be most effective
at the Easton Park site (Option 3b) given that the high risk flood areas are largely concentrated
on the site’s border. Given the presence of main rivers on site at the West of Braintree options
(Options 2a and 2b), and a greater extent of flood risk areas on site; mitigation may be more
difficult/ expensive.

116

JBA Consulting prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2016) Uttlesford Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. [online] available
at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment
117
Ibid.
118
Ibid.
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SA Objective 9: To promote and encourage the use of sustainable methods of travel
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

2

1

1

2

1

Significant
effect?

No

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

No

Yes - Positive

All of the Garden Community (GC) options will deliver new services/ facilities to foster a certain
degree of self-containment and to minimise the need to travel and it is assumed that larger scale
options are more likely to deliver more in terms of services and facilities and therefore selfcontainment. However; it is also recognised that given the rural nature of the district, new
residents are nevertheless likely to look outside of the district to access certain goods and
services (e.g. within Cambridge, Bishop’s Stortford or Braintree) with the potential for crossboundary negative effects on traffic, highways infrastructure and parking. None of the GCs are
expected to deliver a new railway station and as such will rely on existing infrastructure for
sustainable transport options.
North Uttlesford
At the North Uttlesford option (Option 1), the closest railway station is located at Great
Chesterford. Whilst the south-west corner of the site lies adjacent to the settlement area of
Great Chesterford, the majority of the site is not considered to be within reasonable walking
distance to the train station. As such, it is considered likely that the scale of growth at Option 1
will lead to negative effects associated with increased traffic and parking issues in the vicinity of
the station. To reduce the scale of the potential negative effects, it is recommended that
development at Option 1 provides frequent bus connections and cycle routes between the GC
and a railway station. This will reduce reliance on the private vehicle and encourage the use of
sustainable modes of travel.
West of Braintree

Discussion

The whole site at the West of Braintree (including land within Braintree) is not located within
reasonable walking distance of a railway station, with the closest station located within Braintree
town. However, the larger scheme across the whole site would be expected to deliver the
second phase of the Rapid Transit System (RTS) route which would improve east-west access
to the main settlement areas, London Stansted Airport, and railway stations within Braintree.
This is considered likely to encourage the use of sustainable transport modes with the potential
for significant long term positive effects. National Cycle Route 16 (Flitch Way) is also located to
the south of the site and, as such, development should seek to enhance cycle connections to
this route which provides direct access to Braintree. This will further encourage active travel.
Easton Park
With regard to the Easton Park options (Options 3a and 3b), the closest railway station is
located at London Stansted Airport, beyond reasonable walking distance with respect to the
majority of the site. The higher growth option (Option 3b) involves delivering the first phase of a
Rapid Transit System (RTS) which will provide quick and frequent connections between the GC
and airport/ railway (and in future phases across the district to connect to Braintree). This is
considered likely to support a reduced reliance on the private vehicle and promote the use of
sustainable transport modes with the potential for significant long term positive effects. The
lower growth option (Option 3a) is less likely to deliver the RTS (and is therefore less preferable
in relation to this objective). It would nevertheless be important for development under Option
3a to mitigate the extent of the potential negative effects by providing frequent bus connections
and cycle routes between the GC and airport/ railway station.
Conclusions
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) identifies key infrastructure that will need to be delivered
119
to accommodate the levels of growth proposed through the Local Plan.
In terms of the
growth proposed through the GCs, the IDP identifies that all major growth locations will be
required to deliver a package of sustainable transport measures to include bus, walking and

119

Troy Planning prepared for Uttlesford District Council (2018) Infrastructure Delivery Plan [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure
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cycling routes; this will support the mitigation of potential negative effects, and maximise the
potential for positive effects with respect to this objective in the long term.
Options 2a, 2b and 3b perform better against this SA objective and have the potential for a
significant long term positive effect through the delivery of a RTS, which would promote and
encourage the use of sustainable transport modes.
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SA Objective 10: To ensure accessibility to services
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

3

1

1

2

1

Significant
effect?

No

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

No

Yes - Positive

All of the Garden Community (GC) options will deliver new services/ facilities to foster a degree
of self-containment and help to minimise the need to travel and it is assumed that larger scale
options are more likely to deliver more in terms of services and facilities and therefore selfcontainment.
North Uttlesford
Option 1 is located relatively close to Great Chesterford; however, the services and facilities
available at Great Chesterford are limited to a primary school and medical centre, which are
likely to be subject to significant capacity constraints should they need to accommodate the
level of growth proposed through the GC. It will therefore be important for the GC to deliver new
provisions and/ or contribute to upgrading the facilities that exist in the area.
West of Braintree

Discussion

The site at the West of Braintree (Options 2a and 2b and including the land within Braintree
District) is not located in close proximity to any of the main settlements within Uttlesford District,
and is more closely connected with Braintree town (outside of the district boundary). As a large
town, Braintree is likely to support future growth at the site through providing good access to a
wider range of services and facilities and its town centre offer. The delivery of the second phase
of the Rapid Transit System (RTS) will also enhance the east-west connections between
London Stansted Airport and Braintree to support accessibility and social inclusion in this
respect; with the potential for significant long term positive effects.
Easton Park
The site at Easton Park (Options 3a and 3b) is likely to provide new services and facilities on
site, and is located in relatively close proximity to Great Dunmow and, as a Market Town (the
highest in the District’s settlement hierarchy) this settlement provides access to health facilities
and two primary schools, as well as a range of shops and services located within the Town
Centre. The higher growth option also seeks to deliver the first phase of a Rapid Transit System
(RTS) which will improve accessibility between Great Dunmow and Stansted Airport with the
potential for significant long term positive effects in this respect. And as such, Option 3b is
considered preferable to Option 3a (which is less likely to deliver the RTS).
Conclusions
Overall however, it is recognised that given the rural nature of the district, new residents are still
likely to look outside of the district to access a wider range of goods and services (e.g. within
Cambridge, Bishop’s Stortford or Braintree) with the potential for cross-boundary effects on town
centres, traffic, highways infrastructure and parking.
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SA Objective 11: To improve the population’s health and promote social inclusion
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

3

1

1

2

1

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

No

Commentary:

Discussion

Development at the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) would be located in relatively close proximity
to existing health facilities at Great Chesterford. Similarly, development at the Easton Park site
(Options 3a and 3b) is also located in relatively close proximity to existing health facilities at
Great Dunmow. Development at West of Braintree is likely to rely on Braintree town for a wider
range of health facilities as it is less connected to the main settlement areas within Uttlesford
District. The capacity of existing facilities to support new residents is unknown at this stage, but
large scale development is likely to put considerable pressure on existing services and facilities
which may lead to negative effects in terms of health care provisions. However, development at
the GCs is considered of a sufficient scale to contribute to enhancements to, or deliver new
facilities to address the potential negative effects. The delivery of the proposed Rapid Transit
System (RTS) under Options 2a, 2b and 3b is also considered likely to improve access to the
between the Garden Communities, Braintree, Great Dunmow and Stansted Airport.
It is assumed that development through any of the options will deliver sufficient open and green
space to meet the needs of new residents.
It is also recognised that Options 2a, 2b, 3a and 3b have the potential to connect to a National
Cycle Route and promote opportunities for active travel in this respect; supporting resident
health with the potential for minor long term positive effects.
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SA Objective 12: To provide appropriate housing and accommodation to meet existing and future needs
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

2

4

3

2

1

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Each option will deliver a significant number of new homes (including a mix of types, sizes and
tenures, including a proportion of affordable housing) to meet existing and future housing needs;
with the potential for significant long term positive effects in this respect. As the number of
homes being delivered increases, the significance of the positive effect also increases.
Discussion

Research indicates that housing sites with a larger proportion of affordable homes deliver more
quickly, where viable. For both large and small-scale sites, developments with 40% or more
affordable housing have a build rate that is around 40% higher compared to developments with
120
10-19% affordable housing obligation.
Options 2a and 2b are less preferred as they deliver a lower quantum of housing growth within
Uttlesford District.

120

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (2016) Start to Finish: How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver? [online] available
at: https://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf
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SA Objective 13: To promote the efficient use of resources, including land and ensure the necessary
infrastructure to support sustainable development
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

2

1

1

2

1

Significant
effect?

No

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

No

Yes - Positive

In terms of the efficient use of natural resources; all of the GC options will result in development
on greenfield land with the potential for minor negative effects in this respect – the significance
of which increases as site size increases. The site at North Uttlesford (Option 1) is partially
located within a chalk Minerals Safeguarding Site, the sites within Uttlesford District at West of
Braintree (featured in Options 2a and 2b) are both located wholly within a sand and gravel
Minerals Safeguarding Site, and the Easton Park site (Options 3a and 3b) is located partially
(over 50%) within a sand and gravel Minerals Safeguarding Site. All options therefore are
considered to have the potential to contribute to the sterilisation of mineral resources; with the
potential for minor long term negative effects. It is also recognised that chalk resources are only
found in the north of the district and supply potential is therefore more limited in this respect;
indicating that the effects of development at the North Uttlesford site (Option 1) may be of more
significance.
Discussion

5,000 new homes is defined as the minimum threshold for development to be considered as a
Garden Community; and this figure has been identified by the Council through the consideration
of the minimum level of development required to deliver the necessary infrastructure to facilitate
development. As such, development at all of the options is considered likely to deliver
infrastructure improvements to address existing and future constraints with the potential for at
least residual neutral effects. It is also considered that the higher the level of development, the
more likely it is that development will secure and deliver the new provisions.
Notably, the higher growth option proposed at Easton Park (Option 3b) seeks to deliver the first
phase of a new Rapid Transit System (RTS), and the West of Braintree (larger site to include the
land within Braintree District) seeks to deliver the second phase of the RTS; which will overall
deliver significant infrastructure improvements between London Stansted Airport, the southern
GCs, and the main settlements of Great Dunmow and Braintree, with the potential for significant
long term positive effects.
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SA Objective 14: To improve the education and skills of the population
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

4

3

1

4

2

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

The delivery of mixed-use development at any of the options is considered likely to deliver
employment opportunities to support a varied employment skills base with the potential for
minor long term positive effects.

Discussion

5,000 new homes is defined as the minimum threshold for development to be considered as a
Garden Community; and this figure has been identified by the Council through the consideration
of the minimum level of development required to deliver the necessary infrastructure
improvements to facilitate development, which, of particular relevance, includes the provision of
a new secondary school. As such, development at all of the options (and considering the West
of Braintree site as a whole) is considered likely to deliver new educational facilities to address
existing and future needs, with the potential for significant positive effects. It is also considered
that the higher the level of development, the more likely it is that development will secure and
deliver the new provisions.
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SA Objective 15: To ensure sustainable employment provision and economic growth
Option 1: North
Uttlesford (5000
homes)

Option 2a: West
of Braintree
(8,500-9,000
dwellings) (1,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 2b: West
of Braintree
(10,500-11,000
dwellings) (3,500
in Uttlesford)

Option 3a:
Easton Park
(5000 homes)

Option 3b:
Easton Park
(10,000 homes)

Rank

4

3

2

4

1

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

No

All of the options are expected to deliver new employment opportunities as part of mixed-use
development that supports self-containment (to a certain degree) and reduces the need to
travel; with the potential for minor long term positive effects. The larger the scale of
development, the greater the employment opportunity provisions are likely to be, and as such,
the higher growth options are considered likely to deliver positive effects of greater significance.
Mixed-use development is also considered likely to support small businesses to grow, with the
potential for minor long term positive effects.
Discussion

Overall, the delivery of Garden Communities is considered less likely to enhance the viability of
existing town and local centres, given the locations outside of existing settlements. However,
given the proximity of the Easton Park site (Options 3a and 3b) to Great Dunmow, development
at this site has the potential to support the vitality of Great Dunmow town centre. Whilst
development at any of the option locations will be outside of existing settlement areas, it is
considered that this also has the potential to support the rural economy and rural diversification;
with the potential for minor long term positive effects in this respect.
Development under Options 1, 2a, 2b and 3a will not lead to the loss of any existing
employment areas. However, the site proposed under Option 3b contains Highwood Quarry. It
is expected that phasing of development should allow quarry operations to complete before
development occurs in this area of the site.
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Takeley growth options
Within the main report, Chapter 8 explains how the growth options for Takeley Village were identified.
The options are presented in the table below.
Option

Delivery during the plan
period (up to 2033)

Option 1: North
Takeley

SLAA sites 08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15 &
11Tak15

750 dwellings

Option 2: South
Takeley

SLAA sites 03HBO15 & 04GtCan15

486 dwellings

Appraisal findings for the Takeley growth options
A comparative appraisal of the options was carried out under each SA Objective. The findings are
presented in the tables below.
SA Objective 1: To conserve and enhance biodiversity (habitats, species and ecosystems) within the
district

Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

2

1

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Takeley Village contains BAP Priority Habitats of Deciduous Woodland within and surrounding
the settlement; there is also an Ancient Woodland located to the north. In the wider setting the
village is surrounded by three SSSIs: Hatfield Forest to the west, Elsenham Woods to the north
and High Wood, Dunmow in the east, and the whole of the settlement falls within the associated
SSSI Impact Risk Zones (IRZs). Under the SSSI IRZs; housing development in the settlement
is unlikely to require any further consultation with Natural England, but any associated transport
proposals in the west of the settlement will require further consultation. None of the site options
contain any identified Priority Habitats.

Discussion

Growth under either of the options is likely to increase traffic on the B1256, particularly to the
west (which is just north of Hatfield Forest SSSI) which will provide resident access to the M11
and A120, and this is likely to have impacts on air quality at Hatfield Forest SSSI. Given the
close proximity of the Forest to the settlement, it is also likely to be subject to increased
recreational pressures. The higher the level of growth at Takeley, the greater the impacts are
likely to be, and, as such, Option 1 is considered likely to lead to negative effects of greater
significance than Option 2.
In line with advice from Natural England, it is recommended that Local Plan policy provisions
seek contributions towards the delivery of mitigation measures to address the likely impacts of
recreational disturbance and decreased air quality at Hatfield Forest from all development falling
within the emerging Zone of Influence (ZoI) - which will include the development at Takeley.
Option 1 includes site 08Tak15 and there is an Ancient Woodland adjacent to the site in the
north. Any development at this site would need to include an appropriate buffer between the
woodland and development. There is the potential for minor negative effects as a result of
increased recreation at the Ancient Woodland, although it is not clear if there is currently public
access onto the Ancient Woodland at this stage.
It is considered that biodiversity could potentially be enhanced under each of the options through
strong Local Plan policies on biodiversity net gain; however, this is uncertain at this stage.
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SA Objective 2: To conserve and enhance water quality and resources and help achieve the objectives of
the Water Framework Directive

Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

=

=

No

No

Pincey Brook flows into Takeley Village from the north west; however, this is not located within or
adjacent to any of the sites under the growth options. Therefore, neither option is considered
likely to lead to any significant negative effects on Rivers in the plan area. The village is also not
located within a Groundwater Source Protection Zone. As such, development under either of
the growth options proposed for Takeley Village are not considered likely to lead to any
significant effects on water quality within the Plan area.

Discussion

Given the scale of growth proposed through the options and legal requirements in place for
Water Resource Management Plans, it is considered unlikely that either of these options will
lead to any significant effects on water resources. In line with the Water Cycle Study (WCS)
recommendations, Local Plan policies should encourage the conservation of water in new
dwellings and commercial properties to minimise negative effects on water resources. It is
expected that development under any of the Takeley Village growth options can deliver
mitigation (for example rainwater harvesting measures) to support reduced water use per person
per day.
The WCS has also assessed the impact of growth at the Market Towns and Key Villages within
the District. While the study considered a lower growth scenario at Takeley Village (an increase
of 47 dwellings), it found overall, that there are limited constraints associated with development
in the Town and Key Villages, with the existing Water Recycling Centres having the capacity to
accommodate increased flows, with future investment and planning by the operating sewerage
company. Both options propose higher levels of growth within Takeley than was assessed in the
WCS - and, as such, may require further assessment in terms of waste water capacity and
infrastructure requirements. However; given the overall findings, it is considered unlikely that
either of the growth options will lead to any significant negative effects or that there are any
significant differences.
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SA Objective 3: To conserve and enhance the district’s landscape character and townscapes

Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

2

1

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Takeley Village lies wholly within the Broxted Farmland Plateau Landscape Character Area
121
(LCA), and landscape guidelines for this LCA include; strengthening and enhancement of
hedgerows; conserving and managing areas of ancient and semi-natural woodland; and
conserving historic lanes. The northern half of Takeley Village also lies within the Countryside
Protection Zone (CPZ); an area of land designated in the Local Plan where development is
restricted to avoid coalescence with London Stansted Airport, and to retain the open character of
the zone.

Discussion

The introduction of development in previously undeveloped areas will ultimately lead to long
term negative effects on the landscape/ townscape. While the full extent of the component sites
would not be developed under Option 1, it is assumed that the higher level of growth would
result in the loss of more greenfield/ agricultural land therefore affect the landscape character to
a greater degree compared to Option 2. The A120 to the north forms a barrier to further growth
but development within the CPZ does expand the settlement bringing it closer to Stansted
Airport.
Development to the south would extend the settlement up to the boundary of the existing Mobile
Home Park along Station Road (B183). While it is expected that development would not expand
beyond this point it will still lead to the loss of greenfield/ agricultural land and have impacts on
the landscape character and townscape in the south of the village.
It is difficult to identify any significant differences between the options at stage; the nature and
significance of the effects are uncertain at this stage and dependent on the design and layout of
development and the implementation of mitigation measures. The higher level of growth
proposed under Option 1 is considered more likely to result in a negative effect of significance
compared to Option 2. As a result Option 2 is preferred in relation to this SA Objective.
Given the scale of growth proposed under both options at a village, it is considered that they are
both likely to result in a residual significant negative effect on the character of the settlement.

121

Chris Blandford Associates (2006) Landscape Character Assessment [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment [accessed 30/11/18]
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SA Objective 4: To conserve and enhance soil and contribute to the sustainable use of land
Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)
Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

2

1

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

The whole village is identified as containing high quality agricultural land resources (Grade 2 Best
and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land). Any development in the village is likely to result in the
Discussion loss of high quality soil resources with the potential for permanent negative effects, and the higher
growth option (Option 1), by increasing land take, is likely to lead to negative effects of greater
significance than the lower growth option (Option 2).
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SA Objective 5: To maintain and enhance the district’s cultural heritage assets and their settings
Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)
Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

2

1

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Takeley Village contains a number of Grade II Listed Buildings within the settlement area, and a
Scheduled Monument and Grade I Listed Building north of the settlement at Warish Hall. The
B1256 is also a Roman Road.
None of the sites under the options contain any of the designated heritage assets identified above,
however; the sites under Option 1 will develop the area east of and adjacent to Warish Hall
122
Scheduled Monument. Historic England’s record of the Scheduled Monument (Warish Hall
moated site) identifies the site as St Valery’s Priory, Takeley - a Benedictine priory founded in
1066-1086, which remains essentially undisturbed and will retain important archaeological
information pertaining to the occupation and development of Takeley Priory from its original
foundation by William the Conqueror until the modern period. The reasons for designation identify
that ‘Benedictine monasteries made a major contribution to many facets of medieval life and all
examples exhibiting significant surviving archaeological remains are worthy of protection.’ The
th
internal moat is now occupied by Warish Hall - a Grade I Listed Building dating from the late 13
century. Whilst development under Option 1 is unlikely to lead to any significant effects on the
adjacent archaeological remains - the delivery of 750 dwellings in this area is likely to significantly
Discussion affect the rural setting of the Grade I Warish Hall. Areas of existing woodland/ trees around the
Listed Building are likely to provide a buffer/ screening to some extent, and the overall effects are
considered to be dependent on the delivery of high quality and responsive design and layout, and
effective mitigation measures such as screening. Development also has the potential for minor
positive effects as a result of increased access and awareness.
The sites under Option 2 are also located in close proximity to Grade II Listed Buildings at Great
Canfield Park and Bonningtons, and the delivery of 486 dwellings across these sites is considered
to have the potential to significantly affect the setting of the Listed Buildings. Again existing
woodland/ trees provide some screening, but the potential effects (and significance of these
effects) will ultimately be dependent on the delivery of high quality and responsive design and
layout and effective mitigation measures such as screening.
Overall, whilst both options are considered likely to have impacts on the setting of designated
heritage assets at the settlement; given that Option 1 is likely to have impacts on a Grade I Listed
Building (rarer and more significant than Grade II Listed Buildings) and development is at a larger
scale, the likely effects are considered to be of greater significance compared to Option 2.

122

Historic England (2018) National Heritage List for England – Warish Hall moated site and remains of Takeley Priory [online]
available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1007834 [accessed 29/11/18]
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SA Objective 6: To reduce contributions to climatic change

Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

1

2

No

No

It is considered that development through either of the options has the potential to incorporate
renewable or low carbon energy. In this respect, policy provisions will be important to ensure
that opportunities for incorporating these as part of new development are not missed.
Takeley Village does not contain a train station with the closest located beyond reasonable
walking distance at Stansted Airport. There are hourly bus services between Takeley and
Stansted Airport which connect the settlement to the rail station there. Whilst there are limited
service and facility provisions within Takeley; the hourly bus services also provide access to
Great Dunmow and the wider range of services and facilities available outside of the district at
Bishop’s Stortford.
Discussion

There is the potential for development through either of the options to provide financial
contributions that might improve the existing bus services that pass through or bus stops in the
village. However, the scale of improvements is uncertain at this stage.
The scale of growth under Option 1 is sufficient to deliver a new primary school for the village,
which will help to reduce vehicle trips to some extent. However, pupils will still need to travel
outside of the settlement to access a secondary school. There are only limited services/
facilities on offer within the village; as a result residents will still need to travel to larger
settlements in order to access a wider range of services/ facilities.
Option 1 is preferred as while it proposes a higher level of growth it provides the opportunity to
deliver a new primary school for the village. Neither of the options are considered likely to have
a significant effect against this SA Objective.
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SA Objective 7: Reduce and control pollution
Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)
Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

2

1

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

The Transport Study predicted that, without mitigation, the capacity of the B1256 will be exceeded
at 2033 without development proposed through the Local Plan. Both of the options will increase
traffic along the B1256 and at Junction 8 of the M11 in order to access the motorway and the
A120. There is identified congestion in these areas and this is likely to impact air quality.
Discussion
The higher level of growth proposed under Option 1 is likely to have a negative effect of greater
significance on traffic and therefore atmospheric pollution compared to Option 2. As a result
Option 2 is preferred; however, it should be noted that the difference between the options is not
significant.
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SA Objective 8: To reduce the risk of flooding
Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)
Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

2

1

No

No

None of the sites under the options are located within an area at risk of fluvial flooding. All of the
sites however contain areas at risk of surface water flooding, and this is most prominent at the
sites under Option 1 in the north east of the village. It will important for development under both of
the options to incorporate sustainable drainage systems.
Discussion The eastern and western extremities of the village are also located within areas identified in the
SFRA as being susceptible to groundwater flooding, which again, are most prominent within
Option 1. Given the greater extent of flood risk areas within Option 1, Option 2 is considered to
perform better against this SA Objective. However, given potential mitigation available at the
project level (including the application of sustainable drainage systems) neither option is
considered likely to lead to any significant negative effects.
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SA Objective 9: To promote and encourage the use of sustainable methods of travel

Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley Village
(08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of
Takeley Village (03HBO15 &
04GtCan15)

1

2

No

No

Takeley Village does not contain a train station the closest is located beyond reasonable walking
distance at Stansted Airport. There are existing hourly bus services between Takeley and
Stansted Airport connecting the settlement with the railway station there. Flitch Way (National
Cycle Route 16) also runs through the settlement offering an off-road cycle route just south of the
B1256 and providing good access to opportunities for active travel.
Whilst there are limited service and facility provisions within the settlement; the hourly bus
services also provides access to Great Dunmow and the wider range of services and facilities
available outside of the district at Bishop’s Stortford.

Discussion

There is the potential for development through either of the options to provide financial
contributions that might improve the existing bus services that pass through or bus stops in the
village. However, the scale of improvements is uncertain at this stage.
The scale of growth under Option 1 is sufficient to deliver a new primary school for the village,
which should be accessible by sustainable transport modes. However, pupils will still need to
travel outside of the settlement to access a secondary school. There are only limited services/
facilities on offer within the village; as a result residents will still need to travel to larger settlements
in order to access a wider range of services/ facilities.
Option 1 is preferred as while it proposes a higher level of growth it provides the opportunity to
deliver a new primary school for the village that can be accessed using sustainable transport
modes. Neither of the options are considered likely to have a significant effect against this SA
Objective.

AECOM
422

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

SA Objective 10: To ensure accessibility to services

Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

1

2

No

No

Whilst there are limited service and facility provisions within the settlement there is an hourly bus
services along the B1256 that provides access to Great Dunmow and to the wider range of
services and facilities available outside of the district at Bishop’s Stortford.
There is the potential for development through either of the options to provide financial
contributions that might improve the existing bus services that pass through or bus stops in the
village. However, the scale of improvements is uncertain at this stage.
Discussion

The scale of growth proposed under Option 1 provides an opportunity to provide a new primary
school. However, it is also likely to increase pressure on the limited service and facility provision
within the settlement. Option 2 will also increase pressure on these services/ facilities but to a
lesser degree. New residents will still need to travel by bus or the private vehicle to access a
wider range of services/ facilities at the larger settlements.
As a result, neither of the options is considered likely to have a significant positive effect. Option
1 is preferred as the scale of growth has the potential to deliver a primary school.
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SA Objective 11: To improve the population’s health and promote social inclusion
Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)
Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

=

=

No

No

There are no existing health or medical centres within the village of Takeley, residents rely on the
facilities provided in Great Dunmow or Bishop’s Stortford.
Given the scale of growth neither of the options are likely to provide a new health centre/ facility
for the village. New residents will need to rely on the facilities provided within Great Dunmow and
Bishop’s Stortford. While the higher level of growth proposed under Option 1 is likely to put
Discussion greater pressure on existing facilities compared to Option 2, it is not clear at this stage whether
this would be significant.
There are a number of existing natural/ open spaces within the village that will support new
residents with good access to recreational space. Development under both of the options is also
considered to be of a sufficient scale to deliver new open/ green spaces to support the growth of
the village.
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SA Objective 12: To provide appropriate housing and accommodation to meet existing and future needs

Rank
Significant
effect?

Discussion

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

1

2

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Each option will deliver new homes (including a mix of types and tenures to include a proportion
of affordable housing) to meet existing and future housing needs; with the potential for significant
long term positive effects in this respect. It is considered that as the number of homes being
delivered increases, so does the significance of the positive effects. Option 1 is therefore
preferred.
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SA Objective 13: To promote the efficient use of resources, including land and ensure the necessary
infrastructure to support sustainable development

Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

=

=

No

No

All of the sites promoted through the options are greenfield sites which would be largely lost to
development with the potential for negative effects in terms of efficient land use. The higher
growth option (Option 1) is considered likely to have a negative effect of greater significance
than the lower growth option (Option 2) due to the higher levels of land take involved.

Discussion

There are areas of land under both options that lie within a sand and gravel Minerals
Safeguarding Site; and as such, both options have the potential to contribute to the sterilisation
of mineral resources leading to long term minor negative effects on natural resources. A greater
area of land lying within this Safeguarding area occurs under Option 1, and as such, Option 1 is
considered likely to lead to negative effects of greater significance.
Both of the options will increase pressure on existing physical and social infrastructure within the
village and at the larger settlements of Great Dunmow and Bishop’s Stortford. The higher level
of growth proposed under Option 1 is likely to have greater pressure on this infrastructure;
however, it also offers an opportunity to provide a new primary school for the village.
On balance, it is considered that there are no significant differences between these options
against this SA Objective.
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SA Objective 14: To improve the education and skills of the population

Rank
Significant
effect?

Discussion

Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

1

2

Yes - Positive

No

There is an identified need for improved educational facilities to accommodate growth in Takeley
village, and Option would deliver a sufficient scale to provide this (a new primary school) with the
potential for significant long term positive effects. As such, the Option 1 is considered to perform
better against this SA objective compared to Option 2.
It should be noted that pupils will still need to travel outside of the village in order to access a
secondary school.
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SA Objective 15: To ensure sustainable employment provision and economic growth
Option 1: 750 dwellings in the north of Takeley
Village (08Tak15, 09Tak15, 10Tak15, 11Tak15)
Rank
Significant
effect?

Option 2: 486 dwellings in the south of Takeley
Village (03HBO15 & 04GtCan15)

=

=

No

No

Neither of the options is proposing to deliver any new employment land, and development under
either option will not lead to the loss of existing employment land. As such, neither option is
considered likely to lead to any significant effects against this SA objective. Any development
Discussion
within Takeley however, has the potential to support the vitality and viability of Great Dunmow
Town Centre, which residents are likely to rely upon to meet their day to day service/ facility and
shopping needs.
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Spatial strategy options
Within the main report, Chapter 8 explains how spatial strategy options were developed and
identified. The spatial strategy options are presented in the table on the next page.
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The reasonable spatial strategy alternatives
Option 1: Preferred
option

Option 2a: Reduced reliance on GCs greater focus
on Towns / Key Villages (with a train station)

Option 2b: Reduced reliance on
GCs greater focus on other Villages

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Constants
Completions (April 2018)

4,156

4,156

4,156

4,156

Permissions (April 2018)

3,364

3,364

3,364

3,364

Windfall (2018/19 - 2032/33)

1,050

1,050

1,050

1,050

Constants Total

8,570

8,570

8,570

8,570

0

530

0

530

Saffron Walden

315

515

315

515

Great Dunmow

767

882

767

1,882

1,082

1,927

1,082

2,927

Choices
Towns
Edge of Bishop’s Stortford

Town Total
Villages
Elsenham

170

660

170

660

Great Chesterford

0

300

0

300

Hatfield Heath

0

0

26

26

Newport

94

200

94

200

Stanstead Mountfitchet

40

345

40

345

Takeley

20

20

770

770

Thaxted

20

20

68

68

A and B Villages

134

134

975

975

Village Total

478

1,679

2,143

3,344

Easton Park

1,925

1,125

1,125

0

North Uttlesford

1,925

1,125

1,125

0

970

520

520

0

Garden Communities Total (up to 2033)

4,820

2,770

2,770

0

Total dwellings during the plan period

14,950

14,946

14,565

14,841

7%

7%

4%

6%

Garden Communities

West of Braintree

% over OAHN (14,000 dwellings)
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Appraisal findings for the spatial strategy options
A comparative appraisal of the options was carried out under each SA Objective. The findings are
presented in the tables below.
SA Objective 1: To conserve and enhance biodiversity (habitats, species and ecosystems) within the
district
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank

1

2

3

4

Significant
effect?

No

No

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

All of the options will result in localised impacts on biodiversity where development is focussed as
a result of the loss and fragmentation of habitats as well as increased disturbance (noise, light
and recreation) to habitats/ species. For Option 1 these impacts will be mainly focussed on
biodiversity within and surrounding the GCs, whereas Option 3 will have greater impacts on
biodiversity surrounding existing towns and villages. Options 2a and 2b are a mixture of Options
1 and 3. During the plan period the key differences between Options 2a and 2b relate to the loss/
fragmentation of habitats as well as disturbance (noise, light and recreation) to habitats and
species around certain towns and villages. While the GCs would deliver less growth during the
life of the plan the total capacity would still be delivered post plan period. As a result they would
have similar effects in the longer-term even with reduced delivery during this plan period.
A key issue for consideration when considering the differences between the spatial strategy
options in terms of impacts on biodiversity is Hatfield Forest SSSI. Natural England (NE) raised
two key issues that need to be addressed in relation to development proposed in the emerging
Local Plan. This includes potential cumulative impacts with other plans, through increased
atmospheric pollution and recreational pressure to Epping Forest Site of SSSI and Special SAC
and Hatfield Forest SSSI. Uttlesford District falls outside the 6.2km zone of influence for
recreational pressure impacts to Epping Forest SAC and SSSI so NE is satisfied that this issue
can be screened out for the emerging Local Plan. The issue of increased atmospheric pollution
to the Epping Forest SAC and therefore the SSSI is being addressed through the HRA process
for the Local Plan.

Discussion

The National Trust, who own and manage Hatfield Forest SSSI and National Nature Reserve
(NNR), commissioned visitor surveys that demonstrate that there is unsustainable recreational
pressure, in the winter months, which is damaging parts of Hatfield Forest. Further visitor surveys
have been carried out this year to assess the use of the site during summer months; however, the
findings of this additional work is not yet available. The findings of the winter visitor survey show
a zone of influence for recreational pressure of 10.4 km radius from the site, and this zone may
extend further once the summer visitor surveys have been analysed. Natural England advises
that the Uttlesford Local Plan should include policy requirements for development within the ZoI
(once fully defined) to provide a contribution towards delivery of appropriate mitigation measures,
once agreed.
Taking the above into account, it is reasonable to assume that the spatial strategy options which
direct a higher level of growth within the emerging ZoI are more likely to have impacts at Hatfield
Forest SSSI in terms of increased recreational pressure. This is an issue for additional growth
proposed at a number of settlements (edge of Bishop’s Stortford, Great Dunmow, Stansted
Mountfitchet, Elsenham, Takeley, Hatfield Heath and Little Dunmow) and Easton Park GC. If the
ZoI were to be expanded following consideration of the additional visitor surveys then other
settlements may be included - such as Saffron Walden, Newport and Thaxted - as well as the
West of Braintree GC.
Options 1, 2a and 2b all include the delivery of the Easton park GC. Despite differences in the
delivery of growth during the plan period all of these options will ultimately deliver the total
capacity of 10,000 new dwellings. Options 2a and 2b include additional growth at the towns and
villages within the emerging ZoI to reflect reduced reliance on GCs during the plan period. They
are therefore more likely to increase recreational pressure at Hatfield Forest SSSI during the plan
period.
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Option 3 proposes the highest level of growth at the towns and settlements that fall within the
emerging ZoI. It is therefore likely to result in the greatest impact in terms of increased
recreational pressure during the plan period. While there are uncertainties in terms of potential
impacts post plan period, it could be argued that the delivery of the Easton Park GC would in the
long term have a greater impact on the SSSI given the scale of development. However, the scale
of development provides opportunities to deliver significant alternative areas for recreational
activity and this includes the provision of a Country Park. The delivery of smaller scale
development on the edge of existing towns and villages are unlikely to deliver a similar scale of
mitigation although it is recognised that all the developments could contribute financially to the
creation of suitable alternative areas for recreation.
On balance, it is considered that Option 1 is the least likely to have impacts on the Hatfield Forest
SSSI as a result of increased recreation during the plan period as it directs less growth to within
the emerging ZoI. Options 2a and 2b propose a similar level of additional growth within the
emerging ZoI and Option 3 proposes the greatest level of growth within the ZoI during the plan
period and so is less preferred.
In terms of increased atmospheric pollution at Hatfield Forest SSSI, this is most likely to arise as
a result increased traffic on the B1256. The Transport Study predicted that the capacity of the
B1256 will be exceeded at 2033 without development proposed through the Local Plan.
Development to the south of the A120 is most likely to increase the number of vehicles along the
B1256, particularly around Takeley as traffic would drive along the B1256 past Hatfield Forest to
access the A120 and M11. Taking this into account it is considered that Options 2b and 3 are less
preferred as they propose additional growth at Takeley as well as a greater level of growth south
of the A120.
There are some other minor differences between the options in terms of wider biodiversity
designations; however, these are not considered likely significantly differentiate them.
Overall, Option 1 is preferred to 2a as it directs less growth within the emerging ZoI for Hatfield
Forest SSSI as well as less growth to the south of the A120, which is more likely to increase
traffic along local roads, such as the B1256. Option 2a is preferred to Option 2b as it directs less
growth to the south of the A120 and is therefore less likely to increase traffic along the B1256.
Option 3 is the least preferred as it directs the greatest level of growth within the emerging ZoI
and south of the A120 during the plan period. Potential impacts post plan period are uncertain;
however, the GCs provide an opportunity to deliver significant alternative areas for recreation as
well as wider benefits such as a Mass Rapid Transit scheme which will help to reduce reliance on
the private vehicle. Taking the above into account it is considered that Options 2b and 3 are more
likely to result in a significant negative effect on biodiversity during the plan period.
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SA Objective 2: To conserve and enhance water quality and resources and help achieve the objectives of
the Water Framework Directive
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank
=
=
=
=
Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

The WCS (2017 and updated 2018) found that while there are constraints, there is the potential to
meet increased demands as a result of proposed development under Option 1 in terms of water
resources and wastewater and sewerage infrastructure. It also found that the proposed
development will not lead to a deterioration of WFD status or unduly compromise the
achievement of WFD good status.

Discussion

While the EA have expressed concerns in relation to the Easton park GC and potential options for
addressing wastewater and sewerage infrastructure, the WCS considered this issue and
indicated that development can be accommodated albeit subject to a detailed WCS for the
Thames Area of the district.
There is the potential for localised issues in terms of water quality for each of these options;
however, mitigation provided through national planning policy and available at the project level
should ensure that there are no significant negative residual effects.
None of the options are predicted to have a significant negative effect against this SA Objective
and no significant differences have been identified.
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SA Objective 3: To conserve and enhance the district’s landscape character and townscapes
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank
=
=
=
=
Significant
effect?

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

All of the options will result in localised impacts on landscape where development is focussed due
to the introduction of development in previously undeveloped areas. The differences between the
options mainly relate to the delivery of additional growth through the GCs or around existing towns
and villages during the plan period.
A Landscape Character Assessment (2006) was published some time ago; however, this identified
character areas and not the sensitivity of the landscape in these areas or the capacity to
accommodate growth. Landscape and visual appraisals of the proposed GCs were carried out in
2017. A separate appraisal of the GC options through the SA process found that the delivery of
the GCs will result in a residual significant negative effect on the landscape and rural character in
those areas where they are proposed.

Dsicussion

The additional growth proposed at Elsenham (under Options 2a and 3), Takeley and Little
Dunmow (Options 2b and 3) are likely to have significant negative effects on the landscape
surrounding and character of these villages. Option 3 proposes the greatest level of additional
growth towards the towns and villages during the plan period and is therefore likely to have the
greatest impact on the landscape and townscape in these areas.
It is difficult to rank the options in terms of preference against this SA Objective as they are all
predicted to have a residual significant negative effect as result of the introduction of development
in previously undeveloped areas. Albeit in different areas of the district. The significance of the
effect will ultimately be dependent on the design/ layout of development as well as the
implementation of mitigation measures.
It could be argued that the delivery of large-scale development, through the GCs, offers greater
potential in terms of opportunities to mitigate negative effects as well as potential benefits through
the creation of valued designed landscapes, such as the Country Park to be provided at Easton
park GC. However, the success of the mitigation in this respect is uncertain at this stage.
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SA Objective 4: To conserve and enhance soil and contribute to the sustainable use of land
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank

=

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

All of the options will result in the permanent loss of greenfield and agricultural land, including Best
and Most Versatile agricultural land. The options including the delivery of the GCs will result in the
loss of the greenfield/ agricultural land post plan period; however, this is not a significant
differentiator between the options as under Option 3 development would need to be identified to
replace that in the GCs post 2033.
Discussion

Option 1 helps to direct development away from the greenfield and agricultural land surrounding
the towns and villages, while Options 2a, 2b and in particular 3 directs development away from the
greenfield and agricultural land in the more rural areas of the district.
All of the options propose a similar level of growth during the plan period and given the prevalence
of Grade 2 BMV agricultural land throughout the district, it is difficult to identify any significant
differences at this stage against this SA Objective.
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SA Objective 5: To maintain and enhance the district’s cultural heritage assets and their settings
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank

=

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

All of the options will result in localised impacts on the historic environment depending on where
the additional growth is directed. The differences between the options mainly relate to the delivery
of additional growth through the GCs or around existing towns and villages during the plan period.
The delivery of the GCs is likely to have a residual significant negative effect on the rural character
and historic environment of the areas where they are proposed. It should be noted that in the
response to the Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Local Plan Historic England (HE) objected to the
proposed North Uttlesford GC given the rich historic environment at Great Chesterford and the
significance of the inter-relationship between designated heritage assets. HE also requested that
heritage impacts be given more weight than other impacts. In response to the Regulation 18
Issues and Options Document (2015) Historic England commented that scenarios that focussed
growth at existing settlements within the district would have implications for the historic towns and
villages while noting more concern at Areas of Search for Great Chesterford, Easton Park, and
South of the A120.
Options 2a, 2b and in particular 3 have a greater likelihood for negative effects on the character of
the historic towns and villages within the district compared to Option 1. This is likely to be a
particular issue as a result of additional growth proposed at Great Dunmow, Little Dunnow and
Elsenham (including potential impacts on the setting of Henham Village).

Discussion

Given HE’s objection to the North Uttlesford GC, it could be argued that an additional spatial
strategy option should be explored that only includes the delivery of the Easton Park and West of
Braintree GCs and not the North Uttlesford GC. This would require additional growth at the
existing towns and villages which are explored under Options 2a, 2b and 3. The additional growth
could be directed to those settlements that are less constrained in terms of the historic
environment, such as the edge of Bishop’s Stortford, Takeley and Elsenham (although there are
potential issues in relation to the setting of Henham Village). However, there are constraints
outside the historic environment, explored under the other SA Objectives, that restrict the potential
for additional growth in these areas and it is likely that there would need to be additional growth at
some of the more sensitive historic settlements. Furthermore, additional growth at these
settlements without any growth in North Uttlesford GC, has already been tested in option 3, and
does not perform any better against this SA objective.
It is difficult to rank the options in terms of preference against this SA Objective as they are all
predicted to have a residual significant negative effect as they direct development to areas in that
are sensitive in terms of the historic environment. Albeit in different areas of the district. The
significance of the effect will ultimately be dependent on the design/ layout of development as well
as the implementation of mitigation measures.
It could be argued that the delivery of large-scale development, through the GCs, offers greater
potential in terms of opportunities to mitigate negative effects on the historic environment as well
as potential benefits through the creation of valued landscapes and improving accessibility and
understanding of heritage assets. However, this is uncertain at this stage.
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SA Objective 6: To reduce contributions to climatic change
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option
GCs more at Towns/
Villages (with a train
station)

Option 2b: Less at
GCs more at other
Villages

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Rank

1

1

2

3

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

No

No

Development proposed under any of the options has the potential to incorporate renewable or low
carbon energy. However, generally larger-scale developments offer a greater opportunity to
incorporate renewable or low carbon energy. For example, in larger schemes, large active solar
systems can be combined with community heating schemes to support renewable energy and
increased energy efficiency.
Options 1, 2a and 2b direct the majority of additional growth necessary to meet identified needs at
three new GCs. The large-scale development in these locations therefore presents an opportunity
to incorporate renewable and low carbon energy. However, this is uncertain at this stage.
More widely the GCs provide an opportunity to coordinate the provision of significant new physical
and social infrastructure that will ensure that new residents have good access to services/ facilities
and employment opportunities. It is assumed that the GCs will be relatively self-contained given
the opportunities for the provision of new social infrastructure and accessibility in terms of
sustainable transport modes. It is understood that the delivery of the Easton Park and West of
Braintree GCs will provide a new Rapid Transit System (RTS), to improve sustainable transport
connections between London Stansted, the GCs, Great Dunmow and Braintree. This will help to
encourage a modal shift and reduce reliance on the private vehicle.
Options 1 and 2a perform well against this objective as they take advantage of the opportunities
presented through the GCs and direct any additional growth to the main towns and key villages
with a train station, where there is access to services/ facilities or to sustainable transport modes.
For Option 2a the key villages contain little employment and most travel from these villages will be
by the car via local roads before accessing the strategic road network. Hence 2a is less
preferable than Option 1.
Discussion

Option 2b directs some growth away from the GCs during the plan period and directs it to villages
where there is land being promoted for development. This is not supported in terms of this SA
Objective as the majority of additional growth is proposed at Takeley and Little Dunmow where
there is a limited range of services/ facilities on offer and poor access to sustainable transport
modes. The scale of growth at 750 dwellings at each of the villages is unlikely to delivery any new
significant services/ facilities, although it is recognised that this could provide a new primary school
at each village. However, pupils would still need to travel in order to access a secondary school.
As a result, it is likely that new residents will need to travel by car to access a wider range of
services/ facilities at Great Dunmow, Bishop’s Stortford and/ or Braintree.
Option 3 does not take advantage of the opportunities provided by the delivery of large-scale
growth at the GCs. It directs additional growth to meet identified needs at the main towns and
villages. This option performs the worst against this SA Objective compared to the others as it
directs a greater proportion of growth to villages where there are limited services/ facilities on offer
and poorer access to sustainable transport modes. It also proposes smaller scale development
that is less likely to deliver any significant improvements to physical or social infrastructure.
While it is recognised that there is some uncertainty around the scale of benefits to be deliver by
new GCs in the district, there is also uncertainty in terms of what improvements might be delivered
by a large number of smaller scale sites on the edge of existing settlements. This also needs to
be viewed in the context of a rural district that contains small towns and villages with limited
provision of services/ facilities. Options 1 and 2 are considered to have a significant long term
positive effect as they are more likely to reduce the needs to travel. Options 2b and 3 are
considered less likely to have a positive effect of significance as they direct more growth to the
villages and this will not help to reduce the need to travel and will continue the current trend of
private vehicle use.
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SA Objective 7: Reduce and control pollution
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option
GCs more at Towns/
Villages (with a train
station)

Option 2b: Less at
GCs more at other
Villages

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Rank

1

2

3

4

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Yes - Negative

Transport is a key issue in the District with above average long distance car commuting and
impacts on strategic and local transport infrastructure. Consequently, this has an impact on air
quality, particularly in areas where there is congestion. It should be noted that this SA Objective
interacts with/ is linked to a number of other objectives, in particular those relating to access to
services/facilities and sustainable transport modes.
The Transport Study (2016 and updated in 2017 and 2018) concluded that even with no Local
Plan development, congestion will increase on some roads within the district due to committed
developments (both within the district and in the surrounding areas) and the attractiveness of
distant employment locations by car. The study also indicates that modal shift will help by
reducing car trips as a result of proposed development under Option 1. However, without
appropriate mitigation, the capacity of the A120 within the district will still be exceeded even with
the most optimistic (25%) modal shift assumption. The transport study identifies junctions in the
district subject to stress that are sensitive to further impacts. Option 1 has least impact on these
stressed junctions compared to 2a that has more development in Saffron Walden and in the key
villages.

Discussion

Options 1, 2a and 2b direct the majority of additional growth necessary to meet identified needs at
three new GCs. The large-scale of development in these locations presents an opportunity to
coordinate the provision of significant new physical and social infrastructure that will ensure that
residents have good access to services/ facilities and employment opportunities and help to
reduce reliance on the private vehicle. While it is acknowledged that the GCs will have impacts on
the surrounding and strategic road network it is also assumed that they will be relatively selfcontained given the opportunities for the provision of new social infrastructure and accessibility in
terms of sustainable transport modes. It is understood that the delivery of the Easton Park and
West of Braintree GCs will provide a new Rapid Transit System (RTS), to improve sustainable
transport connections between London Stansted, the GCs, Great Dunmow and Braintree. This
will help to encourage a modal shift and reduce reliance on the private vehicle.
Option 1 is preferred as it takes advantage of the opportunities presented by the GCs and
minimises additional growth in towns and villages where there are identified constraints in terms of
congestion and air quality. In particular the transport study identifies junctions in the district
subject to stress that are sensitive to further impacts. Option 1 has least impact on these stressed
junctions compared to 2a that has more development in Saffron Walden and in the key villages.
Option 2a directs some growth away from the GCs during the plan period and instead focusses it
at the towns and key villages with a train station. A study by ECC found that any further growth in
the South East of Saffron Walden would have significant impacts on congestion in the town and
the existing AQMA. Option 2a also proposes some additional growth at Stansted Mountfitchet,
Elsenham and Great Chesterford, which has the potential for impacts on the capacity of Junctions
8 and 9 of the M11. As a result, Option 2a does not perform as well as Option 1.
Option 2b directs some growth away from the GCs during the plan period and directs it to villages
where there is land being promoted for development. Increased growth at Takeley and Little
Dunmow is likely to increase traffic on the B1256, for which the Transport Study (2016 and
updated in 2018) predicted that its capacity will be exceeded by 2033 even without development
proposed through the Local Plan. Development to the south of the A120 is most likely to increase
the number of vehicles along the B1256, particularly around Takeley as traffic would drive along
the B1256 past Hatfield Forest (where there is an identified air quality issue) to access the A120
and Junction 8 of the M11.
Option 3 does not take advantage of the opportunities provided by the delivery of large-scale
growth at the GCs. It directs additional growth to meet identified needs at the main towns and
villages. This option performs the worst against this SA Objective compared to the others as it is
less likely to encourage a modal shift and reduce reliance on the private vehicle. There will need
to be development at the smaller tier settlements and this will be small scale and unlikely to
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provide any significant new social infrastructure. The majority of new residents will still need to
travel by car to access a wider range of services/ facilities provided by the higher order
settlements. As a result, this option is most likely to exacerbate congestion on the road network
and reduce air quality in these areas.
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SA Objective 8: To reduce the risk of flooding
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option
GCs more at Towns/
Villages (with a train
station)

Option 2b: Less at
GCs more at other
Villages

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Rank

=

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

Discussion

The Uttlesford Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) (2016) and the Environment Agency’s
Risk of Surface Water Flooding Maps (2018) show the flood risk across the district. The SFRA
(2016) identifies that the region is prone to localised flooding, with the main source of flooding from
fluvial and surface water sources. However, it is recognised that just over 96% of the district lies
within Flood Zone 1 where there is a low probability of fluvial flooding.
All of the options include sites that fall within some areas of high flood risk. However, none of the
options are predicted to have a significant effect on this SA Objective once potential mitigation
measures have been taken into account. No significant differences between these options against
this SA Objective.
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SA Objective 9: To promote and encourage the use of sustainable methods of travel
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank

1

1

2

3

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

No

No

Transport is a key issue in the District with above average long distance car commuting and
impacts on strategic and local transport infrastructure. The rural nature of the district means that
the majority of residents need to travel by car to access services/ facilities in Saffron Walden and/
or Great Dunmow or the larger settlements outside the district such as Bishop’s Stortford,
Braintree, Cambridge and London. Commuting is mostly via the local highway network before
accessing the strategic road network to larger employment centres.
The Transport Study (2016 and updated in2017 and 2018) concluded that even with no Local Plan
development, congestion will increase on some roads within the district due to committed
developments (both within the district and in the surrounding areas) and the attractiveness of
distant employment locations by car. The study also indicates that modal shift will help by reduce
car trips as a result of proposed development under Option 1. However, without appropriate
mitigation, the capacity of the A120 within the district will still be exceeded even with the most
optimistic (25%) modal shift assumption. Other options increase impact on the A120 and stressed
junctions with less potential for modal shift. Option 1, 2a and 2b would have impacts on the A505
in Cambridgeshire because of North Uttlesford GC, while Options 2a, 2b and 3 would also impact
on the A120 in East Herts and other routes heading into Bishops Stortford.
As a result, it is important that any options for meeting identified needs during the plan period
should seek to either focus development where there are existing services/ facilities that can be
accessed using sustainable transport modes - or where there are opportunities to deliver new
services/ facilities along with corresponding improvements to the accessibility of sustainable
transport modes.

Discussion

Options 1, 2a and 2b all include the delivery of three new GCs. Given the scale of development at
these sites, it is anticipated that they will be able to provide new services/ facilities to meet needs
and that are also accessible to new residents by sustainable transport modes. It is understood
that the delivery of the Easton Park and West of Braintree GCs will provide a new Rapid Transit
System (RTS) scheme, to improve sustainable transport connections between London Stansted,
the GCs, Great Dunmow and Braintree. While the full potential of the RTS may not be realised
until after the plan period, it is assumed that it will be delivered in phases alongside housing,
employment and other infrastructure. The delivery of the GCs and the RTS therefore has the
potential for a significant long-term positive effect against this SA Objective.
The additional growth outside of the GCs proposed under Options 1 and 2a is generally focussed
on the main towns and key villages with a train. As a result, this is also considered positive as it
will ensure that new residents have good access to existing services/ facilities as well as train
stations. It should be noted that in relation to Elsenham, the withdrawn Local Plan (2014)
Inspector’s comments on existing rail line to sever connectivity between existing (western) and
proposed (eastern) sides of the village and potential safety implications of retaining existing
Station Road level crossing (particularly increased pedestrian movements). Options 1 and to a
lesser extent 2a are likely to have a significant long term positive effect against this SA Objective.
The key villages contain limited employment with most travel from to work from new development
by car via local roads before accessing the strategic road network.
Option 2b does not perform as well as Options 1 and 2a as it proposes that additional growth is
directed to some of the wider villages where development is being promoted. There is no train
station at these villages and limited access to services/ facilities. As a result, it is assumed that the
majority of new residents would need to travel by car in order to access a wider range of services/
facilities on offer in some of the larger settlements.
Option 3 does not include the delivery of the three GCs and therefore directs growth at the main
towns and across the villages. As a result, it performs poorly against this objective as it will not
deliver the improvements to services/ facilities or sustainable transport modes likely to arise
through the other options. It is less likely to reduce reliance on the private vehicle and encourage
the use of sustainable transport modes.
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SA Objective 10: To ensure accessibility to services
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option
GCs more at Towns/
Villages (with a train
station)

Option 2b: Less at
GCs more at other
Villages

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Rank

1

2

3

4

Signifiant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

No

No

The rural nature of the district means that the majority of residents need to travel by car to access
services/ facilities in Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow within the district or the larger
settlements outside the district including Bishop’s Stortford, Braintree and Cambridge.
Options 1, 2a and 2b direct the majority of additional growth necessary to meet identified needs at
three new GCs. The large-scale of development in these locations presents an opportunity to
coordinate the provision of significant new physical and social infrastructure that will ensure that
new residents have good access to services/ facilities and employment opportunities. The GCs
are planned to be relatively self-contained and give opportunities for the provision of new social
infrastructure and accessibility in terms of sustainable transport modes.
Option 1 proposes that the GCs will deliver more housing during the plan period compared to the
other options, which reduces the need for additional growth at the towns and villages within the
district and therefore reduces pressure on the existing services/facilities at those settlements.
Option 2a directs some growth away from the GCs during the plan period and instead focusses it
at the towns and key villages with a train station. This is positive in terms of this SA Objective as it
directs additional growth to the main towns where there is a greater range of services/ facilities;
and to key villages that have a train station where there is limited services/ facilities available but
the potential to access a wider range of facilities/services in larger settlements using sustainable
transport modes. Given the scale of additional growth at the towns and key villages, it is unlikely
that this option could deliver any new significant services/ facilities at the existing settlements.
Furthermore, the key villages contain limited employment with most travel to work by car via local
roads before accessing the strategic road network. Elsenham sites to the east of the village have
potential issues of severance associated with Station Road level-crossing.
Discussion

Option 2b directs some growth away from the GCs during the plan period and directs it to villages
where there is land being promoted for development. This is not supported in terms of this SA
Objective as the majority of additional growth is proposed at Takeley and Little Dunmow where
there is a limited range of services and facilities. The scale of growth at 750 dwellings at each of
the villages is unlikely to delivery any new significant services/ facilities. As a result, it is likely that
new residents will need to travel by car to access a wider range of services/ facilities at Great
Dunmow, Bishop’s Stortford and/ or Braintree.
Option 3 does not take advantage of the opportunities provided by the delivery of large-scale
growth at the GCs. It directs additional growth to meet identified needs at the main towns and
villages. This option performs the worst against this SA objective compared to the others as it
directs a greater proportion of growth to villages where there are limited services/ facilities on offer.
It also proposes smaller scale development that is less likely to deliver any significant new
services/ facilities.
Option 1 is preferred as it takes advantage of the opportunities presented by the GCs and
minimises additional growth in towns and villages and therefore pressure on the existing services/
facilities. Potential for a significant long term positive effect.
Option 2a also performs well and is likely to have a significant long term effect as it takes
advantage of the opportunities presented through the GCs and directs any additional growth to the
main towns and key villages with a train station. However, the key villages contain limited
employment with most travel to work by car via local roads before accessing the strategic road
network. While Option 2b takes advantage of the opportunities presented through the GCs it
directs additional growth to villages without a train station. It will therefore increase pressure on
the limited services/ facilities at these villages and the scale of growth is unlikely to deliver
significant improvements (although it is recognised they could provide a new primary school). As
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a result it is less likely to improve accessibility to services/ facilities and have a positive effect of
significance compared to Options 1 and 2a.
Option 3 performs the worst out of the options as it does not take advantage of the opportunities
presented through the GCs and directs additional growth not only to the main towns but also to
villages where there is limited services/ facilities on offer. The small scale of growth under this
option is not likely to deliver any significant improvements to or new services/ facilities.
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SA Objective 11: To improve the population’s health and promote social inclusion
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Rank

1

2

2

3

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

No

In terms of improving health and promoting social inclusion, key issues relate to the need to
address any areas of rural deprivation, plan for the needs of an ageing population, protecting and
enhancing important green assets, and ensure that new and existing communities have adequate
access to community infrastructure, including health and recreation facilities.

Discussion

The delivery of large-scale growth at the GCs proposed under Options 1, 2a and 2b provide a
significant opportunity to deliver improvements to social infrastructure compared to the smaller
scale developments proposed under Option 3. The delivery of smaller scale growth at the towns
and settlements is more likely to increase pressure on existing social infrastructure and not
provide the same scale of improvements that are necessary to meet future needs. Furthermore,
the GCs proposed under Options 1, 2a and 2b provide a greater opportunity to deliver larger and
more accessible areas of multi-functional Green Infrastructure, which will have long term positive
effects against this SA Objective. There is an identified need for a new Country Park within the
district, which will help to relieve pressure on Hatfield Forest. The Easton Park GC will deliver a
new Country Park within the district.
While the IDP (2018) recognises that the GCs will have a significant impact on surrounding
existing infrastructure, namely GP practices. It also states that each of the GCs will need to
provide a new health centre. The IDP also identifies that a new hub facility will most likely be
needed in Great Dunmow.
Option 1 is preferred as it directs growth towards three new GCs, which have the potential to
deliver significant new social infrastructure, including new multi-functional GI, such as a new
Country Park. While Options 2a and 2b also direct growth towards three GCs they also increase
pressure on existing social infrastructure at the towns and some key villages. Option 3 is the least
preferred as it increases pressure on existing social infrastructure at the towns and villages and
does not provide the same opportunity as the other options for significant improvements as a
result of the delivery of large-scale growth through the GCs.
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SA Objective 12: To provide appropriate housing and accommodation to meet existing and future needs
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank

2

1

1

1

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

There are no significant differences between the options in terms of the overall level of housing
growth. Option 2b provides slightly less than the housing requirement of 14,700 dwellings;
however, this could be easily addressed by delivering a small amount of additional growth at one
of the towns or other key villages. All of them have the potential for a residual significant long term
positive effect against this SA Objective.

Discussion

It could be argued that Options 2a, 2b and in particular 3 are more likely to deliver housing earlier
in the plan period as research suggests that smaller scale development requires less lead-in time
123
and carries less risk compared to larger scale development.
However, it should be noted that
the Letwin Review (2018) suggests that build out rates would not necessarily be increased by
reducing reliance on large-scale sites and that the large-scale sites are important for ensuring
124
infrastructure provision. Taking the above into account, it is considered that Options 2a,2b and 3
are preferred in terms of this SA Objective as they are more likely to deliver housing earlier in the
plan period and there is less risk overall in terms of meeting identified needs. While Option 1 is
still considered to have a significant positive effect, it relies more on GCs and is therefore less
likely to deliver housing earlier in the plan period and there are more risks associated with delivery
overall.

123

Nathaniel Litchfields & partners (2016) Start to Finish - How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver?
https://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf
124
Independent review of build out: draft analysis (2018) https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/independent-review-ofbuild-out-draft-analysis
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SA Objective 13: To promote the efficient use of resources, including land and ensure the necessary
infrastructure to support sustainable development
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank

1

1

1

2

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Negative

There is limited brownfield land available for development given the rural nature of the district, so
no significant differences between the options in this respect.
Discussion

The delivery of large-scale development through the three GCs proposed under Options 1, 2a and
2b are more likely to deliver the infrastructure required both during and beyond the plan period.
Option 3 does not include the delivery of any GCs and while there are some larger-scale sites
proposed they are not of an equivalent scale to the GCs and are therefore less likely to deliver
significant new infrastructure during or beyond the plan period.
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SA Objective 14: To improve the education and skills of the population
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)

Option 3: No Garden
Communities

Rank

1

2

2

3

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Negative

Option 1 performs more strongly against this objective as it places less pressure on existing
education infrastructure at the towns and key villages and includes the delivery of large-scale
growth through the GCs, which provide the critical mass to deliver a new secondary school and
more than one primary school. While Option 2a includes the delivery of the GCs it also increases
pressure on existing education infrastructure at the main towns and key villages with a train
station. Given constraints there are no sites proposed as part of the additional growth that will
deliver a sufficient scale to provide a new secondary or primary school. The IDP states that the
extension of existing secondary schools in Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow will be challenging
as the school sites are constrained. Education provision within the proposed GCs could help
provide for future needs.

Discussion

Option 2b includes the delivery of the GCs and proposes additional growth at the villages of
Takeley and Little Dunmow. The scale of additional growth at these two settlements (750
dwellings) is enough provide a new primary school. This could have a positive effect for both of
the settlements. The IDP (2018) notes that there is no scope to expand existing schools at
Takeley. However, the IDP also notes that development at Takeley poses challenges for
secondary school needs as pupils would need to travel away from the towns for schooling. This is
also likely to be the case for Little Dunmow.
Options 1, 2a and 2b have the potential for a significant long term positive effect as they will
deliver the infrastructure necessary to meet needs. Option 1 is preferred as it places less
pressure on existing education infrastructure. While Option 2b could deliver new primary schools
at Takeley and Little Dunmow, pupils would need to travel away from the villages to access
secondary schools.
Option 3 combines the additional growth proposed at the towns and villages under Option 2a and
2b to replace the delivery of growth through the GCs during the plan period. This is not preferred
in terms of this SA Objective as the scale of growth that can be accommodated at the existing
towns and settlements given constraints will not deliver any new secondary schools and there are
limited opportunities for the expansion of existing schools.
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SA Objective 15: To ensure sustainable employment provision and economic growth
Option 1: Preferred
Option 2a: Less at
Option 2b: Less at
Option 3: No Garden
Option
GCs more at Towns/
GCs more at other
Communities
Villages (with a train
Villages
station)
Rank

1

1

1

2

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

No

All of the options could deliver employment land as part of mixed use development. Options 2a,
2b and in particular 3 are more likely to support the vitality of existing town centres as additional
growth is focussed at the towns and settlements. Options 2a and in particular 3 are more likely to
support and maintain the long-term function of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow Town Centres.
Discussion
The GCs proposed under Options 1, 2a and 2b will provide for a wide range of local jobs within
easy commuting distance from homes, supporting self-containment. These options also include
growth at the towns and villages which will help to support the vitality of existing centres. As a
result, these options are preferred in terms of this SA Objective compared to Option 3.
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Strategic employment land options
Within the main report, Chapter 8 explains how the options for the delivery of strategic employment
land were identified. The options are as follows:


Option 1: Strategic employment allocations at Chesterford Research Park and North
Stansted



Option 2; Strategic employment allocations at Chesterford Research Park and Gaunt’s
End



Option 3: Strategic employment allocations at Chesterford Research Park, North Stansted
and Gaunt’s End

Appraisal findings for the strategic employment land options
A comparative appraisal of the options was carried out under each SA Objective. The findings are
presented in the tables below.
SA Objective 1: To conserve and enhance biodiversity (habitats, species and ecosystems) within the
district
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

1

1

2

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Chesterford Research Park

Discussion

Chesterford Research Park is located within a parkland setting, and as such, contains, and is
125
surrounded by Important Woodland and Ancient Woodland; the majority of which is
identified as a BAP Priority Habitat (Deciduous Woodland). The development area proposed
through all options largely avoids the identified habitats, with only partial overlap in the
northern end of the site. It is recommended that development avoids the loss of trees and
supporting ecological features in this area, to obviate the potential minor negative effects on
biodiversity associated with habitat loss. In the long term, the growth of the research park is
considered likely to lead to increased noise, light and air pollution with the potential for minor
negative effects. In the wider setting; Nunn Wood and Hales and Shadwell Woods; both
designated SSSIs, are located east of the site; and increased development is considered to
have the potential for minor negative effects associated with increased noise, light and air
pollution. The site lies within the identified SSSI Impact Risk Zones, where large
infrastructure (such as warehousing/ industry) that may affect water supply (where floorspace
2
is 1000m or more) requires further consultation with Natural England.
North Stansted
The North Stansted site (in Options 1 and 3) contains areas of Important Woodland
recognised as a BAP Priority Habitat (Deciduous Woodland) around the northern border of
the site, and is located adjacent to a Local Wildlife Site (Stocking Wood) in the south of the
site. It is recommended that development seeks to retain the existing woodland onsite to
avoid the potential negative effects associated with habitat loss. However, it is still
considered that in the long term development will lead to minor negative effects as a result of
increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution. Hatfield Forest SSSI lies in the wider
surroundings - south of Standsted Airport; however, the type of development proposed
(employment development) is not considered likely to lead to significant effects in terms of
increased recreational disturbance. The development proposed could increase traffic on the
M11 and congestion around Junction 8, which may contribute to decreased air quality in the
vicinity of the SSSI with the potential for minor long term negative effects. Development
should seek to improve accessibility at the site in terms of public transport and active travel
opportunities - to include new bus routes to connect the site with London Stansted Airport and
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its railway station - to contribute to mitigating the potential negative effects. In line with advice
from Natural England, it is recommended that Local Plan policy provisions seek contributions
towards the delivery of mitigation measures to address the likely impacts of decreased air
quality at Hatfield Forest SSSI from all development falling within the emerging Zone of
Influence (ZoI). The emerging ZoI is considered likely to include the site at North Stansted.
Gaunt’s End
Whilst the site at Gaunt’s End (in Options 2 and 3) does not contain any designated
biodiversity or identified habitats, it lies in very close proximity to Eastend Wood SSSI.
Development is considered to have the potential to have impacts on the SSSI through
increased disturbance, noise, light and air pollution, particularly as a result of increased traffic
on Hall Road; with the potential for minor long term negative effects. Development should
seek to improve accessibility at the site in terms of public transport and active travel
opportunities - to include extensions to existing bus routes to connect the site with London
Stansted Airport and its railway station - to contribute to mitigating the potential negative
effects.
Conclusions
Overall, both the North Stansted site and the site at Gaunt’s End have the potential to affect
nationally designated biodiversity, and as such, all of the options are considered likely to lead
to minor negative effects. On balance, Option 3 is considered likely to lead to a negative
effect of greater significance due to the larger scale of development and increased levels of
traffic and congestion.
It is also considered that biodiversity could potentially be enhanced under each of the options
through strong Local Plan policies on biodiversity net gain.
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SA Objective 2: To conserve and enhance water quality and resources and help achieve the objectives
of the Water Framework Directive
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Water Quality
In terms of water quality; Chesterford Research Park is not affected by any main rivers, and
the development area proposed through the options avoids any identified waterbodies. The
site is located within a Groundwater Source Protection Zone; however the type of
development proposed is not considered likely to lead to any significant effects on
groundwater resources.
The North Stansted site (in Options 1 and 3) is not affected by any main rivers, and the
development proposed through the options avoids any identified waterbodies. The site is not
located within a Groundwater Source Protection Zone. As such, the site is not considered
likely to lead to any significant effects on this SA objective. Similarly, the Gaunt’s End site (in
Options 2 and 3) is not affected by any main rivers, and the development site avoids any
identified waterbodies. It is also not located within a Groundwater Source Protection Zone.
As such, the site is not considered likely to lead to any significant effects on this SA objective.
As the variables in the options relate to the North Stansted and Gaunt’s End sites - for which
no likely significant effects are identified - the options are all considered to perform equally in
terms of water quality.

Discussion

Water Resources
126
The Water Cycle Study (2018) identifies that Uttlesford District is partly underlain by a
chalk aquifer of regional importance and the Environment Agency currently class the surface
water and groundwater resources within the district as over-licensed or over-abstracted,
meaning that there is no additional water available for supply. The District falls within Affinity
Water’s supply area. Water companies in England are legally required to supply water to
private consumers and businesses within their area. As set out in the Water Industry Act
1991, they must prepare and maintain a Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP) that
sets out how the company intends to maintain the balance between water supply and
demand. Water companies are currently in the process of updating their WRMPs to take
account of predicted growth and ensure that there are schemes in place to meet future
127
demands.
As the scale of growth proposed under the options increases so does the
pressure on water resources. However, given the legal requirements in place for WRMPs, it
is considered that there are no significant differences between the options in terms of effects
on water resources. In line with the Water Cycle Study recommendations, Local Plan policies
should encourage the conservation of water in new dwellings and commercial properties to
minimise negative effects on water resources. It is expected that development at any of the
employment options can deliver mitigation (for example rain water harvesting measures) to
support reduced water use per person per day.
In terms of waste water, whilst the Water Cycle Study does not assess employment sites; an
assumption is made that workers will mostly be included within population estimations from
within the residential development trajectory that has been factored into the Study. Further to
this, the Study identifies that there are limited constraints associated with the allocated
development in the Towns and Key Villages; with the existing Water Recycling Centres having
the capacity to accommodate increased flows, with future investment and planning by the
operating sewerage company. Overall therefore, it is considered unlikely that any of the
proposed options for the strategic allocation of employment land will lead to significant effects
in terms of waste water treatment and they all perform similarly.
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Arcadis Design and Consultancy (2018) Water Cycle Study Detailed Update [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4942/Infrastructure [accessed 30/11/18]
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SA Objective 3: To conserve and enhance the district’s landscape character and townscapes
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

1

2

3

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Chesterford Research Park
Chesterford Research Park lies wholly within the Cam River Valley Landscape Character
128
Area (LCA). Suggested Landscape Planning Guidelines for the LCA include; conserving
and enhancing the landscape setting of settlements; maintaining cross-valley views; and
ensuring any development on valley sides is small-scale and that it responds to historic
settlement pattern, form and building materials. Given that development is an expansion to
the existing research park, the effects of development on the landscape are not considered
likely to be significant; however, it is recognised that to a large degree this is dependent upon
the delivery of high quality design and layout which will be guided by policy directions and
managed at the development control level.
North Stansted

Discussion

The site at North Stansted (in Options 1 and 3) is located just outside of the Countryside
Protection Zone and outside of the identified LCA boundaries. Given that development will
comprise part of the existing London Stansted Airport to include areas of previously
developed land, the effects are not considered likely to be of significance at this stage;
however, it is recommended that lower level landscape character assessments are completed
to inform design and development layout.
Gaunt’s End
The Gaunt’s End site (in Options 2 and 3) is located in the Broxted Farmland Plateau LCA,
and within the Countryside Protection Zone (an area of land designated in the Local Plan
where development is restricted to avoid coalescence with London Stansted Airport, and to
129
retain the open character of the zone). Landscape guidelines for the LCA include;
strengthening and enhancement of hedgerows; conserving and managing areas of ancient
and semi-natural woodland; and conserving historic lanes. There are also a number of trees
surrounding the site that are protected under Tree Preservation Orders. Whilst adjacent to
existing employment buildings, large scale employment development at the site is considered
likely to affect the rural setting to some degree; and the residual effects are ultimately
dependent on aspects such as high quality design and effective layout. Conclusions
Overall, Option 1 is considered to perform better in terms of the landscape as it includes the
regeneration of brownfield land within the commercial setting of the airport. Option 3 is
considered to perform worse as it develops the greatest area of land.
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Chris Blandford Associates (2006) Landscape Character Assessment [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment [accessed 30/11/18]
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SA Objective 4: To conserve and enhance soil and contribute to the sustainable use of land
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

1

2

2

Significant
effect?

No

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

The land at Chesterford Research Park, whilst greenfield, is predominantly non-agricultural
land; however, the eastern stretch of the site is identified as Grade 2 Best and Most Versatile
(BMV) (highest quality) agricultural land. This area of Grade 2 BMV land is likely to be lost to
development with the potential for permanent negative effects in terms of soil resources.

Discussion

The land at North Stansted (in Options 1 and 3) is partially non-agricultural land (and
previously developed land), and partially Grade 2 BMV (highest quality) agricultural land.
BMV agricultural land is considered likely to be lost as a result of development at the site with
the potential for minor permanent negative effects in terms of soil resources.
The land at Gaunt’s End (in Options 2 and 3) is wholly Grade 2 BMV agricultural land, which
is considered likely to be lost as a result of development with the potential for significant and
permanent negative effects.
Options 2 and 3 are considered less preferable to Option 1 against this SA objective as they
would result in a greater loss of BMV agricultural land.

AECOM
453

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

SA Objective 5: To maintain and enhance the district’s cultural heritage assets and their settings
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at
Chesterford Research Park
and North Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

1

2

3

Significant
effect?

No

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Chesterford Research Park does not contain and is not immediately surrounded by any
designated heritage assets. Whilst development has the potential to affect the wider rural
setting; there are significant areas of woodland surrounding the site that are likely to provide
screening. The development proposed at Chesterford Research Park, which is common to all
of the options, is not considered likely to lead to any significant effects on the historic
environment. However, it is recognised that an increase in traffic on local roads as a result of
the development may affect the heritage settings of Little Walden, Little Chesterford and Great
Chesterford (which contains a designated Conservation Area); with the potential for minor long
term negative effects.

Discussion

The North Stansted site (in Options 1 and 3) is not known to contain any designated heritage
assets; however, it is located adjacent to two Grade II Listed Buildings in the south west of the
site, and a number of Grade II Listed Buildings located along Bury Lodge Lane, north east of
the site. Therefore, development at the site is likely to affect the setting of designated heritage
assets, with the potential for both positive and negative effects; which are ultimately dependent
on aspects such as high quality design and layout. Given existing policy provisions, including
protections provided through the NPPF, and the nature of the land as partially previously
developed land; development is not considered likely to lead to any significant negative effects.
The Gaunt’s End site (in Options 2 and 3) contains a Grade II Listed Building (Brewer Cottage
Sumach Cottage), and is located adjacent to more Grade II Listed Buildings at Mott’s Hall, and
along Hall Road. Whilst it is anticipated that the Listed Building on site will be retained (and it is
recommended that policy provisions require this), the type of development proposed
(employment land) is considered likely to significantly affect the setting of the Listed Building,
which is a one storey timber framed cottage located in the centre of the site. Given the
presence of the designated heritage asset on site, Options 2 and 3 are considered less
preferable than Option 1, which does not contain any designated heritage assets. Option 3 is
considered to perform worse as it will result in greater scale of development that will affect the
historic environment over a larger area of the district.
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SA Objective 6: To reduce contributions to climatic change
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

2

1

3

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

It is considered that development through any of the options has the potential to incorporate
energy efficiency measures that will support reduced energy consumption and greater energy
efficiency. In this respect, policy provisions will be important to ensuring that development
130
contributes to climate change mitigation. Whilst the Renewable Energy Study explores the
potential for renewable energy in housing development, it is similarly recognised that there is
scope for employment development to employ similar or improved methods to support energy
efficiency, which can include; solar water heating systems, active and passive solar space
heating, solar photovoltaics (PV), wind energy and/ or ground-coupled energy. It is
recommended that development includes such measures to support renewable energy
generation, and it is considered that larger scale development has greater potential to
incorporate such measures.
Chesterford Research Park is located relatively close to Great Chesterford railway station;
however, this is considered largely beyond any reasonable walking distance. There are
existing bus connections to Little Chesterford which is in closer proximity to the site, and it is
recommended that as the Research Park continues to grow and attract more people to the site,
bus connections between the site and the railway station are improved to support more
sustainable access and climate change mitigation in this respect.
Discussion

The North Stansted site is located beyond reasonable walking distance to a railway station and
bus connections. Stansted Mountfitchet station is located beyond the M11 in the north west however the motorway is likely to be a significant barrier to increasing accessibility to the west
of the site. There is also a rail station at London Stansted Airport located north east of the site
which is likely to be easier in terms of accessibility. Development will need to improve bus and
cycle connections the rail station to support increased access to sustainable transport modes
and to reduce reliance on the private vehicle.
The Gaunt’s End site is located in close proximity to the railway station at London Stansted
Airport; however, this is still considered to be beyond reasonable walking distance. Existing
bus routes service Elsenham (just north of the site) and Molehill Green (south east of the site);
and it is considered that development at this scale could contribute to improved bus
connections along Hall Road to service the site and improve connections to the railway station
at Stansted Airport. This will promote the use of more sustainable methods of travel and
reduce reliance on the private vehicle.
All options are considered to have the potential to encourage the use of sustainable methods of
travel; however, new bus connections at the North Stansted site are considered likely to be less
viable than extensions to existing bus routes at Gaunt’s End, and as such, Option 2 is preferred
to Option 1. Option 3 is considered to perform worse due to the larger development area (to
include the North Stansted site) and increased levels of traffic and congestion.
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Altechnica (2008) Renewable Energy Study of the District [online] available at:
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4937/Environment [accessed 22/11/18]
AECOM
455

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

SA Objective 7: Reduce and control pollution
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

1

1

2

Significant
effect?

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Yes - Negative

Further development at Chesterford Research Park is considered likely to increase traffic on
the M11 and contribute to added congestion around Junction 9. Whilst there are no designated
AQMAs around this area, the M11 is identified as a Poor Air Quality Zone. As such, all of the
options are considered likely to contribute to decreased air quality in a sensitive location with
the potential for significant long term negative effects. In line with sustainable access and
climate change mitigation recommendations; the need to enhance bus and rail connections to
the site are key to mitigating the potential for negative effects on air quality in this area.
Discussion

Both the North Stansted site and Gaunt’s End sites are located in close proximity to the M11
which is recognised as a Poor Air Quality Zone. Development at either site is considered likely
to impact upon traffic on the M11, and congestion at Junction 8, and as such, is likely to
contribute to decreased air quality within a sensitive area; with the potential for significant long
term negative effects. As identified for the Chesterford Research Park site; development will
need to improve accessibility in terms of sustainable transport modes to provide mitigation for
the potential negative effects.
Overall there are no significant differences between Options 1 and 2; however, Option 3 is
considered to perform worse due to the greater scale of development and therefore increased
levels of traffic and congestion.
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SA Objective 8: To reduce the risk of flooding
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

2

1

2

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Chesterford Research Park is not located within an area of identified fluvial or surface water
flood risk, and is not located within an area susceptible to groundwater flood risk. As such,
further development at the site is not considered likely to lead to any significant effects in terms
of flood risk.

Discussion

The North Stansted site is not located within an area at risk of fluvial flooding; however, there is
a significant band running centrally (east-west) through the site that is at risk of surface water
flooding, and the site lies partially within an Area Susceptible to Groundwater Flooding (at less
than 25%). In this respect, it is recommended that any development at the site provides
sustainable drainage systems and mitigation to address flood risks on site, and seeks to ensure
that development does not increase flood risk on or off-site.
The Gaunt’s End site is not located within an area at risk of fluvial flooding; however, there are
small areas on site which are at risk of surface water flooding. The site is also located partially
within an Area Susceptible to Groundwater Flooding (at less than 25%). In this respect, it is
recommended that any development at the site provides sustainable drainage systems and
mitigation to address flood risks on site, and seeks to ensure that development does not
increase flood risk on or off-site.
Overall, Option 2 is preferred as it does not include the North Stansted site which contains
larger areas of flood risk.
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SA Objective 9: To promote and encourage the use of sustainable methods of travel
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

2

1

2

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Chesterford Research Park is located relatively close to Great Chesterford railway station,
however, it is considered largely beyond reasonable walking distance. There are existing bus
connections to Little Chesterford which is in closer proximity to the site. It is recommended that
as the Research Park continues to grow and attract more people to the site, bus and cycle
connections between the site and the railway station are improved to support more sustainable
access. The scale of development proposed at the site is considered likely to be able to
support the delivery of such measures; which can contribute to improved access and more
sustainable travel for both existing and future workers, with the potential for minor long term
positive effects.

Discussion

The North Stansted site is located beyond reasonable walking distance to a railway station and
bus connections. Stansted Mountfitchet station is located beyond the M11 in the north west however the motorway is likely to be a significant barrier to increasing accessibility to the west
of the site. There is also a rail station at London Stansted Airport located north east of the site
which is likely to be easier to connect to. Development will need to improve bus and cycle
connections the rail station to support increased access to sustainable transport modes and to
reduce reliance on the private vehicle and deliver minor long term positive effects.
The Gaunt’s End site is located in close proximity to the railway station at London Stansted
Airport; however, this is still considered to be beyond reasonable walking distance. Existing
bus routes service Elsenham (just north of the site) and Molehill Green (south east of the site);
and it is considered that development at this scale could contribute to improved bus
connections along Hall Road to service the site and improve connections to the railway station
at Stansted Airport. This will promote the use of more sustainable methods of travel and
reduce reliance on the private vehicle with the potential for minor long term positive effects.
All options are considered to have the potential to improve accessibility at the sites and
encourage the use of sustainable methods of travel; however, Option 2 is preferred as
extensions to public transport modes are considered likely to be more viable at the Gaunt’s End
site.
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SA Objective 10: To ensure accessibility to services
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Discussion

This SA objective is considered to be largely influenced by strategic housing development. As
strategic employment development, it is considered likely that on-site service and facility
provisions can meet people’s working needs, and workers on site are likely to look to their
home locations or the main settlement areas to meet the majority of their service and facility
needs. As such, none of the options are considered likely to lead to significant effects on this
SA objective.
However, the delivery of new employment land through all of the options is also considered
likely to support accessibility to jobs; and thus positively contribute to reducing social exclusion.
All options are therefore considered to have the potential for minor long term positive effects.

AECOM
459

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

SA Objective 11: To improve the population’s health and promote social inclusion
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

All options are proposing strategic scale employment development which will support access to
jobs and promote social inclusion in this respect with the potential for minor long term positive
effects.

Discussion

Chesterford Research Park is located within a parkland setting, and as such is considered to
support the health and wellbeing of people on site by promoting access to natural and
recreational spaces. In line with sustainable transport recommendations; any improvements to
cycle routes between the site and Great Chesterford railway station could improve the
opportunities for active travel to further support resident health and wellbeing.
It is also recommended that development at either the North Stansted site (Options 1 and 3) or
the Gaunt’s End site (Options 2 and 3) seek to enhance cycle routes to promote active travel
and the associated health benefits.
There are no significant differences between the options against this SA objective.
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SA Objective 12: To provide appropriate housing and accommodation to meet existing and future needs
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Discussion

The options do not propose the delivery of housing and as such are not considered likely to
lead to any significant effects against this SA objective.
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SA Objective 13: To promote the efficient use of resources, including land and ensure the necessary
infrastructure to support sustainable development
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

2

1

3

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

In terms of the efficient use of natural resources; all of the options will result in development on
greenfield land with the potential for negative effects in this respect - the significance of which
increases as the scale of growth increases.
Chesterford Research Park and the North Stansted site are not located within an area
safeguarded for mineral resources. The Gaunt’s End site is located partially within an area
safeguarded for sand and gravel resources, and as such, development at the site is considered
likely to contribute to the sterilisation of mineral resources with the potential for minor long term
negative effects.

Discussion

In terms of infrastructure requirements; it is considered likely that development at Chesterford
Research Park will increase traffic on the M11 and congestion around Junction 9 with the
potential for long term negative effects. As such, it is recommended that sufficient development
contributions are sought to address the constraints on the strategic highways network. As the
Research Park continues to grow, it will be important to improve the bus and cycle connections
between the site and Great Chesterford railway station to improve sustainable access to the
site. This will also contribute to reducing pressure on the highways network by providing more
viable alternatives to the private car.
Similarly development at both the North Stansted site (Options 1 and 3) and the Gaunt’s End
site (Options 2 and 3) are considered likely to increase traffic on the M11 and congestion
around Junction 8 with the potential for long term negative effects. As such, it is recommended
that sufficient development contributions are sought to address the constraints on the strategic
highways network. Development at these sites will also need to deliver improvements to bus
and cycle connections to present viable alternatives to the private car.
All options are considered to have the potential to improve accessibility at the sites and
encourage the use of sustainable methods of travel; however, Option 2 is preferred as
extensions to existing public transport modes are considered likely to be more viable at the
Gaunt’s End site (when compared to a need for new service routes at the North Stansted site).
Option 3 is considered to perform worse due to the larger development area and increased
levels of traffic and congestion increasing infrastructure development needs.
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SA Objective 14: To improve the education and skills of the population
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

No

No

No

Discussion

Further employment development at any of the site options is considered likely to contribute to
a mixed and varied employment skills base to support and retain the local population; with the
potential for long term positive effects for this SA objective. In particular the expansion of the
R&D sector at Chesterford Research Park will contribute to attracting and retaining higher skill
levels within the District with the potential for long term positive effects.

AECOM
463

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Uttlesford
District Council Local Plan

SA Report

SA Objective 15: To ensure sustainable employment provision and economic growth
Option 1: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and North
Stansted

Option 2: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park and Gaunt’s
End

Option 3: Delivering the
residual need at Chesterford
Research Park, North
Stansted and Gaunt’s End

Rank

=

=

=

Significant
effect?

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Yes - Positive

Discussion

All of the options seek to deliver new employment land to meet the future needs of the District.
Each option provides enough employment land to meet the identified needs and provides a
significant buffer and the flexibility to respond to changing needs. Each option is therefore
considered likely to lead to long term significant positive effects against this SA Objective, and
cannot be differentiated for their performance in this respect. Employment development and
the expansion of Chesterford Research Park in particular is considered likely to support the
delivery of a mixed and varied skills base with the potential for further long term positive effects.
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