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Epping Forest District Council 
Draft Local Plan Consultation 

Response by The Epping Society 
 

Review of issues and policy 
 
Purpose of the plan 
Epping Forest District Council (EFDC) describes its Draft Local Plan as “set[ting] out the proposed strategy 
for meeting the District’s needs for the next 17 years. It is not a final Plan but represents the Council’s 
preferred approach based on the evidence currently available and the results of the previous consultations 
[Community Visioning”] in 2010/11 and community choices in 2012”. 
 
The Epping Society draws attention to EFDC’s analysis of responses to previous consultations.  While 
selected responses are used to justify particular proposals in the draft local plan, it is worth reflecting on 
what the public actually told EFDC.  We are not satisfied that public responses have been fairly reprted in 
the draft plan nor have they been taken into account in preparing it.   

Appendix One “Community Choices”; 
Appendix Two “Green Belt Review”; and 
Appendix Three “Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners and ARUP” 

 
We welcome the fact that EFDC has undertaken the consultation.  “It [the current Consultation] is 
published to gather the views of residents, businesses and others with an interest in the area and is 
accompanied by a questionnaire for completion”.  The questionnaire was available online at the following 
website http://rds.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/mgConvert2PDF.aspx?ID=50019.  There was no need to respond 
online; a letter or other written form of response is acceptable.  We are aware of residents who told their 
councillors about their views, but we understand such representations will not be taken into account 
during the formal appraisal of public responses although the individual councillors will no doubt be 
somewhat influenced by firmly held and widespread similar views. 
 
We thought the questions shown in the online consultation were leading and restricting.  For that reason 
The Epping Society has encouraged its members to respond by letter, as we have done.  We note the 
following introduction which shows the importance of full and positive public support for any local plan: 
 
“The[is] document sets out the [EFDC] proposed approach and detailed draft policies for the whole District 
for the period up to 2033. It sets out: 

 the Council’s vision and objectives for the District’s development over the Plan period; 

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

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

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

 draft policies to maintain and enhance the vibrancy and vitality of our town centres draft policies to 
support a sustainable transport and road infrastructure network; and 

 proposals for delivery including a draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to demonstrate the 
infrastructure requirements necessary to support the site allocations and other proposals.” 

 
Members and residents have told us their principal response would be on the proposed location of 
additional housing but The Epping Society has also responded to development policies and infrastructure 
issues will determine how any future development is executed.  Accordingly we have commented also on 
development management issues.   
 
Some of our members have declined to respond because they felt their comments in 2012 had been 
ignored.  They have taken to heart the remarks by several Councillors that older people need not be 

http://rds.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/mgConvert2PDF.aspx?ID=50019
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concerned because they will no longer be here when the damage is done.  This should not be taken as their 
endorsement of the draft plan. 
 
 
Status 
EFDC states that the draft plan has been produced in accordance with “Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 and appropriate regulations including the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012. The Draft Local Plan has taken into account national planning policy, currently set out in 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (DCLG, 2012a), Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (DCLG, 
2015) and the web based published Planning Practice Guidance”. 
 
In other words, this has been done at the behest of central government.  All Local Planning Authorities 
(LPA) in [the United Kingdom] are required to produce a plan.  The “enforcers” are the Planning 
Inspectorate which is a government agency and accountable to the Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government (Sajid Javid). 
 
After consultation has been completed on 12 December 2016 EFDC will consider whether to adopt it or 
make amendments.  Cllr Jon Philip (Portfolio Holder for Planning Policy – ie, in charge) has said that the 
draft plan would be greatly altered and its impact significantly diminished before final submission for 
Examination in Public (EiP) by the Government’s Planning Inspectorate.  We noted that not a single 
Councillor was prepared to endorse all the proposals at the full meeeting of Council when the draft was 
adopoted. 
 
EFDC final decision is scheduled for adoption in October 2018 following review by the Planning 
Inspectotate.  There is not expected to be any further opportunity for public consultation even though Cllr 
Philip has said that significant changes will be made. 
 
The Epping Society consider it wholly unsatisfactory for additional sites to be added to the local plan, for 
the numbers or character of them to be increased or changed or for any other material changes to be made 
without a further opportunity for public engagement. 
 
 
EFDC methodology 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
The projects set out above and analysed by us in Appendices One to Three set a background to the draft 
local plan.  However, the Society considers that the most powerful driver was the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (the ungainly named “SHMA”) which was carried out to determine the “need” for housing in 
Epping Forest. 
 
SHMA was a joint project between Broxbourne, Epping Forest, Uttlesford and Harlow LPAs because they 
were considered to form a coherent housing market.  Broxbourne pulled out quite early so the SHMA was 
not an optimal study at all and may be considered deficient for that reason. 
 
The concept of “need” is not intellectually satisfactory as it is not a physical need and it does not relate to 
supply and demand.  Clearly, at a price, there is unlimited demand from people outside the district to move 
here (and at another extreme, no one would do so).  What “need” really means is how many homes should 
be provided in these LPAs for migrants to move into and is driven by central government’s need to find 
housing for the large increase in UK population in recent years.  In this context “migrant” refers to those 
moving to EFDC area from anywhere else. 

 
 

Where should they go 
Having identified a total number of homes which the three LPAs considered they should provide to meet 
national housing plans, negotiations took place between them about how many each should have.  The 
report does not tell us whether density (“intensity”) of development in each LPA or community was 
considered during these discussions and that data is sorely lacking from the draft plan. 
 

Our Society considers that density of development should be made known to us based on non-Green 
Belt land available for development.  This would show whether Epping Forest in general and Epping 
or other communities in particular, are bearing an undue load in the draft plan. 
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We believe that density should be calculated on residents, homes and square meters of developed 
floor space per Hectare.  This should be presented for each LPA in the SMA and for each community 
in our district both before and after the plan, and for each significant new area of Green Belt to be 
taken. 
 
Only with knowledge of density can we assess fairness in the burden.  We also need to be satisfied 
that any Green Belt taken from us is used to the maximum extent in order to minimise its area. 
 
The only information provided about housing type was the proportion of each site which is to be 
flats.  We consider that to be wholly inadequate.  Residents and The Epping Society are interested in 
housing type and size and tenure too when considering any site. 

 
The lack of information about housing types overall, by date and by site prevent us from forming a clear 
view on the merits of the proposals. 
 

 
The Council’s “vision” 
EFDC believes that there is a particular development opportunity along the M11 corridor from London to 
Cambridge and including our district as well as Harlow, Uttlesford and Broxbourne.  From this the Council 
has adopted a “Vision” for what it describes as “the London Stansted Cambridge Corridor Core Area”, about 
which it says, in a way we view as rather grandly: 
 
“The Core Area will build on its key strengths including its skilled workforce in sectors such as health, life sciences and 
pharmaceuticals, advanced engineering and aerospace, its high quality environment and educational opportunities. Together with 
Stansted Airport, the local authorities will deliver sustainable growth which supports the economic ambitions of the LSCC and the 
UK through: 

 complementing and supporting the economic performance of the Corridor whilst maintaining and enhancing the special 
character of the area, including the locally distinctive historic character of its market towns and rural settlements; 

 the delivery of housing, supported by good access to social, leisure, community, health facilities, education and jobs, that 
meets the needs of local people and supports sustainable economic growth, whilst ensuring it remains an attractive place 
for people to live and locate to; 

 capitalising on existing economic sectors and promoting growth of expanding industries including in the food production, 
life sciences, pharmaceuticals and technology sectors; tourism including hotels, Stansted’s expansion, recreation/green 
assets including the Lea Valley, Stort Valley, Epping Forest and Hatfield Forest National Nature Reserve; 

 working with partners to protect and enhance the high quality environment, its unique landscapes and places of special 
wildlife value. This would be achieved by place-shaping initiatives which would include measures to conserve areas of 
high biodiversity; the provision of new, alternative green spaces for people and wildlife; and the increase of green 
infrastructure connections between these areas, to provide greater opportunities for more sustainable access to nature 
for everyone living in the corridor; 

 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, and to the A414, A120, A10 and M25; and delivery of 
superfast broadband; 

 supporting the delivery of new jobs in the Harlow Enterprise Zone, and the north side of Stansted Airport, Broxbourne 
Park Plaza, Brookfield and Bishop’s Stortford – all identified as Strategic Opportunity Sites within the corridor; and 

 the regeneration of existing urban areas including at Harlow, Waltham Abbey, Loughton and Waltham Cross. 
 
The Core Area supports the development and sustainable growth of Greater Harlow and key growth locations at Broxbourne, 
Brookfield and Bishop’s Stortford together with Stansted Airport growing to its full permitted capacity and as a business growth 
hub. These centres, with proportionate growth throughout the wider area, and the right investment, would create an economic 
powerhouse. 
Putting in place these critical building blocks will provide the foundations for looking further ahead to 2050. Certainty through 
further investment and delivery of key infrastructure, including in the West Anglia mainline, Crossrail 2, the M11 junctions, M25 
junctions, A414, A120 and A10 is a vital component of this.” 

￼ 
￼When asked about the Council’s vision statement in the 2012 consultation, 66% thought it had not been 
clearly explained and 81% thought the Council had set out the wrong vision and aims.  The Epping Society 
believes the public’s views then remain valid criticisms.  We have seen nothing in the plan to sustain the 
EFDC view that our district has any particular affinity with other places in the M11 corridor or that we offer 
comparative advantages to the business sectors supposed to be attracted to it. 
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We condemn the idea of an M11 corridor whose principal effect seems to be to drive a wedge of 
development through the Green Belt which we deplore. 
 
 
What are the alternatives 
A At public meetings local councillors have claimed that the plan must provide for the houses the 

Government wants; they claim the Planning Inspectorate have applied pressure inconsistent with 
Ministerial Statements about protecting the Green Belt (see below) and that a failure to comply 
would be ruinous for the district. 
 
Councillors claim that HM Government would impose a plan, without consultation, if the local one 
does not satisfy its requirements.  The Epping Society believes that if wrong is to be done to the area 
it should be others that do it.  We believe that public pressure and past commitments (to say nothing 
of other pressing political work loads) would prevent the Government from imposing as many homes 
as EFDC now propose. 
 
We do not think there is any reason to suppose that any plan imposed by the Planning Inspectorate 
on behalf of the Government would or legally could be worse than the proposal now laid before us 
for comment. 
 
Even if we are wrong about this, The Epping Society believes a stand has to be made and we should 
do it.  Epping is one of the closest LPAs to London and we hold the Green Belt in trust for everyone, 
especially Londoners.  We do not believe any government would want to be seen to abandon 
support for the Green Belt because of the consequences for planning policy, electoral support and 
common decency. 
 

B Campaign for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE) reported that over 219,000 houses are already 
planned in England’s Green Belt, 60,000 more than in August 2013. That shows the huge scale of 
damage already in the pipeline and reinforces the case for resisting in Epping Dorest District.  CPRE 
research shows: 

• enough derelict (brownfield) sites are available for 1,494,070 new homes; 
• major house builders already have planning permission to provide over 280,000 new 

homes; 
• the number of long-term empty houses could provide homes for over 300,000 families; 
• strong protection for Green Belts helps the economy by promoting urban regeneration 

and keeping housing and business close to services and transport links. 
 

C London First Group in association with Savills reported that development density in London is far 
below other capital cities and huge opportunities exist to increase density in places already well 
served with public transport.  They conclude “notional space for approximately an additional 1.46 
million new homes, approximately one million more than the current 10 year London Plan 
housebuilding target”. 
 (* http://londonfirst.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/Redefining-Density-0915.pdf) 
 
In particular, the housing density in central London is far below the density in many other cities, 
including Paris, which are regarded as high quality and which attract millions of tourists every year. 
 
The GLA’s boundary accommodates 55 people per hectare on average, a total of 8.6 million people in 
3.4 million homes. In inner London there are 101 people per hectare, but these are not high 
compared to other city centres. For example, the Department de Paris has a population of 2.2 million 
people and a population density of 213 people per hectare.  Madrid’s Centro district has a population 
of 150,000 people, which works out at 286 people per hectare. This is almost double the population 
density of London’s densest boroughs such as Islington, which has a population of 200,000 at 138 
people per hectare, and Kensington and Chelsea which has a population of 159,000 people at 130 
people per hectare.  
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Central Paris is seen as one of the most desirable locations in the world, characterised by its mid-rise 
mansion blocks along grand tree-lined Haussmannian boulevards.  We conclude that London could 
easily accommodate its growing population without resort to the Green Belt which is an 
envirionmental asset, a protection against urban sprawl and a joy to the many Londoners who visit 
for recreation. 
 

D Recent estimates suggest the population of EFDC is now about 125,000 on a land area of 131 square 
miles.  Taking account of the Green Belt that indicates a population density of almost 13,000 people 
per square mile (psm) in the non Green Belt area available for development.  
 
For the whole of England the population density is 1,060 psm or about 1,200 after allowing for Green 
Belt across England.  For comparison, Harlow has a population of about 84,000 living in 12 square 
miles at a density of 7,000 psm before deducting any Green Belt within the town, which is half that of 
Epping Forest. 
 
It could be reasonably concluded that no additional development should take place in the EFDC area. 
 

E In order to increase density and facilitate better homes for existing residents, the plan could zone 
areas of relatively low density for systematic redevelopment.  It is not suggested that residents 
should be thrown out of their homes but over the 17 year plan period an incentive to assemble sites 
for redevelopment at a higher density could be expected to interest property developers. 

 
 Casual observation suggests there are areas of housing in the district (and many would suggest also 

much of Harlow) which would benefit from better design, modern building standards and higher 
density.  We encourage EFDC to examine the possibility of such solutions as a means of providing 
considerable numbers of homes from their adopted target. 

 
F The concept of a new village (or the significant expansion of a hamlet to create a new village) has 

been suggested by several respondents to our own survey.  In particular we draw attention to the 
possible advantages of development along or near the A414 which is a substantial transport resource 
which could be further enhanced by dualling to and around Harlow with additional improved access 
to the M11 (such as at junction 7a). 

 
G The Epping Society does not consider the number of “windfall” sites taken into account is anything 

like high enough.  As residents age, especially as more and more will not have the advantage of 
employer based pensions, there will be a greater inclination to realise value in gardens and to sell for 
redevelopment generally.  We have noticed such a trend already in Epping. 
 
For example: 
 

 EPF/2452/16 024256 3 Kendal Avenue Epping.  Construction of a pair of 2 bedroom, 
semi-detached, one and a half storey dwellings and carport. In garden of the original 
which is to be rebuilt. Approved 

EPF/1987/15  Treetops Care Home Station Road.  Demolition of existing garage and store shed, construction of 
a four storey extension to provide additional bed space to the existing care home. Approved 
EPF/1531/15 East Thames Housing Group 024459 Garage Court North of 52 Stewards Green Road Epping 
CM16 7DA Proposal: 4 affordable homes 9 parking spaces. Approved 
EPF/2351/15 East Thames Housing Group Garage court to rear of Centre Avenue Epping CM16 4JH Proposal: 
Demolition of existing garages and erection of four no affordable homes with 9 parking spaces and associated 
amenity space. Approved 
EPF/2373/15 Planning File No: 012139 263 High Street Epping CM16 4BP (Lanes) Proposal: Conversion of 
existing A1 shop at ground floor and C3 First & Second floor unit into 3 self-contained flats, keeping part of the 
A1 shop. Approved 
EPF/2126/11 004889 Billie Jeans 26 High Street Epping Essex CM16 4AE Demolition of existing bar and 
replacement with a mixed use development, comprising retail/food and drink use (Classes A1 and A3) at 
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ground level and 12 residential units at first and second floors together with 16 car parking spaces, access and 
landscaping. Approved and under construction in 2016. 
EPF/2795/15 006687 287 - 291 High Street Epping Essex CM16 4DA (Dry Cleaners near NatWest) Change of use 
of upper floors from office to 3 flats. Approved 
EPF/0987/14 000514 54 Centre Drive Epping Essex CM16 4JF Demolition of commercial/industrial premises 
and construction of 14 no. two bedroom apartments and associated works. (Revised application to 
EPF/2565/13 approved. 

EPF/2905/15   020444 5 Coopersale Common Coopersale Epping Essex CM16 7QS Proposed dwelling 
adjacent to existing and construction of new access off Garnon Mead. Approved 
EPF/1572/16  000642 9 Church Hill Epping Essex CM16 4RA Demolition of the existing single and 1.5 
storey garage/store with the erection of a replacement single storey and 1.5 storey outbuilding 
providing ancillary accommodation to the main house.  Approved  
EPF/0663/15 015306 Epping Magistrates Court Hemnall Street Epping CM16 4LU Proposal: 
Demolition of Epping Magistrates Court and redevelopment to provide 8 apartments with associated 
access, car parking and hard landscaping. 
EPF/0623/16 006366 004798 Poppy's Cafe 309 -311 High Street Epping Essex CM16 4DA First floor 
rear extension to create 2 flats. Approved 
EPF/1529/15 024452 Land Adj. to 71 Centre Drive Epping Essex CM16 4JF 1 affordable house with 2 
parking spaces.  Approved 
EPF/0747/16 009863 108 - 110 High Street Epping Essex CM16 4AF Reversion of a single dwelling 
into 2 separate dwellings. Approved 
EPF/1001/16 010962 24 Lindsey Street Epping Essex CM16 6RD Prior notification for proposed 
change of use from shop to dwelling. 1 flat Approved 
EPF/1132/16 024704 Rear of 160 High Street Epping Essex CM16 4AQ Prior approval application for 
change of use from office (B1) to residential (C3).  Approved 
 

 
Green Belt 
The Epping Society acknowledges research and reports by Theydon Bois Action Group (TBAG), especially Dr 
John Warren and also the London Green Belt Council (LGBC), to which we subscribe, and the following 
quotations were sourced from them. 
 
Many Government Ministerial statements that have been made over recent months and years in support of 
protecting the Green Belt.  One highly relevant letter dated 7 June 2016 and headed "Development on 
Brownfield and Green Belt land" was sent from the Minister of State for Housing and Planning (Brandon 
Lewis) to all Members of Parliament for English Constituencies.   

 In his letter, the Minister stated that "The Government has put in place the strongest protections 
for the Green Belt."........ "and that Green Belt boundaries should be adjusted only in exceptional 
circumstances, through the Local Plan process and with the support of local people*.  We have 
been repeatedly clear that demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt boundaries."   

 Also on 13 October 2014, Mr Pickles as Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, 
reminded the House of the Government’s intention to protect the Green Belt saying “…housing 
need does not justify the harm done to the green belt by inappropriate development. … we have 
been very clear that there is no central diktats demanding that councils rip up the green belt.”  

 For further examples of Ministerial statements, see TBAG’s Autumn Update on our website 
http://www.theydonbois-actiongroup.co.uk/2016/08/23/autumn-2016-update/. 

 “the Green Belt is safe under us” (as quoted in the Conservative Party Manifesto April 2015 before 
the last election) 

 The newly appointed (July 2016) Communities Secretary, Sajid Javid has stated “The Green Belt is 
absolutely sacrosanct.”  

 The Campaign to Protect Rural England have recently launched a comprehensive report (13 
September 2016) entitled “Safe Under Us?” in which CPRE investigated the threats to development 
in the London Metropolitan Green Belt (LMGB) as a whole, and take issue with Mr Javid’s 
statement.  See http://www.cprelondon.org.uk/resources/item/2339-safe-under-us.  Essential 
reading for anyone interested in any part of the LMGB. 
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(* we do not believe there is any significant support from local people for any significant reduction in Green 
Belt or for material changes to its boundaries). 
 
There is a strong argument that housing demand does not constitute special enough circumstances for our 
Green Belt boundaries to be pushed aside for development.  Cllr Philip must be reminded of his own words 
that “It will also seek to protect all the most important things we love and cherish about our district 
including natural spaces and the Green Belt.”    
 
Epping Society strongly supports the Green Belt.  We consider it is a necessary and valuable resource for all 
the community and is especially valuable for London.  Please refer to the LGBC website for information and 
a map of current threats to the Green Belt at http://londongreenbeltcouncil.org.uk/about-londons-green-
belt/.  
 
The Green Belt is intended to check further growth of large built up areas (sprawl), to prevent neighbouring 
towns from merging into one another, and to preserve the special character of towns. Inside a Green Belt, 
approval should neither be given, except in very special circumstances, for the construction of new 
buildings, or for the change of use of existing buildings, nor for purposes other than agriculture, sport, 
cemeteries, institutions standing in extensive grounds, or other uses appropriate to a rural area. 
 
Principles of the Green Belt 
These are set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (Section 9 – paras 79 – 92). Green Belt exists 
to provide open space and to prevent urban sprawl: NPPF paragraph 79 states that: the fundamental aim of 
Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential 
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and permanence. It is there neither to protect nor to 
enhance the landscape, although it may do that incidentally. 
 
If you are not persuaded then reflect where would London be if land protections were not in place? One 
way of looking into the future is to look back. As Andrew Motion, poet, said: “Since about 1940, the 
population of Los Angeles has grown at about the same rate as the population of London. Los Angeles is 
now so enormous that if you somehow managed to pick it up and plonk it down on England, it would 
extend from Brighton on the south coast to Cambridge in the north-east. That’s what happens if you don’t 
have a green belt.” 
 
Over 92 per cent of the EFDC area is accounted for by Green Belt, including the forest and forest buffer 
lands.  The Epping Society considers that any local plan should be constrained by what can reasonably be 
done within the 8 per cent which is not Green Belt whereas the draft plan appears to work the other way 
round.  EFDC appears to take the view that they can and will take as much Green Belt as may be necessary 
to accommodate the additional houses they believe the Government requires them to provide. 
 
A report by Natural England and the Campaign to Protect Rural England entitled “Green Belts: a greener 
future said “We provide evidence that the 1.6 million hectares of Green Belt provide a rich and varied 
natural environment and many related benefits to society. The ecosystem services provided by Green Belt 
land are highly significant and have an economic value that is often underestimated or simply not 
understood. We conclude that these areas could take on an even greater significance in the face of climate 
change, England’s growing population and the need for a low carbon economy. They can also help in 
creating a healthier society through providing space for active outdoor lifestyles and nutritious locally 
grown food.” And “The report confirms that Green Belt policy has been highly effective in achieving what it 
was intended to do despite considerable development pressures in the last half a century.” 
 
 
Is it safe in their hands 
In the past two years EFDC has granted planning consent in the Green Belt in Waltham Abbey at Knolly’s 
Nursery, Pick Hill (EPF/1162/15).  If they are prepared to ignore Green Belt restrictions so casually we may 
only fear what would happen if the permanence of the Green Belt were to become uncertain. 
 

http://londongreenbeltcouncil.org.uk/about-londons-green-belt/
http://londongreenbeltcouncil.org.uk/about-londons-green-belt/
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We sought help from the local MP Eleanor Laing and asked the Minister to call in the case and reverse the 
decision.  Nothing was done so we believe support for the Green Belt is short lived and shallow in current 
political circles.  If this is true then we call on EFDC to begin resisting damage to the Green Belt including 
the damage implicit in the draft plan.  EFDC should begin by seeking help in Parliament from Mrs Laing. 
 
 
Housing need 
EFDC’s “Draft Vision for the District” is “By 2033 Epping Forest District will be a place where … new homes 
of an appropriate mix of sizes, types and tenures to meet local needs have been provided…”.  There is 
nothing we have been able to identify in the plan to ensure that local people have any priority, which we 
think they should.  The forecast natural increase in population certainly does not require the number of 
additional homes included in the draft plan. 
 
Despite the references to demographic change there is little information in the draft plan to define the 
sorts of homes and location of different types of housing.  Reflecting on the forecast change in the local 
population we need to see more information about the following in order to assess the viability of the plan: 
 

 Sizes of flats and location compared with shops and services. 
The growth in single person households and in retired people suggests these issues should be 
addressed. 

 Types and sizes of houses, plot density and parking provision. 
As with flats, the changing demographics means different styles and sizes of homes may be 
required but there is no specification in the draft plan.  While some retired people or single person 
households might be attracted to flats, especially if well located for shops and services, others 
aspire to bungalows or small conventional homes. 

 Retirement homes and care homes provision and whether these are included in the proposed 
development target of 11,400 homes. 
While these types of premises are all too often considered in the context of social welfare, they are 
the homes of the residents and suitable provision is needed. 

 Affordable homes. 
We address the affordable homes obligation elsewhere but the nature and location of social 
housing should be better defined.  While we accept that exact allocation to sites is not possible, a 
policy to ensure proper social integration is needed.  In particular we recommend that smaller rural 
communities should not be forgotten when enforcing this policy. 
 

The following diagrams from EFDC documents give a picture of some challenges which are faced regardless 
of what “need” might mean. 
 
These charts show a material growth in the number of older (probably retired) people in the District but 
also a growing number of younger people.  The effect of these changes on housing type and infrastructure 
demand is readily apparent. 
 
The data (remember it is a forecast by EFDC, not a fact) shows a possible need for a different housing mix in 
the future. 
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The chart above shows very clearly that the draft plan does not seek to provide homes for local people but 
for migrants, mainly internal migrants within Britain.  Although the SHMA claims to be able to forecast how 
many new residents “need” to live here, there is no analysis of where they are expected to come from. 
 
Readers may think it likely they will largely come from London.  As we have shown above, London has 
enormous scope for housing millions more people with better access to public transport and other facilities 
than Epping Forest District would ever be able to achieve. 
 
The forecasts do not appear to take any account of the reduction in population growth which it is 
government policy to achieve.  Despite widespread speculation that Brexit will reduce population pressure 
as unlimited immigration to Britain is phased out, there seems to have been no work done on the 
implications for housing demand. 
 
 
A note on language used 
We have heard claims from developers and councillors in the past and again more recently that proposals 
for additional housing would enable local people to get jobs on building sites and homes from the resulting 
construction.  The claim about local jobs  and homes for local people was made by Persimmon in support of 
(EPF/2040/10).  We also note HM Treasury published Cmnd 9098 which said “It is vital that local authorities 
use these powers to put in place local plans that set the framework for the homes and jobs local people 
need.” (emphasis added). 
 
However, there is nothing within the draft plan to protect or reserve housing or jobs for local people.  This 
is for the very good reason that it would not be lawfully possible to do so.  An example of what can happen 
was the Kingswood Park development where (it is understood) a significant number of the affordable 
homes on the site were sold to another council to house their residents.  Clearly, such an outcome is of no 
benefit and considerable detriment to the local population.  The Epping Society proposes specific controls 
as planning conditions to avoid such outcomes in future. 
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It has been claimed that 25% of “affordable homes” in the district are reserved for local people.  Such a 
ratio might shock readers by its smallness but it is seriously put forward as a positive policy achievement.  
We believe that, in practice, many of our members will know needy families who are unable to get housing 
locally and are forced to move away to find accommodation.   
 
It is often claimed that we need to build more homes in the district for our “children and grandchildren” 
(see Daily Telegraph 25 November 2016 report on remarks by Sajid Javid).  However, the population 
projections show very limited need for additional housing for the current population; the increase is only 
needed to provide for people from outside the district to move here.  There is no procedure or mechanism 
to reserve any new houses for local people. 
 
There is no procedure to reserve jobs on building sites for local people.  If these claims are to be made then 
suitable enforcement powers and resources must be created. 
 
 
Transport – roads 
We are not satisfied that pollution data has been adequately measured or reported in the draft plan.  There 
is no up to date information on road bottlenecks and no attempt has been made to estimate the effect of 
additional development.  For instance, the Brook Road and Ivy Chimney proposals and others at that end of 
the town would, we anticipate, make much worse the existing problems at Bell Motel, Piercing Hill and 
Abridge. 
 
Development at Latton Priory would exacerbate the delays at the M11 junction 7, on the A414 and on the 
B1393.  Most proposed sites around Epping (and no doubt also in other parts of the District) would make 
poor traffic conditions impossible to cope with. 
 
 
Transport – Central Line 
The EFDC report on responses to the 2012 consultation stated “It is clear from the responses (including 
from Transport for London – TfL) that the Central Line is operating at (and beyond) capacity, particularly at 
peak times.” 
 
The full meeting of Council on 27 October 2016 was also told that TfL has said in private discussions that 
the Central Line is NOT running at full capacity.  Several residents in the public gallery found this hard to 
believe and further evidence of this claim has been requested as a Freedom of Information request.  The 
potential influx of hundreds of new residents will put obvious pressure on the train services from Epping.   
 
We have examined the numbers of additional homes proposed in communities where a high propensity to 
travel by Central Line via Epping may be anticipated.  Each home might have one, two or more occupants 
who travel to work by public transport, which would mean a high proportion would wish to use the Central 
Line.  It looks like this: 
 

Place 
Likely Central Line demand 

driver 

“Sites around Harlow” 3,900 

Chipping Ongar 600 

Coopersale 60 

Epping 1,633 

North Weald Bassett 1,580 

    

Harlow 9,200 

Harlow not included in the strategic sites assessment 6,600 

Total additional homes (persons would be a multiple of this) 23,573 
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TFL have reported to The Epping Society it does not have a crowding maximum level.  The  design capability 
of a train is 7 people per square metre (ppsm) this would equal 1357 passengers. However TFL aims to keep 
services at crowding levels below 4.5 pps.  This compares with 262 seats per train.  Few of our survey 
respondents thought TfL capacity was adequate for current demand (other than off peak in the case of 
some respondents). 
 
For comparison with the number of additional homes shown above from which additional traffic could be 
anticipated (23,573) the number of passengers joining TfL at the morning peak was 6,690 in November. 
 
We consider these numbers to be alarming.  We do not claim that all the occupants of these homes would 
travel via Epping but even small proportions of them would create a transport crisis in our town. 
 
Potential solutions could include: 

1. Do not build so many homes without a material increase in transport capacity 
2. Ensure a shift to local working 
3. Build substantially more parking places at Epping Station and make changes to the access and road 

infrastructure to support it 
4. Extend Central Line to Ongar and/or North Weald as a “parkway” station and build large parking 

capacity 
5. Reduce the cost of travel by main line from Harlow and increase its capacity to incentivise travel on 

that line which has much more capacity than the Central Line.  Also introduce a much improved bus 
service (note: this would be a significant but, in our view, partial solution). 

 
There are no proposals in the draft plan to do any of these things. 
 
Total travel to work flows are currently estimated to be: 
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The numbers 
Further information has also been requested on Cllr Philip’s statement that EFDC have already taken into 
account the effect of Brexit on the forecast for housing demand in the district.  We await his response with 
interest. 
 

 
 
NOTE: The draft plan does not make clear the distinction between “HMA” (Housing Market Area) and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
“SHMA”.  Non-specialist residents will be confused. 

 
We have noticed a persistent tendancy by EFDC Councillors to refer to “only” 5,773 additional homes which 
appears to exclude those proposed for sites near Harlow but within EFDC, most of which are on Green Belt 
land.  It seems wrong to The Epping Society to disclaim responsibility for developments within our district 
because we have an historic obligation to protect the Green Belt throughout.  Certain commentaries refer 
to only 4,550 units, which we cannot reconcile. 
 
Numbers within the EFDC area are as follows. 

Place Additional Existing community size 

Latton Priory 1,000  
 

The Epping Society has been 
unable to find reliable data on 

a comparable basis to show 
the existing populations of 

communities, against which 
to judge the proposed 

additions. 
 

However, others have 
calculated that increases in 
homes would be 14.3% in 

Epping compared to 0.8% in 
Buckhurst Hill and 3.8% in 

Loughton (principally in 
Debden). 

 
We regard the distribution of 

“pain” to be unfair. 

West Sumners 1,000 

West Katherines 1,100 

East of Harlow 750 

Riddings Lane 50 

Sub-total “Sites around Harlow” 3,900 

Buckhurst Hill 90 

Chigwell 430 

Chipping Ongar 600 

Coopersale 60 

Epping 1,633 

Loughton 1,190 

Nazeing 220 

North Weald Bassett 1,580 

Theydon Bois 360 

Thornwood 130 

Waltham Abbey 800 

Smaller communities, total 300 

EFDC total  --- check cast** 11,400  
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It is not clear why so much emphasis is put on the numbers “in and around Harlow” as it is the number in 
the EFDC area on which we are being consulted. 
 
 
Infrastructure 
There is no Infrastructure Plan worthy of that name and no delivery plan for its finance, location or 
planning. 
 
The Epping Society considers the consultation to be damaged beyond repair by the omission of a 
meaningful infrastructure plan, especially as nine out of ten respondents to the 2012 consultation said as 
much.  Little additional specific provision has been added since then. 
 
The Epping Society is concerned about existing stress on services and the inevitable additional demand if 
more houses are built in the District generally and in Epping.  Readers will not need a list but questionnaires 
returned after our open meeting support our views that: 
 

 Doctors’ surgeries are currently incapable of providing a reasonable service 

 Hospital care in Epping has been declining as St Margarets is progressively run down 

 Princess Alexandra (Harlow) is in special measures and it is thought it will be moved to a new Green 
Belt site and the old premises built upon.  This will result in an extended period of instability 

 The draft plan proposes to build on two sports facilities and the leisure centre in Epping 

 Local schools are on the edges of the town and already generate a lot of road traffic 

 Local primary schools are bursting and cannot meet demand 

 Transport (as discussed elsewhere) is inadequate for current demand 
 
The Epping Society is aware that developers cannot be required to specifically finance additional capacity 
other than for the specific site they are responsible for.  However, the cumulative effect of additional 
housing and the level of services required would be considerable.  There is no design, needs, funding or 
timetable plan in the draft local plan. 
 
The Epping Society suspects that these facilities have not been identified, in part, because the LPA 
anticipates they would be built on the Green Belt and add to the destruction of that valued resource.  We 
would wish to see correspondence published between EFDC and ECC (and other infrastructure providers) 
so residents can see what has been agreed and what commitments or refusals were recorded.  
 
While a number of members recommended North Weald for additional development there was concern 
about inadequate capacity at the sewage processing works there.  None of the respondents to our survey 
thought there would be adequate facilities after the proposed additional dwellings for roads, car parking, 
primary school places or doctors surgeries; only a single respondent thought health care would be 
adequate after such additional development.  The Society shares these doubts about the draft plan. 
 
We are concerned at the lack of definite information in the plan for replacing sports facilities which are 
proposed to be turned over to development.  In particular, the Epping Sports Centre is proposed to be 
developed only 2 years after the local plan is due to be adopted yet no plan for its replacement has been 
presented as a part of the consultation.  We are entitled to be concerned that this indicates that one or 
more of the following might apply: no funding, no site identified, no design specification considered, 
development intended in the Green Belt and that is being wrongly kept from us. 
 
For these reasons we oppose the plan. 
 
 
Filtering sites 
We have not yet been able to ascertain exactly how sites were considered in respect of their Green Belt 
status compared with other sites.  We have examined the scores awarded by ARUP.  We find it impossible 
to have any confidence in this exercise not least because: 
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 None of the sites scored adversely on transport related criteria yet this is seen by residents as a 
major issue and a number of road bottlenecks are known to exist now in our district.  Amazingly 
the Epping Station Car Park scored positively for “access to the site” despite daily rush hour traffic 
bottlenecks in Station Approach and on Station Road.  These traffic delays are serious enough to 
hamper the modest bus services through Epping. 

 There was no category for adverse impact on Conservation Areas.  Despite the emphasis placed on 
this in the narrative of the draft plan, the ARUP study did not consider it important enough to 
enquire.  We think this was a serious omission. 

 Adverse scores do not seem to have carried much weight when deciding to include them in the 
plan.  For example ST-333BI Epping south-west area scored minus 14 and had positive scores only 
for 1.7 Flood risk and 1.8a Impact on heritage assets – all other criteria were neutral or negative yet 
it has been put forward for 332 homes. 

 A single category was tested for “Level of harm to the Green Belt”.  We are unable to understand 
how those sites shown as having a positive effect could be thought to do so.  More significantly it is 
hard to understand why all sites on the Green Belt would not have the maximum negative rating if 
they were to be developed. 

 None of the sites was given an negative score for their distance to the nearest tube or bus service, 
despite widespread dissatisfaction with public transport in the town.  It was not clear to us why 
distance from the nearest station was considered so important when the tube station is so far from 
public facilities, the High Street and it is over a mile from St Johns School and almost a mile to 
Epping Primary.  These distances, added to the distance to get to Epping Station (and this is largely 
cumulative), makes walking to school in Epping not viable for many prospective new pupils on the 
planned new sites. 

 
We consider it particularly damaging to public trust when sites which were set aside as open land as part of 
earlier development arrangements and have been repeatedly rejected for housing are now added to the 
proposed site list (such as SR-0208). 
 
 
Density 
The “Epping Forest Strategic Land Availability Assessment : Main Report” refers to density as follows: 
 
“This provided a range of densities as follows:  
a 30 dwellings per hectare on rural sites;  
b 30-50 dwellings per hectare on sites within the main settlements either in lower density areas or 

in more suburban locations;  
c 50 to 100 dwellings per hectare on built-up urban and town centre sites (e.g. where flatted 

developments may be suitable)” 
 
According to a report of views expressed by the DCLG “there were just 31 dwellings per hectare on new 
housing developments over the last five years, compared to a national average of 42 dwellings” (Daily 
Telegraph Steven Swinford, deputy political editor 17 November 2016). 
 
The Epping Society would like to see site areas and proposed densities for all proposed new development 
sites as well as densities for existing communities in the SHMA.  We consider that it would be quite wrong 
to take Green Belt land and develop it when existing communities may have lower densities, as we suspect 
certain of them do (see “What are the alternatives?” above).  Density should be considered in at least three 
ways: homes, residents and total gross floor area per hectare. 
 
These density issues are all the more important as we do not yet know how EFDC intend to distribute 
different housing types through the district.  We know the demand for older peoples’ accommodation, 
single person homes and some affordable (ie social) housing are considered to be a part of the “need”.  
Residents would need to know where these are to be located in order to judge infrastructure (no 
information yet) and other aspects.  Distance or proximity to transport hubs, shops etc would seem to 
affect different demographics in different ways. 
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Natural boundaries 
We are anxious that the proposals do not appear to relate to natural boundaries and accordingly they 
might lead to uncontrolled sprawl of the town.  We consider that a failure to relate development to natural 
or historic boundaries tends to result in poor shaping of the communities affected and a loss of a sense of 
place among residents.  Accordingly The Epping Society opposes the extension of the town in ways which 
are not aligned with physical or historic boundaries.  This criticism applies equally to the location of 
proposed sites and the development within them.  For example, the proposed large sites off Brook Road 
and at Ivy Chimney and SR-0071  do not appear to be coincident with any natural boundary.  In the case of 
the first two of these, the next boundary after Brook Road and Ivy Chimney appears to be the M25 
motorway. 
 
SR-0132Ci appears to open up the possibility of extensive development towards Epping Upland and 
Upshire.  After Bury Lane the next natural boundary appears to be Upshire. 
 
Simiarly any breach of the Lower Swaines / Coronation Hill boundary would open up development as far as 
Epping Upland. 
 
To the rear of Orchards development of SR-0153 appears to be unbounded as far as Coopersale Street. 
 
SR-0208 would extend Epping proper towards both Bell Common and Ivy Chimneys, which are separate 
communities in many ways.  It is not clear what natural or enforceable limitation on development of this 
site could be relied upon.  The site was originally left open as part of a development locally so it is in turn to 
now be developed in whole or in part, no such set-aside can be relied on in future. 
 
Responses to our questionnaire showed disagreement with extending the boundary of Epping by members 
and non-members of The Epping Society.  While largely opposed to the proposed numbers, alternative 
locations suggested included North Weald airfield, the rear of North Weald, larger communities which 
appear to have escaped lightly and the idea of a new village in the north or west of the district. 
 
We note, in particular, paragraphs 80 and 85 of the NPPF. 
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Epping proposals 
 
Proposed residential sites and numbers of additional homes (approximate). 
 

 Residential sites EFDC draft 
plan 

ARUP area in 
Hectares 

ARUP possible 
numbers 

i) SR-0069 (land at Ivy Chimneys Road) 79 homes 1.92 56 

ii) SR-0069/33 (land South of Epping)  55 homes 12.47 376 

iii) SR-0071 (land at Stonards Hill) 115 homes 14.43 100-300 

iv) SR-0113B (land to the South of Brook Road) 244 homes 6.78 200 

v) SR-0132Ci (Epping Sports Club, Lower Bury 
Lane) 

49 homes 8.92 65 

vi) SR-0153 (land north of Stewards Green Road) 305 homes 14.75 400 

vii) SR-0208 (Theydon Place) 66 homes 5.93 100 

viii) SR-0229 (Epping London Underground car 
park and land adjacent to Epping Station) 

89 homes 1.6 220 

ix) SR-0333Bi (Epping south-west area) 24 homes 14.78 693 

x) SR-0347 (Epping Sports Centre, Nicholl Road) 44 homes 0.43 35 

xi) SR-0348 (Cottis Lane Car Park, Cottis Lane) 54 homes 0.56 45 

xii) SR-0349 (Bakers Lane Car Park, Bakers Lane) 41 homes 0.42 34 

xiii) SR-0445 (Greenacres, Ivy Chimneys Road) 23 homes 1.2 36 

xiv) SR-0555 (St Margaret's Hospital Site) 181 homes 5.64 169 

xv) SR-0556 (Civic Offices, High Street) 42 homes  1.26 38 

xvi) SR-0587 (Epping Sanitary Steam and Laundry 
co. Ltd, Bower Vale) 

22 homes 0.4 25 

 St Johns Road site None 1.97  
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Development management proposals 
 
Reference codes used are generally to EFDC draft policies as shown in the draft plan 
 
The Epping Society considers development management policies are of considerable importance.  If EFDC is 
to get its way and increase the size of the communities in the district by adding large blocks of new homes 
over a 17 year period there is a vital need for policies which can assist in providing a liveable environment. 
 
In conservation areas and town centres (especially primary retail areas) it is essential to adopt specific 
policies to encourage and protect a market town character in order to enhance its attractiveness to visitors, 
shoppers and residents. 
 
Miscellaneous proposals 
DM 4 “Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space and Corridors” should not be considered a reasonable or 
adequate substitute for protecting the Green Belt. 
 
DM 5 “Green Infrastructure: Design of Development” refers to provision of new (or, presumably, 
replacement) trees and habitat.  The wording could be strengthened to ensure traditional species are used 
and that their survival to maturity is assured.  To the extent there is a choice, EFDC should opt for the more 
robust options in respect of penalties for breach (eg of tree preservation orders) and of reinstatement. 
 
DM 7 “Heritage Assets” have not been well served in Epping in recent years with the loss of the Half Moon 
pub and the Pearce’s Bakery sites to new development.  Accordingly The Epping Society proposes that an 
urgent review should be undertaken to increase the local listings which should specifically be identified in 
this policy as “Heritage Assets”. 
 
The policy refers to Conservation Areas and we welcome changes which reinforce the ability to resist 
inappropriate and garish shop fronts.  We propose that Primary Frontage and Secondary Frontage in 
community centres should be added for similar protection as Heritage assets.  In addition we call for 
policies to ensure that  fronts generally in these places should meet design standards to enhance a 
traditional market town image.  This would be to help achieve the aspiration in paragraph 5.23 of the draft 
plan.   
 
In particular, shop front design standards should be published, consulted upon and adopted without delay 
so that large areas of glass and shutters are progressively removed, where reasonably possible, and 
without hampering trade as such.  Gaudy colour schemes, non-traditional window cill heights, 
unsympathetic design of upper parts of buildings in these areas and signage should be included in this 
proposed policy.  We do not seek uniformity but needless use of bright colour schemes and aluminium 
framed plate glass in a market town simply to satisfy a Head Office design guide is not acceptable. 
 
All the proposed sites in the Green Belt would have an adverse impact on the neighbouring and continuing 
Green Belt and open land.  We are surprised this aspect was not a significant issue for study in the ARUP 
report.  In particular (without prejudice to similar issues at other sites) we note that the development of 
the Theydon Place site, which is adjacent to the Bell Common Conservation Area is not marked down at all 
on that account, which we found surprising. 
 
DM 14 We consider policy on shop fronts and on street dining to be too weak in respect of existing shop 
fronts and call for them, in general,  to be upgraded to traditional market town appearance whenever they 
are renewed and wherever reasonably practical for the trade.   
 
Shutters should be discouraged and not left closed in hours of daylight.  If it is suggested that regulatory 
action cannot achieve this outcome then the LPA (and Epping Town Council) should use powers of 
persuasion.  We are aware of the security policies of insurance companies but if the High Street is unsafe 
then retail sales are unlikely to grow and the police should deal with crime accordingly.  We regard this as a 
significant issue in regenerating retail business. 
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When shops are vacant for extended periods we recommend the LPA make available trompe l’oeil posters 
to disguise the unsightly dark (often dirty) and fly poster covered windows.  We have seen this used in 
other parts of the UK and it can be very effective. 
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance might be helpful in these places. 
 
A lack of facilities has recently been identified as causing damage to retail areas.  Findings by a team of 
design and transport experts and engineers at Leeds University two years ago warned that town centres 
are becoming virtual elderly-free zones as an unintended consequence of changes such as closing public 
lavatories and stripping out benches. (Daily Telegraph John Bingham, social affairs editor 20 November 
2016).  We note with approval the efforts of Epping Town Council to maintain decent public toilets. 
 
Conservation areas should be subject to additional controls to try to avoid the worst effects of proposals 
outlined in a Daily Telegraph report by Steven Swinford, deputy political editor on 17 November 2016 
“Ministers plan to axe 70-year-old restrictions on the height of houses to tackle the housing crisis”. 
 
H 1 Housing Mix and Accommodation Types 
This policy could be usefully widened and made more specific so that: 

 Over the period of the local plan any identified shortage of housing type should be made up by 
subsequent developments 

 More and better design guidance or assessment by advisory panels.  It is noted that some LPAs 
issue Supplementary Planning Guidance which sets presumed design standards for particular areas 
and housing types 

 Design briefs should be developed and consulted upon for the larger and higher impact new sites 

 The Epping Society is anxious we should avoid either standard box housing, novelty for its own sake 
or twee attempts to make modern materials “look” like traditional building materials 

 
Design policies are especially important for conservation areas, town centres, the St Johns Road site. 
 
H 2 Affordable Housing 
The Epping Society recommends that EFDC should liaise with Government to agree alternative 
management arrangements than Registered Providers, which amounts to state regulated social housing 
provision.  Developers should be encouraged to devise innovative housing provision and management 
(within accepted standards and a range of styles and sizes) so that new solutions and potentially lower cost 
provision can be achieved.  There is a growing interest among institutional investors for long term secure 
income in substitution for a lack of worthwhile return on conventional fixed interest investments.   
 
The Epping Society challenges the ratio of affordable housing.  Substantially all the proposed developments 
would be above the threshold of 11 houses and 40% of the full 11,400 (4,560) would be substantially more 
than the requirement stated (3,152) in Figure 2.22 of the draft plan. 
 
Affordable housing mandated in the district should be reserved for local people in the first instance and 
only released if declined by them and by local housing associations. 
 
Policies should be required of Registered Providers to facilitate residents moving on where feasible to free 
up provision for others in need of housing.  The ability of tenants in affordable housing to move to 
properties better suited to their needs should be checked regularly as we have heard stories of tenants 
effectively locked in large unsuitable homes (albeit not in Epping). 
 
H 3 Rural Exceptions  
In all parts of the district, but especially in rural areas, lower cost housing solutions should be considered 
favourably as they may avoid the need for so many “affordable” (aka social) housing units. 
 
NB: Is H3 part B (para 4.17) a way of saying affordable housing and other housing will be segregated?  The 
Epping Society is against segregation. 



The Epping Society Registered charity number 263649 
EFDC Draft local plan consultation response December 2016  Page 21 

H 4 Traveller Site Development 
Traveller sites should not be allowed to become a back-door way of getting permanent residence without 
complying with rules the established population has to follow.  Evidence of unsightly conditions and 
abandoned waste of all kinds should be cause to review and, if necessary, to close the site. 
 
E 1 Employment Sites Existing Employment Sites 
T 2 Safeguarding of routes and facilities  
The Epping Society notes that, despite these proposals, Epping Laundry and Keithan Motors site are treated 
as potential housing sites, which seems contradictory. 
 
It must be recognised that Permitted Development rights introduced by HMG have significantly 
undermined the ability of the LPA to control development.  Accordingly PD rights should be more often 
“conditioned” in planning consents. 
 
E 2 Centre Hierarchy/Retail Policy 
We need to know if the sequence of names indicates priority or is it just alphabetic.  We note that Small 
District Centres are not listed alphabetically.  We cannot form a view without knowing the significance of 
the order of places in the report. 
 
Paragraph “E” suggests that Epping would be available for the largest development projects in the district.  
Please clarify and identify where and what sort of developments are in mind or would be permitted which 
are not currently or not in other communities without that special designation. 
 
Paragraph “F” should also condition the development of residential so as not to detract from the street 
scene as a retail area (eg, balconies generally not street facing). 
 
Paragraph “H” – it is a bit late as EFDC has already given permission for a large development on the Half 
Moon site which includes substantial retail use right up to street level. 
 
The Epping Society believes there will be a need for corner shops if certain of the proposed Green Belt 
developments go ahead as they would be a long way from existing retail outlets. 
 
E 4 The Visitor Economy 
In order to make the district more accessible to visitors and enhance the market town appearance of those 
towns, we propose that finger posts should be installed to guide those not familiar with the places.  We 
propose traditional finger posts wherever possible otherwise standard modern ones such as in Cuckfield in 
Sussex and Ripley in Surrey. 
 
DM7 policy F “material consideration” i.e.  They must consider in deciding the outcome of an 
application.  But these buildings should be much more important.  “the Council seeks to retain” is weak.  
 
The Half Moon PH, Pearce’s Bakery - Locally listed  and demolished in the last 2 years. The Court House had 
no protection even though buildings by the same architect in Chelmsford have a statutory listing.   Friends 
Meeting House is locally listed.  The Police Station and Post Office are Building of town scape merit – even 
less protection if that was possible!  
 
DM 9 High quality design 
The Epping Society proposes that the public generally should be able to give their views on Masterplans.  
We propose that an advisory design panel should be established which would comment when it thought fit 
on any planning matter and the planning committees and the Council would undertake to give 
consideration to their views.  Paragraph 62 of the NPPF says “Local planning authorities should have local 
design review arrangements in place to provide assessment and support to ensure high standards of 
design.” 
 
Design guides should be developed and consulted upon. 
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DM 9 policy E – We need to know more details of the Design Review Panel as we do not want yet another 
consulting firm. 
 
SME builders 
Paragraph 43 of the recommendations of the HOUSE OF LORDS Select Committee on National Policy for the 
Built Environment (HL Paper 100) called for positive steps to help SME builders.  The Epping Society 
proposes that any developer who gains permission for more than (say) 50 homes on any one site should be 
required to offer 10 per cent to SME builders.  This would increase innovation and add to variety while 
stimulating local businesses.  There is historic precedence for this practice (albeit not from a regulatory 
basis) as estates of Victorian houses were built in groups of houses by smaller firms, even in the same 
street. 
 
The same paper noted at paragraph 2 “the  focus on  quantity of housing  must not work to the long-term 
detriment of planning for the whole of the built environment and the delivery of high quality development. 
Moves towards deregulation of the planning  system, coupled with an  intensification of housebuilding, 
have the potential to exert significant enduring impacts upon the built environment in England.”  Epping 
Society agree with their Lordships in this matter. 
 
We note that the Chancellor of the Exchequer has announced funding to help SME builders and we believe 
action at local plan level could be effective in that regard. 
 
DM 10 Housing Design and Quality 
The Epping Society welcomes the commitment to amenity space for family homes but we feel some 
provision should also be made for all homes of say two or more bedrooms.  If this is thought too onerous 
then a substantial proportion of such housing in any development should be specified in that way (say, 
half). 
 
DM 11 Waste recycling facilities on new development 
Wheelie bins are an eyesore.  On all new developments there should be a place for them to be discreetley 
stored away from the entrance and off the pavement and this should be enforced. 
 
Fly tipping is an environmental and health risk and would be reduced if ECC disposal sites were open every 
day. 
 
DM 12 Subterranean, basement development and lightwells 
Section “A” seems rather obvious and “B” is arbitrary but section “C” appears unreasonable.  All 
development has the potential to cause the adverse impacts listed for a period of time but development 
generally is not banned for those reasons.  Reasonable alternative provision and short term inconvenience 
should not prevent the increase of housing stock in this particular way while tolerating the inconvenience 
in others (above ground development). 
 
DM 13 Advertisements 
The Epping Society welcomes control over advertising signs.  While advertisements for individual local 
events should be tolerated (subject to regulations if felt necessary) persistent and long term “temporary” 
signs are a blot on the environment and those responsible ought to be more vigorously dealt with, as 
should those who simply ignore the rules.   
 
Certain blocks of flats in the town seem to have perpetual signs “For Sale” or “To Let” and this ought to be 
restricted by policy or conditions on development.  Examples are flats on the corners of Half Moon Lane 
and Hemnall Street and Hemnall Street with Station Road.  The large overbearing block of flats currently 
under construction on the Half Moon site may be expected to cause the same problem on a larger scale on 
the entrance to the District Centre from the south. 
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D 1 Delivery of Infrastructure 
A. Despite giving our general support for this approach we remain unconvinced that the policy is robust 

enough to ensure that exceptions are not granted or commitments evaded and accordingly we call 
for more detailed and robust wording. 

B. We do not believe it is robust enough to speak of “ where appropriate” and “will be sought from 
developers”. 

C. We would prefer to see “should” replaced with “must” and “can” with “will”. 
D. The policy states “In negotiating planning obligations, the Council will take into account economic 

viability.”  We do not support the wording because it might lead to developments being granted 
permission because a developer could not make it pay if the required infrastructure costs were 
imposed.  This weak wording leaves the public too open to EFDC granting consent contrary to 
assurances in parts A to C above. 

E. We have similar objections to this loose wording as we have to the above. 
 
Alternative Options - Delivery of Infrastructure 
This should include an option of more robust and more clearly worded policies.  A similar criticism can be 
made of many of the “Alternative Options” mentioned throughout the document; these appear designed 
to suggest “there is no alternative”, which we reject. 
 
The problem is exacerbated, in our view by paragraph 6.22 which conditions any obligation on developers 
without any justiciable solution for the public and no assurance that EFDC would not too readily “roll over” 
in the face of developer demands.  Developments have already been permitted in the Green Belt, contrary 
to policy, and without exceptional circumstances so we are entitled to assume that EFDC cannot be relied 
upon to take a strict or careful approach to policies.  For instance consent was given for dwellings at 
Knolly’s Hill Nursery (2016). 
 
Policy D3 – Utilities 
The list of required facilities does not include fast broadband which we consider to be essential to enable 
home working and small business development.  Accordingly we call on EFDC to add this to its plan and 
investigate means of enabling faster roll-out.  Similarly we would add efficient good coverage of mobile 
phone signals which are inadequate in many parts of the district to the disadvantage of business and public 
alike and may result in risks to life and health. 
 
 
Specifically for Epping 
Draft Policy P 1 Epping - Primary Retail Frontage and at least 20% of the ground floor Secondary Retail 
Frontage will be maintained in A1 use. 

 Clearly not all of the Primary Retail Frontage currently meets this standard and we are not 
convinced that it should.  We would prefer a policy which specifically recognises the importance of 
retail.  As far as Secondary Retail Frontage is concerned, we feel that the proportion of A3, A4 and 
A5 need to be restricted to some degree. 

 Unless there are specific identified disadvantages we recommend extending the Primary Retail 
Frontage to include the areas to the North East of the High Street and the top of Station Road.  
These areas have a big impact on the visitor experience in Epping and their character should be 
enhanced in the ways discussed above. 

 
Relatively dense and large sites (such as Theydon Grove, Church Field and Buckingham Gate only work 
because they follow a clear design standard.  In other places, it is the variety which makes a street scene 
work, but not in these relatively uniform “designed” streets.  Whether the design is inherently meritorious 
does not matter but ad hoc changes and varying styles can destroy the coherence of the original design.  
Accordingly such developments should be conditioned to prevent these being carried out under PD rights.  
All development in such designated places should follow SPGs to ensure continued coherence. 
 
The draft plan envisages that the bulk of the EFDC intended additional homes will be built on estates so 
Epping Society calls for such controls before damage is done. 
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Proposed sites were not widely supported in our survey.  None received as much as 50% support.  Those 
sites which received 25% support or more only accounted for 225 homes.  While development of car parks 
and Civic Offices sites received some support it was conditional on maintaining or increasing parking places, 
including throughout the development works. 
 
Alternative sites proposed in or near Epping included Bell Motel, Popplewells (and industrial sites in 
Thornwood generally), St Johns Road (which could be significantly large), Travis Perkins and the police 
station.  Also the run down industrial area between Thornwood and North Weald. 
 
Appearance and character of the town: survey respondents wanted Epping to remain a market town and 
to look like one.  No one thought recent developments had enhanced the town while a majority thought 
recent developments were “just good enough” or “poor”.  This suggests that improved design standards 
would be widely welcomed. 
 
Policy D4 - Community, Leisure and Cultural Facilities 
While the preamble accurately records the position, as we understand it, nevertheless the policy of 
developing Epping Sports Centre as well as privately resourced sports facilities has not been adequately 
considered.  There is no specific timescale, design, scope or financing model provided for the continued 
provision and expansion of facilities within Epping. 
 
We note that development of Epping Sports Centre in Nicholl Road (ST-0347) is scheduled for only two 
years after the date for adopting the local plan yet no information has been made public about continued 
facilities during redevelopment and just what will be provided in the replacement centre.  We are anxious 
that the development proposal at Nicholl Road refers to a ground floor gym with flats above; we do not 
consider “a gym” would be an adequate replacement for what we have had in Epping but we have no 
means of knowing if anything more is intended. 
 
Similarly, development of SR-0132Ci (Epping Sports Club, Lower Bury Lane) would result in the loss of an 
important local amenity.  While there are rumours about possible replacement facilities nearby we note 
that the time it takes to plan, finance and implement a new cricket square, bowls green etc. would mean 
there was serious risk of a break in continuity and consequently a risk to the future of the clubs involved. 
 
 
Communities other than Epping 
The Epping Society recognises that development in other parts of the district might have a significant effect 
on our town, for better or for worse.  Accordingly we recommend that the general development policy 
points made in our submission should apply to other parts as well. 
 
We have not had the resources to study proposals for development in the rest of the district as we would 
have wished to do.  We have no paid staff and most of our activists are economically active in business or 
employment.  However, we note with considerable concern the apparent proportionate disparity of 
proposed development among the different communities in the district.   
 
Our remarks about physical and historic boundaries to communities applies also to all parts of EFDC. 
 
The consultation document is almost totally silent on proposals for developments around Harlow which fall 
within the EFDC area of responsibility.  Specifically, without qualifying the generality of the point, there is 
no detailed information about proposals for Latton Priory.  The Epping Society considers it important to 
protect all parts of the Green Belt and to ensure sustainable development in all parts of our district.  We 
approached the consultation from a wide viewpoint and not with only Epping in mind. 
 
We consider the consultation to be seriously flawed because of these omissions. 
 
We consider that Latton Priory, and likely other areas around Harlow too, would have a significant and 
adverse effect on Epping and general policy.  These can be summarised as: 
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1. Loss of Green Belt is contrary to our views and we object to it. 
2. A large development at the site would be unattractive and intrude significantly into the open views 

of the area. 
3. The pressure on local roads would be considerable. 
4. We believe there would be strong incentives for residents at Latton Priory to travel to Epping or 

other places on the Central Line to get to jobs in central London.  Differences in fares between TfL 
and the rail lines from Harlow already act as a driver for travel through Epping and we see it 
increasing. 

5. Harlow is a low density but physically large urban town.  Travel from Latton Priory to Harlow for 
shopping, schools and leisure would add to traffic and pollution.   

6. Using Green Belt land so near to a low density town as Harlow is particularly offensive; Harlow 
could redevelop or in-fill to increase its population without using additional land. 

 
Article 4 
We propose that Article 4 directives should be used together with conditioning developments where 
possible to prevent unsuitable developments.  We feel this could help protect the town in respect of 
bungalows, retrail areas and against conversion of too many offices above shops into residential (with a 
consequent loss of working places). 
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Appendices 
 
 
Appendix One - “Community Choices”; 
Responses to the Community Choices (Issues & Options) consultation for the Local Plan. 
 
Extract from EFDC internal report 
We believe these responses show public opposition to proposals made in 2012 to such a degree that an 
effective response to them should have been made when drafting the local plan.  We do not consider that 
has happened.  Indeed, the scale of additional housing is so great that it is a direct challenge to the views 
expressed by the public in 2012. 
 
One wonders just how strongly the public must speak out against proposals before their views are dealt 
with. 
 
Selective extracts 
 
30. The Community Choices consultation presented three potential housing targets for the plan period 
(2011 to 2033), based on some of the population and household projections generated by the Essex-wide 
population forecasting project organised by the Essex Planning Officers’ Association. The highest was 
10,200 net dwellings (option A, based on the official governmental population projections); the middle 
option was for 8,900 (option B, based on a combination of the former East of England Plan and an update 
on the official population projections); and the lowest was 6,400 (based on the original East of England Plan 
target). 
 
31. The majority (86%) of respondents did not think that the range of options for potential housing growth 
targets was right. Most implied that the targets should be lower. The most common reasons given were (a) 
questioning the projections used, as it was felt that population growth would not be as high as projected; 
and (b) that the district should not have to provide housing for migration (either internal or international). 
Many respondents felt that affordable housing should only be provided for local residents, and that the 
growth in the ‘indigenous’ population was unlikely to be high. 
 
Spatial Option 1: Proportionate distribution (24%). The next most preferred, which included a significant 
number of respondents from Chigwell, were Spatial Options 4 (15%) and 5 (14%), these being the two 
which focus development away from areas with Central Line stations. 
 
 
Q1 

 
 

Do you consider that the change in scope of the Local Plan has been 
clearly explained? 

Yes  731 (34%)  

No 1404 (66%) 

Q2 

 

Do you think the vision and aims are the right ones for Epping Forest 
District? 

Yes 589 (19%)  

No 2537 (81%) 

Q3 

 

Have the relevant issues for the Green Belt and landscape for the 
district been identified?  

Yes 712 (23%)  

No 2372 (77%) 

Q10 

 

Have the relevant options for addressing the identified issues for 
protecting and enhancing built heritage been identified? 

 
Yes 286 (19%)  
No  1247 (81%) 
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Comments 

 

The majority of respondents felt that the options presented would do 
little to ensure that the district’s built heritage was protected and that 
the potential level of growth would harm the historic environment. 
Many respondents considered that the best way of protecting heritage 
assets was to restrict the amount of growth in towns and villages and, 
in particular, avoid locating new development within existing Green 
Belt areas. It was also noted by a number of people that the content of 
Village Design Statements should be taken into account when 
considering options for development. 

Q12 

 

Are the range of housing growth options the right ones for Epping 
Forest District? 

 
Yes 435 (13%) 2909 (86%) 

No 40 (1%) 
Comment only  

Comments 

 

Of those who answered “no”, the most common issue raised was that 
they thought the projected growth was overestimated, partly because 
(a) 

 

 
 

projections should not be relied upon as no-one can really know how 
the population will change, and (b) the district should not have to 
provide housing for in-migration. However, many respondents also 
stated that there was “no recognition of pressure from London 
growth”. 

Q13 Should the range of potential housing targets be higher or lower than 
suggested? 

Higher 32 (1.0%)  

About right 19 (0.6%) 
Lower 3241 (97.2%) 

Comment only 44 (1.3%) 

 
Comments 
Most respondents did not offer qualifying comments along with their answer. Of those who did, many 
simply said “much lower”. 

 
For those who answered “lower”, the most common reason given was lack of, or impact on, infrastructure 
and services. Many respondents specifically mentioned health services in this regard, including GP surgeries 
and hospitals. 
 
Interim Sustainability Appraisal (question 98) 
Q98 

 
 

Do you consider the draft Sites Appraisal Proforma includes the right 
factors for assessing sites in Epping Forest District?  

Yes 303 (14%)  
No 1812 (86%) 
 
 
Draft local plan 
6.15  Responses from the Community Choices consultation and stakeholder engagement 
 
In our view EFDC has been highly selective in the responses from the public.  This has been so widespread 
and attenuated that the consultation cannot be said to have been fairly or objectively taken into account 
when drafting the local plan.   
 
When EFDC’s interpretation of the responses is shown in the draft plan there is no apparent systematic or 
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convincing link between the points made and the policies and proposals shown within the respective 
section of the plan.  For example: 
 

 Page 304, paragraphs 6.15 reports the EFDC interpretation of public responses.  However the 
following paragraphs 6.16 onwards do not resolve the public’s concerns but simply list the Council’s 
hopes and aspirations and its preferred approach.  This is neither a plan nor a response to public 
consultation.   

 

 As a further example the draft plan states “The Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Infrastructure 
Delivery Schedule set out the future requirements for education services”.  We do not consider 
that “setting out” is the same as a plan and it is not adequate evidence for the consultees to be 
able to approve the proposals. 

 

 Specifically, it is not a plan to record that responsibility for certain infrastructure and services falls 
on Essex County Council.  We would have expected specific, quantified, costed and programmed 
solutions.  There has been ample time for EFDC to discuss and negotiate these points but the draft 
plan does not provide any structure or assurance that the requirements will be delivered.  
Accordingly the draft plan is deficient and cannot be endorsed. 
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Appendix Two - “Green Belt Review”;  
 
Draft local plan – Paragraph 3.94 onwards 
We do not consider it is reasonable to ask the public to comment on proposals for which no plans are 
provided.  We have not been readily able to identify the sites referred to in these paragraphs and 
accordingly we object to them. 
 
We are not convinced by the explanation for these sites to be categorised other than as Green Belt.  The 
examples of activities conducted on what are described as “holes” within the Green Belt appear to be 
activities properly carried out in the Green Belt.  That being so we propose they are made contiguous parts 
of it. 
 
If we have misunderstood these proposals we suggest it is due to poor explanation and a lack of plans.  We 
object and remain distrustful of the purposes behind these proposals. 
 
Draft local plan - Paragraph 6.23  
Loss of Green Belt has not been fairly presented in the draft plan. 
 
We have commented elsewhere about the lack of definite information about the location of required 
additional infrastructure.  We fear that it might be located in the Green Belt.  We are acutely aware that 
certain development is permitted in the Green Belt but that does not in any way diminish the loss of open 
space from new or relocated schools, hospitals, etc.  Paragraph 6.23 specifically refers to the possible 
relocation of Princess Alexandra Hospital and we are fearful that its replacement would be proposed for 
Green Belt land. 
 
Any anticipated new or relocated infrastructure facility which would lead to a loss of open land should have 
been referenced in the draft plan so the public could fairly assess the consequences.  This has not been 
done. 
 
 
Green Belt Review 
At paragraph 1.4 a number of issues are mentioned which may have driven the development of the local 
plan.  We challenge these as they do not accurately reflect the law and nor do they reflect Ministerial 
statements about protection of the Green Belt. 
 
We have not seen any explanation or justification for the proposals to remove land from the Green Belt in 
order to make it available for development.  There is a great deal of case law and numerous Ministerial 
Statements about protecting the Green Belt.  We draw attention to the need for exceptional circumstances 
as outlined below in cases reported on the internet.  We challenge on two fronts: 
 
1 EFDC has not identified and explained what are the exceptional circumstances which it considers 

justify the loss of Green Belt; and 
2 Local Plan development and suitability or availability of sites is not an Exceptional circumstance. 
 

Preparing a new local plan is not, of itself, an exceptional circumstance justifying alteration to a 
Green Belt boundary. 
 
There is a considerable amount of case law on the meaning of "exceptional circumstances" and “a 
number of propositions are clear and uncontroversial”. 
 
i) Planning guidance is a material consideration for planning plan-making and decision-taking. 
However, it does not have statutory force: the only statutory obligation is to have regard to 
relevant policies. 
 
ii) The test for redefining a Green Belt boundary has not been changed by the NPPF. 
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a) the NPPF "seems to envisage some review in detail of Green Belt boundaries through the new 
Local Plan process, but states that 'the general extent of Green Belts across the country is already 
established'". That appears to be a reference to paragraphs 83 and 84 of the NPPF. Paragraph 84 
provides: 
 
"When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take 
account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development". 
 
However, it is not arguable that the mere process of preparing a new local plan could itself be 
regarded as an exceptional circumstance justifying an alteration to a Green Belt boundary. National 
guidance has always dealt with revisions of the Green Belt in the context of reviews of local plans 
(e.g. paragraph 2.7 of PPG2: paragraph 83 above), and has always required "exceptional 
circumstances" to justify a revision. The NPPF makes no change to this.  
 
b) For redefinition of a Green Belt, paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 required exceptional circumstances 
which "necessitated" a revision of the existing boundary. However, this is a single composite test; 
because, for these purposes, circumstances are not exceptional unless they do necessitate a 
revision of the boundary. Therefore, although the words requiring necessity for a boundary revision 
have been omitted from paragraph 83 of the NPPF, the test remains the same. 
 
iii) Exceptional circumstances are required for any revision of the boundary, whether the proposal 
is to extend or diminish the Green Belt. 
 
iv) Whilst each case is fact-sensitive and the question of whether circumstances are exceptional for 
these purposes requires an exercise of planning judgment, what is capable of amounting to 
exceptional circumstances is a matter of law, and a plan-maker may err in law if he fails to adopt a 
lawful approach to exceptional circumstances. Once a Green Belt has been established and 
approved, it requires more than general planning concepts to justify an alteration.  What is clear 
[from case law] is that for revisions to the Green Belt to be made exceptional circumstances have to 
be demonstrated. Whether they have been is a matter of planning judgement in a local plan 
exercise ultimately for the inspector.  
 
It has also been argued in Court that the fact that a particular site happens to be suitable for 
housing development cannot, without more, constitute an exceptional circumstance justifying an 
alteration of the Green Belt. Suitability [alone] cannot logically be envisaged as an exceptional 
circumstance…; suitability and availability may do. 

 
We do not believe the bullet points in paragraph 5.13a (shown as part of paragraph 2.8) of the Green Belt 
Review Stage One, September 2015) are consistent with the law.  To argue there is an Exceptional 
Circumstance because either of the matters shown in the first two bullet points is entirely outside the 
proper reasons for changing the Green Belt.   
 
The third bullet point refers to sites being “most appropriate” to “accommodate a necessary 
development”.  We have seen no evidence that the sites proposed are “the most appropriate”.  Indeed 
EFDC admits that sites were selected because they were offered by owners.  We do not accept that an 
owner’s desire to develop land makes it the “most appropriate”, so it fails the Council’s own test. 
 
Furthermore, we do not believe that the requirement to develop a local plan and a “need” identified in the 
SHMA is an exceptional circumstance for the reasons set out in case law. 
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Appendix Three - Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners and ARUP 
 
In considering the processes used by EFDC to arrive at its draft plan with proposed sites for development 
we draw attention to the qualification and limitation in the Epping Forest Strategic Land Availability 
Assessment (SLAA) (May 2012) especially at paragraph 1.7.  Having identified sites which it might consider 
EFDC appears to rely on the ARUP site suitability study.  ARUP did not attempt to identify “most 
appropriate sites” and merely analysed sites according to a list of criteria. 
 
Epping Society challenges the completeness and weighting given to the particular criteria used by ARUP. 
 

 The assessment 4.3 “Capacity to improve access to open space” appears to have been used to give 
credit to sites in the Green Belt which, if developed, move the Green Belt boundary.  There is no 
merit in a site doing that and it would apply equally to all Green Belt sites adjacent to existing 
development.  Accordingly it was a non-point which has the effect of unduly enhancing the score 
for particular sites such as SR-0071 land at Stonards Hill and SR-0208 Theydon Place. 

 Assessment 3.4 “Distance to local amenities” and Assessment 3.1/3.2 3.2 Distance to nearest bus 
stop/tube station was used to rank the proposed sites at the extreme south of Epping as neutral.  
But these are sites are up to a mile from leisure facilities and shops (other than a corner shop), not 
easy walking distance to pubs and public halls and far from civic facilities.  They are far enough 
from Epping Station that additional car use can be foreseen. 

 Assessment 3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school has yielded positive ratings for sites 
whose nearest school is already over-subscribed. 

 We have seen objections in relation to specific sites where the assessments at Stage 1 seem not to 
have fully recognised the circumstances of the site.  Also at Stage 2 in relation to buffer land and 
wildlife. 

 We are aware of only a single site in Epping which is adjacent to a Conservation Area.  We were 
surprised that its assessments were so generous towards development.  We would have expected 
the conservation staff at EFDC to have had strong adverse input on this matter. 

 
Accordingly we have no faith in the quality of the assessments and reject the exercise as a basis for site 
selection. 
 
We have been unable to identify any justification or explanation (site by site) for the numbers of dwellings 
proposed in the draft plan compared with the numbers calculated by ARUP.  The ARUP conclusions appear 
to have been modified capriciously; if not capriciously then mysteriously.  As an aside we are especially 
anxious about sites where the draft plan proposes fewer units than ARUP stated were suitable as no 
limitation on the extent of the sites has been defined by EFDC which makes it impossible for consultees to 
judge if the proposal is suitable.  If no limitation is intended the planning authority is at risk of irresistible 
demands from owners to develop the entire site using ARUP evidence to thwart the limitation of numbers 
set before the public.  
 
For example SR-0333Bi  Epping south-west area was assessed by ARUP as potentially supporting 693 units 
at 30 dwellings per hectare (which we consider low) but included in the draft plan at only 332.  We make no 
comment on the site’s suitability but such a change in numbers should be explained and leads to concern 
as stated. 
 


