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By email to: ldfconsult@eppingforest.gov.uk 

 

12 December 2016 

 
Dear Sir or Madam  
 

Response to Epping Forest District Council’s Draft Local Plan consultation on behalf of 

London Green Belt Council   

 
The London Green Belt Council is a grouping of over 80 organisations representing over 50,000 
people with a concern for the London Green Belt including CPRE Essex, Essex Area Ramblers 
Association, Friends of Epping Forest, Grove Lane Residents’ Association, The Epping Society, 
Loughton Residents’ Association, Theydon Bois Action Group and Theydon Bois Rural Preservation 
Society. 
 
We consider the Draft Local Plan to be unsound because it is not sustainable, justified or consistent 
with National Policy. 
 
We strongly object to proposals to release Green Belt for housing and employment on the following 
grounds: 
 

o Proposals to release large areas of Green Belt for housing developments are 
inconsistent with the NPPF and with stated Government policy, as stated by 
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government.  

 

o The Green Belt sites proposed for housing meet the requirements as set out 
in the paragraphs on Green Belt purposes as set out in the NPPF and their 
removal would compromise the integrity of the London Metropolitan Green 
Belt. 

 
The following points outline the reasons why we consider the Draft Local plan to be unsound.. 
 
1. The plan is inconsistent with the NPPF. 
 
1.1 Green Belt sites proposed for development perform strongly in relation to Green Belt 

purposes. 
 

The Epping Forest District Council (EFDC) Draft Local Plan proposes to build in excess of 9000 
homes on Green Belt, approximately 80% of its total housing target. EFDC claims this 
amounts to only 1.5% of Green Belt land but these sites are of strategic importance to the 
Metropolitan Green Belt in its entirety. The sites include agricultural land, playing fields, 
former sports grounds and land close to Epping Forest Buffer Land. It also includes land 
significant for recreation, including the start of the Essex Way Long Distance Footpath and 
land with wonderful views across the landscape.  
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In their own assessment of its green belt land, EFDC concludes that the Green Belt sites 
proposed for development meet Green Belt purposes as set out in the NPPF. They therefore 
are admitting that the inclusion of these sites is contrary to national policy, thus admitting 
that their local plan is inconsistent with sustainable development as set out in the 
Framework. 

 
To endorse this argument on sustainability, in their own Green Belt Stage One Assessment 
carried out in June 2015, EFDC, parcelled out segments of green belt land and scored it on 
how it met the five purposes of the Green Belt.   It appears that some Local Planning 
Authorities are misinterpreting NPPF paragraph 80. Any of the five purposes defines a Green 
Belt and a simple scoring system, as used by some authorities, are likely to be challenged. 

 
Over 70% of the Green Belt Parcels in EFDC were scored a maximum of 5 in meeting the 
third Green Belt purpose, ‘Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’. This 
should be enough to give these parcels protection under the NPPF. 

 
Even when these Green Belt parcels were broken down into smaller segments and re-
assessed in the Stage Two Assessment, over 50% of all segments were rated as strongly 
meeting Green Belt purposes and over 20% were rated as relatively strongly. Consequently, 
the removal of these sites was assessed as posing either a very high or high level of harm. It 
is quite clear that the harm of removing Green Belt land which strongly meet Green Belt 
criteria in paragraph 80 of the NPPF, considerably outweighs any benefits. 

 
1.2 Development around Harlow undermines the Green Belt’s purpose of checking unrestricted 

urban sprawl. 
 

EFDC’s Background Paper on Green Belt and District Open Land states: 
 

‘The scale of growth envisaged in and around Harlow will necessitate the delivery of 
significant elements of new infrastructure, which will be located within the Green Belt in 
Epping Forest District.’ 

 
Far from preventing unrestricted urban sprawl, as stated in paragraph 79 of the NPPF, the 
EFDC Draft Local Plan effectively encourages it.  

 

1.3 EFDC has not proved that the benefit of releasing land within the Metropolitan Green Belt 
area outweighs the harm. 

 
The strategic importance of these sites for the whole of the Metropolitan Green Belt, is 
extensive. It includes removing legitimate Green Belt which exists to prevent urban sprawl 
and therefore ensure that towns do not merge, so safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment, for recreational uses, environmental, health, amenity and social value.  

 
Paragraph 44 of The Planning Practice Guidance states that:   

 
‘The Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, through their Local Plans, 
meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 
Framework taken as a whole, or specific policies … Such policies include … land designated as 
Green Belt’.   
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http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-
availability-assessment/stage-5-final-evidence-base/ 
 
EFDC in preparing its Draft Local Plan, has failed to take account of the significant harm of 
removing Green Belt for housing, despite there being a clear environmental and social 
impact for both the residents of EFDC as well as neighbouring authorities.  

 
2. The Draft Local Plan is unsustainable 

 
2.1 The methodology in the EFDC Green Belt Assessment is flawed 

 
This letter of objection has already highlighted how, even when broken down into smaller 
segments, the Green Belt assessment concluded that the clear majority of EFDC’s Green Belt 
performs strongly and its removal would cause considerable harm. 

 
In addition, the methodology used in the second stage of the Green Belt Assessment 
whereby the parcels from Stage One have been broken up undermines the integrity of the 
Green Belt by chipping away at strongly performing parcels and therefore leaving them less 
defensible against future development as illustrated by the following examples: 
 
x In some areas, only a thin ribbon of Green Belt will be left between sites. F or example 

sites SR-003/-0417 and SR-0158A in North Weald Bassett and site SR-405 between 
Coopersale and Epping which is also very close to Epping Forest Buffer Land next to The 
Lower Forest.  
 

x As observed in the minutes of Loughton Town Council’s Extraordinary Council Meeting 
on November 29 2016, the relatively small piece of Green Belt Land at site SR-0176 in 
Buckhurst Hill. 

 
2.2. There is no clear infrastructure plan to support development around small towns  and 

villages. 
 

The Draft Local Plan proposes significant growth on Green Belt around many of many of its 
small towns and villages for example: 
- North Weald Bassett, 1578 housing units; 
- Epping, 1060 units;  
- Waltham Abbey, 674 units;  
- Chipping Ongar, 589 units;  
- Theydon Bois, 325 units and  
- Nazeing, 284 units.  
 
While the Draft Local Plan states that EFDC will only lose 1.5% of its Green Belt, it does not 
break this down according to each of the villages and small towns which stand to lose their 
surrounding Green Belt. Our members have found it difficult to glean this information but 
some local campaigners believe the figure to be close to 20% in the towns and villages they 
represent. 
 
Chapter 6 of the Draft Local Plan, Infrastructure and Delivery, highlights that the areas 
earmarked for growth are already at capacity for example in relation to health, education 
and sewage, however no figures are available for related infrastructure costs. The Plan risks 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-availability-assessment/stage-5-final-evidence-base/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-availability-assessment/stage-5-final-evidence-base/
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putting further pressure on the green infrastructure and is not convincing in terms of careful 
traffic modelling. (This is illustrated by the proposed development East of Harlow (site SP 
3.4) around Junction 7a which risks opening a new traffic corridor towards Epping and the 
M25.) 
 

2.3. District Open Land 
 

The Draft Local Plan includes a proposal to re-designate some Green Belt land as 'District 
Open Land'. The level of local policy protection afforded by this designation would give far 
less protection and increase the risk of future development, further undermining the Green 
Belt. 

 

3.  The Draft Local Plan is unjustified. 
 
3.1. Green Belt should have been considered as a constraint when settinghousing targets, but 

this has not happened. 
 

The government has made it clear that demand for housing is unlikely to be accepted as the 
exceptional circumstances needed to justify changing Green Belt boundaries. EFDC is clearly 
justifying the release of Green Belt by arguing it is needed for housing.  
 
Guidance also states that councils should take account of constraints like Green Belt when 
establishing housing targets. However, instead of taking account the constraint it faces (92% 
of land being Green Belt in EFDC), the Council is striving to not only meet its own housing 
targets but also to contribute to those of Harlow District Council. 
 
In paragraph 13.3 of the Background Paper on Green Belt and District Open Land, EFDC 
justifies releasing Green Belt land with the following statement: 
 

“The Council considers that the need to promote sustainable patterns of 
development to meet objectively assessed needs for development in the District over 
the Plan period requires some alteration of Green Belt boundaries and that failing to 
deliver development to meet those needs would not contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development in accordance with national planning policy. Therefore, the 
Council considers that exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated to alter 
existing Green Belt boundaries as proposed in the Draft Local Plan.” 

 
This is in contrast to the Secretary of State statement that Green Belt should be ‘absolutely 
sacrosanct’ and ministers’ clarifications in letters to MPs, for example, “we have been 
repeatedly clear that demand for housing alone will not change green belt boundaries” 
referring directly to the Local Plan preparation process. [Letter from Brandon Lewis to MPs 7 
June 2016]. 
 
Moreover, Paragraph 45 of the Planning Practice Guidance clearly states that councils should 
take account of policies such as the Green Belt which indicate development should be 
restricted.  
 

“Once need has been assessed, the local planning authority should prepare a 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions 
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about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet 
the identified need for housing over the plan period, and in so doing take 
account of any constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that development 
should be restricted and which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its 
need.” 
 

3.2.  Insufficient accurate factual information has been provided in order to assess the 
plan. 

 
Our member organisations within the boundaries of EFDC have complained that it has not 
been possible to glean accurate information about the proposals and in itself this constitutes 
grounds for objecting to the Plan. Maps are not clear and Parish Councils have been unable 
obtain accurate figures from EFDC. 

 

4. Proposed modifications. 
 
The London Green Belt Council would like to suggest the following modifications: 

 

x Revise housing targets taking into account the restriction that preservation of the 
Green Belt requires. 
 

x Remove all Green Belt site allocations from the Draft Local Plan. 
 
Yours faithfully 

 

Richard Knox-Johnston 
Chair 
The London Green Belt Council  


