










Malden District Council: Local Development Plan – Draft Local Plan Consultation 
2013 
 
EMAIL: policy@maldon.gov.uk 
 
SITE: Land to West of Nipsells Chase, Mayland, Chelmsford 
 
SHLAA SITE ID: 9017 
 
Comments and Submissions on Behalf of Millwood Designer Homes Ltd, Bordyke 
End, East Street, Tonbridge, Kent TN9 1HA 
 
 
I act on behalf of Millwood Designer Homes Ltd, who have secured an interest in 
the above site, which is jointly owned by PR & RP Britcher, and extends to some 
12 acres of the 19 acres of land that was identified in the SHLAA under your site 
reference 9017. I attach a plan showing the extent of the land in their ownership 
edged and hatched in green. 
 
Having previously made submissions to the Local Development Plan Preferred 
Options Consultation document published in 2012 on behalf of the land-owners, 
I have been asked by Millwood Designer Homes Ltd to review the Draft Local 
Development Plan 2014-2029 which was published for public comment in July 
2013, and to present their views on the Draft Plan as now constituted. 
 
While I am pleased to note that the current version of the Draft Development 
Plan has taken heed of my previous concerns regarding the overall scale of 
housing provision that is to be planned for over the period of the plan, and 
support the broad thrust of the spatial strategy being proposed, the scale of 
development that is now to be planned for under Policy S2 is considered to 
remain an under-estimate of what is likely to be genuinely required to meet the 
true needs of the District.  Additionally, while the spatial distribution of new 
development that is being proposed under Policy S2 is now more realistic in 
acknowledging the role that the villages will pay in meeting that need, there is a 
need to ensure that the role of the larger villages in securing their part of the 
strategic housing provision is explicitly recognized as part of the strategic 
growth strategy.   
 
The larger villages, including Mayland, will play a key role in meeting that need, 
and are of a sufficient size to generate a need for new development in their own 
right. The allocation of land within the three larger villages as part of that 
strategy would ensure that their role as a housing provider is clearly 
acknowledged, and that the allocated land can be brought forward for 
development at an earlier date, thus ensuring that development throughout the 
District is more balanced over the plan period.  
 
In terms of the overall scale of development that is to be planned for, it is a 
concern that the ‘objectively assessed housing need for the District ‘, though 
more realistic than the previous approach, still under-estimates the projected 
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housing growth needs of the Districts existing population.  From the information 
set out in the Draft Development Plan document (see paragraphs 2.11 – 2.35 and 
Policy S2), the focus continues to be on providing the minimum number of new 
houses to be planned for. In consequence the assumptions adopted in assessing 
future housing needs are not wholly realistic, laying insufficient weight upon the 
needs identified in the SHMA, which in total suggest a level of overall need that is 
well in excess of that currently planned, even after allowing for a significant 
portion of that need being met by turnover within the existing housing stock.  It 
also assumes a rate of housing windfall provision over the plan period that is 
based upon historic rates and appears to make no allowance for a likely decline 
in such a source over time as windfall opportunities decline. 
 
In such circumstances it would seem reasonable to expect the District to plan to 
accommodate a greater scale of growth if it is realistically expected to ‘consume 
its own smoke’. Not to do so must mean that the District is still relying on other 
Council’s to absorb not only their growth but part that of Malden District also. 
Indeed it appears that the Council, is planning for no more than 300 new houses 
per annum rather than the 394 per annum that the OPS population projections 
indicate to be necessary.  
 
In my view there are no over-riding reasons presented in the Draft Development 
Plan document which justify such an approach, particularly where land has been 
identified within the larger villages in the SHLAA which is considered by the 
Council to be suited to, and capable of, development without impacting adversely 
on the quality or character of the area, and without imposing un-reconcilable 
conflicts on key infrastructure and facilities.  
 
Against this background it is my view that the scale of housing growth that is to 
be planned for should be reconsidered in order that it better match the genuine 
projected growth needs of the local population.  Additionally, I consider that the 
spatial distribution strategy for new development within the District that is 
currently being proposed under Policy S2 should be revised to identify the scale 
of growth which the larger villages – and in particular Mayland – are to 
accommodate as part of the strategic growth strategy, with land allocated 
accordingly for new development within the Plan period. This will provide an 
outlet of new development which is currently not catered for, and in the process 
will allow the larger villages the opportunity for a managed level of continued 
growth in support of the inevitably changing needs of their existing residents 
and their dependents, while also providing continued and expanding support for 
essential local services and facilities into the future. 
 
The scale of growth to be allocated at the larger villages will vary from village to 
village.  At Mayland, however, my client’s land – which is well located in relation 
to established development and the related local services and facilities and can 
be readily accessed – has the capacity to accommodate some 150 dwellings (at 
an average density of 30dpha).  While the rate of development is likely to vary 
with the success of the wider economic recovery, it is considered likely that if 
allocated the site could be brought forward to development within 2 years, with 
development being completed within a further 5 year period, indicating a rate of 



development that should be readily accommodated within the local housing 
market. 
 
In a development of this size it can be expected that there will be a range of 
housing sizes and types provided, ensuring that it caters to an appropriate cross 
section of the housing needs of the District and its residents, bearing in mind the 
aging nature of the population.  The precise mix will, however, be determined in 
discussion with the District Council in the normal course of events, in order to 
ensure that the objectives of Policies H1, H2, H3 and H4 are satisfactorily met.   
 
In making provision for an appropriate proportion of the proposed development 
to be in the form of affordable and/or special needs housing under Policies H1 
and H4, and it is anticipated that 40% is likely to be the ‘norm’ sought for new 
developments, the deliverability of so high a proportion of affordable units is 
wholly dependent on the financial viability of the particular proposals. In this 
context it needs to be recognized that where affordable/special needs housing is 
to be provided, any additional contributions that may be sought under Section 
106/CIL in connection with the development will inevitably impact upon the 
residual value calculations that will determine viability of the scheme. Such 
contributions will, in consequence, need to be modest if viability is not to prove a 
significant limiting factor on the deliverability of the planned development. 
 
I trust that the views expressed above will be taken into account in moving the 
Local Development Plan process forward.  If there are any queries, however, or if 
you feel that it would assist you if we were to meet to discuss any aspect of these 
submission, please let me know. I can be contacted by telephone (01892 
665309), via my mobile (07733 665308), or by email at 
(bob,meek06@gmail.com). 
 
 
 
Robert L Meek BSc(Econ), MRTPI 
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7th October 2013 
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