COUNCIL
§
Following consultation on the preferred opticns last summer, Maldon
District Council has prepared a Draft Local Development Plan (LDP)
which will help shape the future of the District over the next 135 years.
The Council now wants t¢ hear what YOU think about the main
proposals in the Draft LDP. Information is provided in the leaflet and
copies of the Draft LDP, Proposals Map and Sustainability Appraisal,
are all available online at www.maldon.gov.uk and at the Council

Offices. A series of exhibitions will be held throughout the District in
September.

Comments should be made by completing this queslionnaire and
returning it to the Council in the attached stamped addressed
envelope.

If you prefer, you can complete the questionnaire online on the
Maldon District Council website at wwiv.maldon.gov. uk

All responses must be received by S5pm on Monday 14th October 2013
[late responses will not be considered]

[Please print clearly in all written responses using BLOCK CAPITALS and BLACK INK

else your data may be losf]
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if you would like to be added {o the Local Development Plan mailing list to

receive updates on the progress of the Plan, please tick heve (please ensure your
derails ave wrirten clearly above)
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f Q1) The overall vision is to improve the quality of life for people living and working in

" the District and to provide the new homes, jobs and infrastructure requived 10
meet identified needs and support the local economy, whilst protecting the
District’s heritage and environment.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agrae  No Opinion Disagrg;e Disagree
Do you support the overall vision for the District ) f
set out in the Draft LDP?(please tick one box)

P

(Q2 J In order to ensure the LDP will mest the requirements set by Government, the

" Council has reviewed the amount of development required to meet identified
housing and employment needs over the next 15 yvears. As a result, it has been
necessary to increase the proposed number of new homes from 3,000 {o 4,410
and to allocate 8.4 hectares of additional employment land.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  No Opinion Disagree Disagree
Do you support the proposed level of growth in 1 (/
the District (Policy S2)7 (please tick one box)
f””"‘”“’“{\ﬁ
{

{ Q3 \ The main urban areas of Maldon, Heybridge and Burnham-on-Crouch are
‘o’ considered o be the most appropriate locatiens for new housing. Following
consideration of alternative options which are detailed in the Draft LDP
{Appendix 6}, the following distribution is now proposed.

Do you support the proposed distribution of new housing (Policy $2)?

Total number (please tick one box per lineg)

Seiflement of dweilings

Strongly Strongly

Agree Agres  No Opinion Disagiee Disagree
Maldon 1,830 Vo

. /

Heybridge 1,000 P
Burmham-On-Crouch 450 Vﬁ

If you disagree, is there an alternative distribution of new housing which you
would prefer? [Please use BLOCK CAPITALS]

PLGASE See ATTHCHeD REPRESENTHTIONS fer RR1
it
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Stronoly Stronoly
Agree Agres Mo Opirion Digagree  Disagree

Do you agree with the proposals for
development in Maldon and Heybridge
(Policy S4)? (please tick one box)

@6 The distribution of new housing in Burnham-on-Crouch has been reviewed in
response to comments received during the last consultation. it is now proposed
to distribute the new housing between three smaller sites instead of one largs
site.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  No Opinion Disagree Disagree

Do you support the strategy for housing
development in Burnham-on-Crouch (Policy
S6)7? (please tick one hox)

08, Inresponse to comments made during the last consultation, the number of new
dwellings to be accommodated in North Fambridge has been reduced from 300
to 75.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree No Opinion Disagree Disagree

Do you suppott the strategy for housing
development in North Fambridge (Policy S7)?
(please tick one box)

(;7 ; in order to provide for local housing needs and support local services, it is

" proposed to make provision for a total of 345 new dwellings in other rural
villages in the District. A Rural Allocations Development Plan Document wiil be
produced after completion of the LDP in consultation with local communities fo
identify appropriaie sites for develoniment.

Strongly Strongly
Agrae Agree  No Opinion Disagree Disagre

Do you support the strategy for housing 4
development in other rural villages (Policy $7)? ¥
(please tick one box)

@8 A policy has been included in the Draft LDP to ensure that the use or display of
advertisemenie do not have an adverse Iimpact on amenity and public safety.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  No Opinion Disagree  Disagree

Do you agree with this approach (Policy DS)Y?
{please tick one box}

Matdon Disirict Maldon District Council, Princes Road, Matdon, Essex CM9 5DL




Qmg,

Agree Mo Opinton Disagres

Do vou support the proposals for new
employment development in Maldon and the
extension to the Burnhatn Business Park
{iFolicy ET1)7 (please fick one box)

increasing the supply of affordable housing is one of the Council’s key priorities.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  No Opinion Disagree Disagree

Do you agree with the local requirements for
affordable housing provision (Policy H1)7
{please tick one box}

The Council is commitled o working with our partners o improve healthcare
facilities within the District

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  No Opinfon Disagree Disagree

Do you support development on an appropriate
greenfield location at the edge of Maldon if it
were fo deliver a new Community Hospital or

similar healthcare faciliiies (Policy T2)7 (please
tick one box)

Frimrose Meadow is an area of green space situated off Mundon Road, Maldon

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agreg No Opinion Disagree Disagree

Do you suppori the production of a Primrose
Meadow Planning Brief to manage the future

use of the site (Policy I3)7? (please tick one
box}

The Council has produced an updated Sustainability Appraisal to support the
Draft LDP which is available on the Council’s website. Do you have any
comments on this? [Please use BLOCK CAPITALS]
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5

Flease enier here which Policy Number/ Paragraph number you referfo | o pagae | v

Please enter your commenis in the hox below [Please use BLOCHK CAPITALS]

PLEASE 66 ATIACHE]  [effecen] RTINS fee . R @1

et —————

@%\ if you wish to make any other comments on the Drait LDP, enter your comments
“in the box below [Please use BLOCK CAPITALS]

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your comments
are important and will be fully considered. Piease see Maldon District
Council's website for future information about the progress of the LDP.

If you need further assistance please contact the Planning Policy Team by
email at policy@maldon.gov.uk or by telephons on 01621 876202

This document can he made available on request in larger print, braille and

audio and in languages other than English. To obtain a copy in an aliernative
format please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01621 67620%.

Talden District Maldon Disirics Council, Princes Road, Maldon, Essex CM9 5DL



EDWARD GITTINS & ASSOCIATES
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

UNIT 5 PATCHES YARD, CAVENDISH LANE, GLEMSFORD, SUDBURY, SUFFOLK CO10 7PZ
EMAIL: info@egaplanning.com TEL/FAX: (01787) 281855 WEB: www.egaplanning.com

Maldon District
Draft Local Development Plan
(2014-2029) Consultation

Representations on behalf of:

Mr. Raymond Brown

Land North of Chelmsford Road, Rudley Green
(ref. RB1)



REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF MR. RAYMOND BROWN

The Representations fall into two parts. The first part responds directly to
questions 1-3 and 7 as set out on the official consultation questionnaire whereas
the second part comprises a site-specific representation relating to land north of

Chelmsford Road, Rudley Green and is made in response to question 14.

Part 1: Response to consultation questionnaire

QL1 - Do you support the overall vision for the District set out in the Draft LDP?

This is somewhat of a moot point insofar as the overall vision of the Plan is to
meet the definition of sustainable development as set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) by balancing the need to provide the required level of
new housing, jobs and infrastructure with the need to protect the District’s

heritage and environment.

Q2 - Do you support the proposed level of growth in the District (Policy S2)?

As a general note, and with particular regard to the preceding Spatial Vision, it is
disappointing that Policy S2: Strategic Growth focuses almost exclusively on
housing provision and that reference to employment is limited to a single sentence
at the very end of the policy which pledges 8.4 hectares of new employment land
to be provided in new allocations at Maldon and Burnham-on-Crouch. The policy
makes no effort to balance the provision of housing and employment land outside

of these settlements.

The Plan makes provision for a minimum of 4,410 new homes over a fifteen year
period - equivalent to 294 new dwellings per annum - which the Council claims
will meet the objectively assessed need for housing in the District as required by
paragraph 47 of the NPPF. However, having reviewed the lower-case justification
at paragraphs 2.16-2.36 of the Plan together with the Council’s evidence base, we
question whether the provision of 294 dwellings is truly representative of local

needs, not least because the latest update to the Strategic Housing Market
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Assessment (SHMA, 2012) concluded that the need for affordable housing alone
is 245 dwellings per annum whereas total housing need is calculated to be 932

dwellings per annum.

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to significantly
boost the supply of housing by ensuring that their Local Plans meet the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing
market area. To obtain a clear understanding of current and future housing needs,
paragraph 159 requires them to work with neighbouring authorities to prepare a
SHMA to identify the scale and mix of housing, and the range of tenures that the
local population is likely to need over the plan period. As a basic guideline, the
results of the SHMA should:

— meet household and population projections, taking account of migration
and demographic change;
—  address the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing
and the needs of different groups in the community; and
—  cater for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to
meet this demand
(NPPF, para 159)

Our interpretation of this paragraph is that the requirements have equal weight
and status such that population projections cannot be used to override household
projections, for example. However, it would appear that the Council has largely
dismissed the findings of its SHMA (which considered a range of data sources
including the former East of England Plan, Sub National Population Projections
(SNPP), the 2011 Census, DCLG household forecasts, the Greater Essex
Demographics Study and local housing records) in favour of just one data source,
namely the 2010-based update to the SNPP published by ONS in April 2012.

The principal reference document for preparing SHMAs is the DCLG publication
Strategic Housing Market Assessments Practice Guidance Version 2 (2007)

whilst further guidance is now also provided on the Planning Portal in an online
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10.

11.

publication entitled Assessment of housing and economic development needs?.
Contrary to paragraph 2.21 of the Plan, the online guide states that household
projections should provide the starting point for an estimate of overall housing
need and not population projections. However, the guide also confirms that no

single source of information will provide a definitive answer. In the

circumstances, we feel it is important to take a holistic approach to data analysis
as found in the SHMA.

Clearly there is a broad and complex debate surrounding the assessment of market
housing needs which will vary significantly when modelled on different demand
and migration trends. For the purposes of these Representations, we therefore
focus on affordable housing needs which are calculated using the official DCLG
model (as set out in the 2007 Practice Guidance) and are based on locally derived
data.

For Maldon, the SHMA calculates the total affordable housing need for the
District to be 245 dwellings per annum. The full calculation for this is set out on
pages 73-82 of the document but may be summarised using the condensed data

in Table 1 overleaf.

Gross current need is calculated by subtracting C from A, namely 984 — 324 =
660 units. To address this over the whole Plan period a ‘backlog rate’ of 5.88%
is applied (representative of 20% over five years as recommended in the DCLG
model). This returns 660 x 5.88% = 39 dwellings per annum. Newly arising need
(B in the table above) is then added to this figure which returns a sub-total of 395
dwellings (39 + 356). Finally, subtracting the current annual supply (D) returns a
total annual need of 245 dwellings (395-150).

Calculated in this way, the SHMA cannot reasonably be disputed insofar as it
follows a Government endorsed model and takes account of current (and hence

future predicted) re-let supply levels. Paragraph 2.22 of the Plan is therefore

1 http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/quidance/assessment-of-housing-and-economic-

development-needs/ (accessed 25.09.2013)
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12.

13.

incorrect insofar as it suggests that the majority of need will be met by the
turnover of existing stock. Indeed, para 9.1.16 of SHMA states emphatically that

’

“...this is not happening in Maldon.’

Table 1 — Condensed affordable housing data (extracted from SHMA)

Dwellings | Notes
A. Total Current 984 Homeless and overcrowded households
Housing Need plus those in temporary accommaodation,

B. Future Need 356 Newly forming households unable to buy
plus existing households in need

C. Available Stock 324 Occupied dwellings plus surplus minus
units to be taken out of management

D. Annual Supply 150 Supply of social re-lets and intermediate
housing available for re-let or resale.

Returning to the matter of provision, the majority of affordable units are expected
to be delivered as a proportion of market developments in accordance with
adopted policy. It follows, therefore, that the overall level of housing provision
predetermines the amount of affordable housing that can realistically be achieved
over the Plan period. As set out in Policy H1, the Plan seeks to ensure that
between 25.0-40.0% of all new homes are constructed as affordable units
depending on the size and location of specific sites. Whilst the SHMA suggests
that a higher target could be justified given the level of need, it acknowledges that
40.0% is not usually exceeded in normal economic conditions. Paragraph 9.1.26

confirms:

“Based on the robust evidence on the scale of affordable need found in this
Assessment, an overall affordable housing target of 40% of new units, subject to
economic viability could be justified. ”

With this in mind, the Council would need to ensure that the Plan makes provision
for sufficient housing to deliver the required number of affordable units as a
proportion of total housing growth. This is elaborated in the online guide

referenced on page 3 of these Representations which states:



14.

15.

16.

17.

“An increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be

considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes. ”

In this context, we are alarmed to note that the overall level of housing provision
has been set at 4,410 dwellings. This is because 40.0% of 4,410 dwellings equates
to 1,764 affordable homes over the Plan period, or just 118 per annum. In other
words, even if it were possible to achieve 40.0% affordable units on every
allocated site (which is unlikely given that only the proposed Garden Suburbs and
strategic sites in Maldon and Heybridge will be expected to meet the higher target

— Policy H1), this would deliver less that 49.0% of the required affordable units.

Having regard to the above, we conclude that the level of housing provision
proposed in the Plan falls significantly below what is required by the NPPF and
hence is inconsistent with national planning policy. In order to make the Plan
sound, total housing provision must therefore be increased to a level which is
commensurate with addressing current and future affordable housing needs.

Q3 - Do you support the proposed distribution of new housing (Policy S2)?

Notwithstanding our earlier Representations submitted in response to the
Preferred Options consultation (ref. MF1, 2012), the Plan continues to distribute
the majority of growth to four main sites — two of which are very large indeed
and are dependent on major new infrastructure delivery - whilst exercising
restraint elsewhere. At a time when the Council is unable to demonstrate a five
year land supply, we maintain that such reliance on so few sites is a dangerous
strategy which could potentially result in a serious under-delivery of housing

when development fails to come forward at the point envisaged.

The problems associated with bringing forward the proposed Garden Suburb
developments at Maldon and Heybridge are exacerbated by distributing such a
small amount of growth (relative to identified needs) between the District’s
villages which undermines and constrains their ability to make up potential
shortfalls in delivery in the short and medium term. Moreover, the limited level

of growth proposed within villages is unlikely to underpin improved services and
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18.

19.

20.

facilities and additional affordable housing — measures which could improve their

sustainability and functioning as rural service centres.

In the circumstances, we believe there is a need to identify a strategy which
provides a clear role for ‘Key Service Villages’ (KSVs) to become the focal point
for their surrounding rural hinterlands (which each include a number of smaller
villages), and with appropriate provision for growth which will maintain, improve
and extend village facilities and services as an alternative to increasing reliance
on more distant urban centres. This is a strategic issue which remains elusive in

the Plan as currently drafted.

Whilst we support the basic approach of directing strategic growth to the
District’s urban centres, and the ability of larger sites —at least in theory — to boost
housing supply, we maintain that the formation of Garden Suburbs in a District
such as Maldon is an unimaginative strategy which will do little to improve the
sustainability of the District as a whole. Whilst we continue to support the ‘mixed
use’ approach, the draft Plan is a far cry from a strategy which aims to redress the
current imbalance between housing and employment, and the large levels of out-
commuting. In reality, the Plan will serve only to ensure that large parts of the
District remain out of reach of new facilities, services and employment generated
within the Garden Suburbs.

We therefore continue to advocate positive provision for appropriate levels of
growth in KSVs to supplement the limited number of strategic allocations in
Policy S2, and particularly those KSVs that are satellite settlements to the main
urban centres of Maldon and Heybridge. This alternative growth pattern, which
would retain Maldon and Heybridge as the main ‘hub’ for growth and services
but which would incentivise public transport improvements along radial routes
connecting to KSVs like spokes on a wheel, would reinforce the commercial
focus of Maldon and Heybridge whilst also serving more outlying areas with

improved services.



21.

22.

23.

24,

Q7 - Do you support the strategy for housing development in other rural villages
(Policy S7)?

To clarify, we assume that the reference in Policy S2 to ‘other villages’ does not
just mean those settlements listed as Other Villages in Policy S8 but all villages

excluding North Fambridge.

The NPPF places great emphasis on ensuring that Local Plans identify the size,
type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations, and that
they seek to meet that need as best as possible. Against these requirements, whilst
we applaud the support provided in the Policy for live-work units, micro business
space and rural diversification, the provision of just 345 dwellings amongst the
villages remains pitifully low and represents less than 8.0% of total growth. We
dispute that such derisory levels of growth will be sufficient to meet the needs of
existing and future residents, or to maintain or improve the function of villages
as centres for the rural community which makes up almost two thirds of the

District’s population.

We also strongly object to the decision to defer consideration of land releases in
villages to a separate Rural Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD). Not
only will this deprive villages of growth and investment in the short term, one
questions whether it is reasonable and/or cost efficient to prepare a separate DPD
to distribute such a limited level of growth. Given that the Council commenced
work on the LDP in 2007, we can see no reason why village sites could not be

allocated through the current Plan.

Part 2: Land north of Chelmsford Road, Rudley Green

Q14 - Do you wish to comment on the Proposals Map or any other Policies in the
Draft LDP?

As summarised in Part 1 above, we promote a strategic role for Key Service
Villages (KSVs) which we envisage would act as focal points for future growth

and investment to serve the more remote parts of the District including Smaller
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Villages and Other Villages whilst continuing to support major growth in the

urban areas of Maldon and Heybridge.

Scale and environmental constraints are important factors in determining which
of the District’s villages have the potential to function as KSVs, however we
consider it is also important to assess each settlement in the context of its spatial
and socio-economic relationship to other settlements. Certain Larger Villages, for
example, might qualify as KSVs because they already constitute sustainable
locations for growth by virtue of existing community facilities, employment, and
the fact that they are already well-served by public transport. In other cases, the
potential to improve connections and services within a village which benefits
from a radial connection to the District’s primary urban areas will also be an

important consideration.

Similarly, the tests for determining whether a settlement should be classified as a
Smaller Village or as an Other Village (with no settlement boundary) will relate

to its scale, environmental constraints and the level of services it provides.

As currently drafted, Policy S8 does not provide discrete roles for Smaller and
Other Villages. This is unfortunate insofar as many of the Smaller Villages are
well-placed to accept a limited amount of planned growth through minor
amendments to their settlement boundaries. We request that this is made explicit

in the policy to clearly differentiate between the tiers in the settlement hierarchy.

For Other Villages and in the countryside, the Plan seeks only to permit
development where the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside would
not be adversely affected, and where it relates to a number of specified uses and
scenarios including employment generating proposals, rural diversification

schemes, affordable housing, and that identified in adopted neighbourhood plans.

Whilst this approach is supported in respect of the wider countryside, we consider
it is important to include an allowance for minor infilling and rounding-off in the
Other Villages. This is because there will be a number of undeveloped or blighted

sites which have formed over time through historic non-conforming uses,
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30.

31.

32.

33.

redundant agriculture, and un-planned developments that have been granted as a
means to boost housing supply. Whilst the potential of such sites will be relatively
limited, the failure of the Plan to make any distinction between Other Villages
and more isolated greenfield land risks stifling opportunities to secure positive

improvements to their character and appearance.

We therefore advocate an amended hierarchy which clearly differentiates
between the scale and nature of development which will be supported in each

settlement classification, as follows:

Classification Scale of Development

Main/Urban Settlements | Primary focus for strategic-level growth

Key Service Villages Non-strategic development commensurate with the
needs of the District’s rural communities

Smaller Villages Small scale growth within defined settlement
boundaries

Other Villages Limited opportunities for minor infilling and
rounding-off where the development would be
appropriate to, and compatible with, the character
of the settlement and the surrounding countryside.

Countryside As listed (a) — (m) in Policy S8.

In this context, our Client’s site comprises a small plot of land located on the
northern side of Chelmsford Road in Rudley Green (as shown edged blue at
Annex EGAL).

Rudley Green does not currently feature in Policy S8 which we regard as
anomalous in view of the similarities in its scale, layout and character to
Asheldham, Dengie, Hazeleigh and Ulting. For consistency, we therefore request

that the hierarchy is supplemented to include Rudley Green as an Other Village.

The site is known as Treelawn Nursery and is currently occupied by what was
originally a pair of mobile homes (separately sited in the 1950s and 1980s) which
have since been conjoined and altered to form a Class C3 chalet. Whilst the site
does not currently benefit from a Planning Permission, the chalet has now been

continuously used and occupied as a dwelling by the landowner and his family



34.

35.

36.

37.

since 1987. It is therefore hoped that the use will soon be lawfully established

through an Application for Certification of Lawfulness.

Whilst it is enclosed by established boundary hedgerows to the north, east and
west, the site also hosts an array of former nursery buildings including a 40.0sg.m
timber building originally used for the drying of flowers, a derelict glasshouse
with a brick built workshop constructed off its south elevation, and an old Nissen
hut. Most of these buildings and structures are visible from the highway,

particularly in the winter months.

To the immediate west of the site is the property known as ‘Rudley Oaks’ on
which Outline Permission has recently been granted to replace established
commercial units with two new dwellings whereas to the east is a cluster of tight-
knit residential development concentrated along Spar Lane.

We consider that a sensitively designed housing proposal in this location could
secure a significant improvement to the character of the village by removing
unsightly and discordant development which will soon constitute a visually
discordant feature amongst new and established housing. Whilst there would be
little merit in defining a settlement boundary for Rudley Green, an amendment to
Policy S8 would at the very least provide the landowner with some confidence to

proceed with an Application.

On behalf of our Client, we therefore request that Rudley Green is added to the
list of Other Villages as set out in Policy S8, and that the wording of the policy is
amended to provide an opportunity for minor infilling and rounding-off in Other
Villages where it can be demonstrated that development or redevelopment would
be appropriate to, and compatible with, the character of the settlement and the

surrounding countryside.

Chartered Town Planner
October 2013
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Annex EGA1

Land north of Chelmsford Road, Rudley Green
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