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Appendix 3.1

Extract from Chelmsford Borough Local Plan Inspector’s Report (January 1995)

713/STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND CASS ASSOCIATES
TES SITE, CHELMSFORD AUGUST 2007



LAND AT WEST HANNINGFIELD ROAD, GREAT BADDOW

Rep 72 (GEC-Marconi Ltd): the whole of the CGEC research centre at West Hanningfield
Road should be excluded from the Green Belt. The existing Green Belt boundary does
not follow any clearly defined line. Planning permission was given in 1991 for a

new research building, including 1500 car parking spaces on land in the Green Belt.

-

Di'scussion
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11.11 The main issue is whether the Green Belt boundary should be altered as the

objectors seek. The Council point out that the boundary shown on the Proposals Map
is unchanged from that defined in the Chelmsford Rural Areas Local Plan, and that
PPG2 advises against subsequent change. To exclude the whole of the GEC site from
the Green Belt would encourage further development at this site on the urban
periphery, at the same time as the Company are vacating sites within the town which
are more accessible by public transport. There can be no guarantee that GEC will
remain here.

11.12 This is a difficult issue to resolve, because on the one hand I have
sympathy with the Council's case that this is not an ideal location for a ma jor
employment area, yet on the other I cannot agree that the present Green Belt
boundary is a defensible one in the long term. When I visited the area I mnoted that
the whole of the GEC complex appears as one site, well demarcated by hedges, land
use and general character from the surrounding countryside. This will be more so if
and when the outstanding planning permission is jmplemented. I realise that this
does not involve any new built development within the Green Belt, but a car park of
the size proposed, together with existing buildings in the same area, will reinforce
the unity of the complex as a whole. It is not right for a Local Plan prepared in
1993 to rely on the non-implementation of a planning permission which the Council
granted in 1991. This permission granted since the adoption of the Chelmsford Rural
Areas Local Plan, together with the case for using readily recognisable features to
define Green Belt boundaries, justifies a review in my opinion.

11.13 ‘A case could be made either for including the whole complex in the Green
Belt, or as the objectors seek, for excluding all of it. The former course would be
consistent with the approach adopted at Temple Farm, West Hanningfield and at
Honeypot Lane, Stock (objections 1368 and 1443), where the Green Belt boundary
washes over industrial sites. It would not preclude the continuation of the
business at its present scale, including the outstanding permission. But the latter
course would be more in line with the site's location at the urban edge, and with
the Council's intention in defining the currently built-up part of "the site as an
employment policy area. On balance, therefore, this is what I recommend.

Recommendation.

11.14 I recommend that the Proposals Map be modified to exclude the whole of the
GEC-Marconi Research Centre at West Hanningfield Road from the Metropolitan Green
Belt, and to include it within the employment policy area.

HIGH STREET/MOULSHAM STREET, GHELMSFORD
Rep 878 (Mr C Rippon) and Rep 903.1 (Legal and General Property Ltd): the core
retail area of Chelmsford town centre is too widely drawn. The northern end of High

Street and Moulsham Street south of the bridge have lower rental values and lower
pedestrian flows, and should be re-designated secondary retail areas. Moulsham

Local Plan Inquiry Report, 243




Appendix 3.2

Extract from Chelmsford Borough Local Plan Statement of Decisions on Inspector’s Report
(November 1995)

713/STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND CASS ASSOCIATES
TES SITE, CHELMSFORD AUGUST 2007



CHAPTER 11 - SITE SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS CONCERNING THE URBAN AREAS

SPRINGFIELD LODGE, COLCHESTER ROAD, Inspector’s Report References:
CHELMSFORD Starting Page: 241
Recommendation Para.: 11.3

Borough Council’s Decision on Inspector’s Recommendation:

Propose modification as Inspector’s recommendation.

Reason for Decision:

Accept the Inspector’s recommendation and his reasoning.

ELETTRA HOUSE, WESTWAY, CHELMSFORD Inspector’s Report References:

Starting Page: 241
Recommendation Para.;: 11.8

Borough Council’s Decision on Inspector’s Recommendation:
‘No modifications proposed.

‘Reason for Decision:

:Accept the Inspector’s recommendation and his reasoning.

;SITES AT BEEHIVE LANE AND PARKWAY. Inspector’s Report References:
CHELMSFORD AND CHURCH STREET, GREAT BADDOW Starting Page: 242

Recommendation Para.: 11.10

Borough Council’s Decision on Inspector’s Recommendation:

As Inspector’s recommendation with the exception of land at Church Street, Grez?.t Baddow, which is
identified for inclusion within an Industrial Policy Area (to be re-titied Employment Policy Area).

‘Reason for Decision:
‘Accept the Inspector’s recommendation and his reasoning with the exception of the land at Church Street,

‘Great Baddow. This land is considered to be suitable for inclusion within an Employment Policy Area due to
‘the character and scale of the existing employment uses.

LAND AT WEST HANNINGFIELD ROAD, GREAT BADDOW Inspector’s Report References:

Starting Page: 243
Recommendation Para.: 11.14

zBomugh Council’s Decision on Inspector’s Recommendation:

No modification proposed.
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Reason for Decision:

PPG2 advises against subsequent change of Green Belt boundaries once they are defined in the
Development Plan (CRALP) unless there are exceptional circumstances. PP(G13 advises that sites which are
poorly related to the public transport network are not well suited to major employment areas.

The possible option of including the whole site within Marconi’s ownership in the Green Belt is not
appropriate given its location at the edge of the settlement boundary. In this context it is unlike other
industrial enclaves in the MGB identified by the Inspector such as Temple Farm, West Hanningfield and
Honeypot Lane, Stock. On the other hand this would not preclude the continuation of the present level of
activity, including the unimplemented planning permission. It is considered that there is no justification for
including the whole complex within the Green Beit.

Marconi’s landownership extends considerably to the south of the existing built complex and the area which
was the subject of a planning permission for car parking in 1991. The site, notwithstanding the presence of
the aerials, is clearly rural in character and contributes to the MGB. To exclude the site from the MGB
would involve a significant change in the MGB boundary. Indeed the objection made by GEC to the Deposit
Draft proposed a new MGB boundary which reflected the planning permission. It did not include the land to
the south. The planning permission involved open uses and not built development. To exclude the area
from the Metropolitan Green Belt would create a presumption in favour of built development in the
approved Metropolitan Green Belt. This would be harmful both to the objectives of the Metropolitan Green
Belt and to the rural character of the area. In these circumstances no modification is proposed.

HIGH STREET/MOULSHAM ST‘REET, CHELMSFORD Inspector’s Report References:
AND WEST END AREA, CHELMSFORD Starting Page: 243, 261

Recommendation Para.: 11.22. 11.94

Borough Council’s Decision on Inspector’s Recommendation:

a) Retain the core retail area notation of Moulsham Street between the Stone Bridge and Parkway. South

of Parkway it is proposed that Moulsham Street be notated as a local shopping centre, together with the
West End. .

Amend the Proposals Map and Notation Panel accordingly.

b) The following policy be added to the Plan to deal with the local shopping centres:-

"POLICY SHP : LOCAL SHOPPING CENTRES"

"IN CONSIDERING PROPOSALS FOR THE CHANGE OF USE OF GROUND FLOORS IN THE LOCAL
SHOPPING CENTRES REGARD WILL BE HAD TO THE NEED TO RETAIN AND ENHANCE THE
SHOPPING FUNCTION OF THE CENTRE. PERMISSION FOR USES OTHER THAN CLASS Al USES
(AS DEFINED IN THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (USE CLASSES) ORDER 1987) WILL NOT
NORMALLY BE PERMITTED, UNLESS IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED THAT THE PROPOSED USE
WILL REINFORCE THE CENTRE’S SHOPPING FUNCTION".

¢) The text of the Plan be amended accordingly to reflect proposals a) and b) above and as follows:
Add to paragraph 6.35 between i) and 1i) "Local Shopping Centres" and re-number accordingly.

Add new paragraph above paragraph 6.43 and new policy for local shopping centres as follows:
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