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1360233, Ms Becky Armstrong, Mrs R Armstrong and Mr B Howard

ID
Person ID
Full Name

Consultation point - Please
state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your
comment below:

PSIIA-23

1360233

Ms Becky Armstrong Mrs R Armstrong and Mr B Howard
Para 6.4.11

Utilising a settlement hierarchy to guide the distribution of development within the administrative area is deemed a logical and conventional approach, which has been successfully
employed in the preparation of numerous sound Local Plans in recent years. This method can be a valuable tool for ensuring sustainable distribution of development, although it
is crucial that its application to policies and allocation should not be overly simplistic and should account for broader sustainability considerations.

We support the designation of Roxwell as a Service Settlement. Service Settlements Service Settlements have more limited services and facilities but typically include primary
schools, convenience shopping facilities and community facilities making them suitable for a more limited scale of development.

Although we agree with the use of a settlement hierarchy to inform decisions regarding the scale of growth directed to various settlements within the borough, the current wording
of the policy text makes it unclear how the settlement hierarchy outlined in Strategic Policy S7 is to be utilized by decision-makers.

If the settlement hierarchy merely provides an explanation for the proposed distribution of growth in the subsequent section of Strategic Policy S7, it might be necessary to remove
it from the policy and place it within the reasoned justification. In this context, we wish to highlight a similar issue recently addressed through the examination of the West Suffolk
Local Plan. In this case, the settlement hierarchy and dwelling distribution by settlement were included in the submitted policy text. However, one of the Inspectors’ actions for
West Suffolk Council arising from the examination hearing sessions was to remove this table from the policy text and place it in the reasoned justification.

While the above represents a potential way to handle the settlement hierarchy if it serves no function other than justifying subsequent policies or allocations, it does not address
concerns that the Local Plan may fail to deliver sufficient homes to meet community needs.

In this respect, we propose an alternative solution that better aligns with national policy and would enable the Local Plan to be considered positively prepared: maintaining the
settlement hierarchy within Strategic Policy S7, accompanied by explanatory text instructing decision-makers to direct additional growth beyond that designated on sites allocated
by the Local Plan. For example, it could clarify that potential residential development sites beyond settlement boundaries would still be considered positively, considering the
settlement hierarchy and other Local Plan and national policies. Such an approach would help mitigate the fact that the submitted Local Plan seeks to provide fewer homes than
the current Standard Method should require to address the housing crisis, addressing the concerns identified regarding Strategic Policy S7.

One does not have to look far for a potential example of how such a policy could be set out. In neighbouring authorities’ North Essex Authorities’ Shared Strategic Section 1 Plan,
Policy SP 3 includes the following: “Existing settlements will be the principal focus for additional growth across the North Essex Authorities area within the Local Plan period.
Development will be accommodated within or adjoining settlements according to their scale, sustainability and existing role both within each individual district and, where relevant,
across the wider strategic area. “Future growth will be planned to ensure existing settlements maintain their distinctive character and role, to avoid coalescence between them
and to conserve their setting. Re-use of previously developed land within settlements is an important objective, although this will be assessed within the broader context of
sustainable development principles, particularly to ensure that development locations are accessible by a choice of means of travel.”

The above was found sound in relation to the NPPF 2012.

One way to reword the current Policy S7 having regard to all of the above, would be as follows: Development will be brought forward in accordance with the Spatial Strategy
Development Locations and Allocation, as well as through development within and adjoining existing settlements having regard to the settlement hierarchy below, as well as other
policies within this Plan and the NPPF, read as a whole.

The above modifications would need to be made in conjunction with changes to other policies and text within the emerging Local Plan, including that which classifies any land
beyond the Defined Settlement Boundaries as Rural Area, and adopts a negative stance to residential development of such.

The alternative to the above would be to simply move the settlement hierarchy table to the reasoned justification text, but seek to increase the number of new homes the Local
Plan will deliver through alternative means, e.g. by increasing the number of sites allocated for development.

Spatial Strategy Options and the Green Belt

The Integrated Impact Assessment (Il1A) acknowledges that to meet residential and employment needs under transitional and higher growth levels, additional site options beyond
the existing Local Plan allocations will be required (paragraph 6.4.29).



The 1lA confirms that site options within the Metropolitan Green Belt and Green Wedge would not be considered as part of the spatial options to meet residual needs. This, it
explains, is primarily because there are sufficient and suitable site options available outside of these areas in order to meet the proposed development requirements. However,
meeting development needs is not simply about fulfilling housing numbers to accommodate future growth in purely numerical terms — it is incumbent upon the plan-making process
to ensure the Local Plan will do so in a sustainable manner. Case law (e.g. Calverton) confirms that a key factor in determining whether there are exceptional circumstances which
justify alterations to the Green Belt is whether it is possible to meet development needs sustainably without doing so.

Green Belt is of course a national designation to which the NPPF attaches great importance.

Itis not justified for the plan-making process to simply reject any options entailing development of land within them than it is for the process to automatically reject any development
in the Green Belt, without considering the implications of such an approach on achieving sustainable development.

The Council have confirmed that they do not consider there to be exceptional circumstances to release Green Belt land leading to the approach being rejected. However, the 1I1A
suggests that residual housing needs can be met without using sites within the Green Belt. However, it also notes that Chelmsford City Council has received requests from Castle
Point Borough Council, Southendon-Sea City Council, and Basildon Borough Council to help meet their unmet housing needs through Chelmsford’s Local Plan allocations
(paragraph 6.4.11). The IIA further states that Chelmsford’s proposed Spatial Strategy has no capacity to accommodate unmet housing needs from neighbouring authorities
(paragraph 6.4.14).

One could therefore argue that the need to address neighbouring unmet housing need constitutes exceptional circumstances to justify a spatial strategy capable of doing so.

Therefore, it would be logical and appropriate to test spatial options involving the release of land from the Green Belt to help address this shortfall. As acknowledged in paragraph
6.4.15, even providing the full standard method assessment of 1,454 homes per annum would create capacity for some neighbouring unmet need — a scenario based on a spatial
option that does not release land for housing from the Green Belt.

The 1A has therefore failed to test all reasonable alternatives. Discounting all sites within the Green Belt without properly assessing them as reasonable alternatives makes the
proposed Spatial Strategy unjustified and unsound.

However, the Spatial Strategy can be made sound by allocating sites within the Green Belt, such as Green Lane, Roxwell, to support higher housing delivery and, in part, help
meet the unmet housing needs of neighbouring authorities.

Furthermore, and for the avoidance of doubt, it should be noted that the concerns we have raised in respect of the 11A should not be viewed as fatal to the plan-making process —
as confirmed through the Cogent judgment, defects in the SEA process can be addressed, even at an advanced stage in the plan-making process.




1332509, Brentwood Borough Council
. _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

ID PSIIA-43

Person ID 1332509

Full Name

Company / Organisation Brentwood Borough Council

Consultation point - Please | General comment
state the relevant
paragraph/tableffigure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your Brentwood Borough Council (BBC) acknowledges the publication of the accompanying Pre-Submission Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA, 2025). BBC has no specific comments
comment below: to make regarding the legal compliance of these documents or their conclusions.




1357742, Mrs, Joanne, Britter
. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

ID PSIIA-45
Person ID 1357742
Full Name Mrs Joanne Britter

Consultation point - Please | Appendix G and M
state the relevant

paragraph/table/figure/appendix

to the IIA your comment

relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your | | believe that the site is not legally compliant and it is unsound because it goes against the Integrated Impact Assessment produced for the Local Plan Review.

comment below: « Please refer to page 495, Appendix G - Appraisal of Proposed Site Allocation and Reasonable Alternatives. The findings list that the site complies less well with the Spatial
Principles and Spatial Strategy.
« Please refer to page 851, Appendix M - Assessment of SHELAA Sites: Mythology and Outputs. The site NLUD REFERENCE CFS158, OBJECTID 379 has been listed as ‘green’
for distance to a secondary school. The nearest school is approximately 7.5km away and although there is a school bus within 1km of the proposed site, it is not free to all the
village and seats are limited. Therefore, | feel that the measurement of ‘green’ is unsound and does not convey the entire situation.
 Please refer to pages 860 and 872, Appendix M - Assessment of SHELAA Sites: Mythology and Outputs. The same site mentioned above (379) is listed ‘green’ for Presence of
Flood Zone and Presence of Flood Risk Area, yet a site which is just one road away OBJECTID 150, NLUD REFERENCE 15SLAA43 is listed as ‘amber’ for the presence of Flood
Zone. Even if the data has come from a government website | do feel that a full assessment of site CFS158 is required.

| therefore respectively request that this site be removed from the Local Plan since there are many discrepancies in both the Integrated Impact Assessment paperwork and the

SHELAA document which are outlined in one of my other objection emails.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

ID PSIIA-46
Person ID 1357742
Full Name Mrs Joanne Britter

Consultation point - Please | Table NTS1
state the relevant
paragraph/tableffigure/appendix

to the IIA your comment

relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your The inclusion of the above site is unsound because the Integrated Impact Assessment document produced by WSP has some very confusing criteria and key but if my understanding
comment below: of the document is correct then | believe some of the statistics are wrong.

Assessment Objective 1 - Bodiversity already shows that the site is uncertain for fostering growth and investment and providing new jobs. | do not see how 20 houses will foster
investment and provide new growth other than in he short term when it provides some work for the building contractors.

Assessment Objective 3 - Economy has a neutral score of 0. According to the matrix and the key it means it is neutral for promoting smart active travel and sustainable transport.
| consider that the site is actually incompatible for this objective.

Assessment Objective 6 has a transport scoring of ? Which means uncertain. | believe again that this scoring should be incompatible as the site does not reduce the need for
travel or promote more sustainable modes of transport.

Assessment Objectives 8,9 and 10 have all scored a 0 which again means neutral. The flood risk is certainly not neutral. There is already flooding in the fields ,neighbouring
gardens which is leading to subsidence of some properties. This is certainly not neutral.

Assessment Objectives 11 and 14 already highlight that the proposed building on this piece of land is incompatible with cultural heritage and landscaping. | agree with these points.

With the above assessment of objectives 13 and 14, along with what | consider errors with the other assessment objectives | politely ask that the above site be removed from the
local plan.



1380259, The Bucknell Family
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

ID
Person ID
Company / Organisation

Consultation point - Please
state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your
comment below:

PSIIA-27

1380259

The Bucknell Family
Para 6.4.11

The 1lA acknowledges that the Council received approaches from Castle Point Borough Council, Southend on Sea City Council and Basildon Borough Council requesting that
Chelmsford help meet unmet housing need through its Local Plan allocations (paragraph 6.4.11) and that there is no capacity in Chelmsford’s proposed Spatial Strategy to
accommodate any unmet housing need from neighbouring or nearby local authorities (paragraph 6.4.14). It would seem therefore entirely logical and appropriate to test spatial
options that comprise release of land and sites from the Green Belt and/or Green Wedge in order to address unmet neighbouring housing need. As acknowledged in paragraph
6.4.15, even providing the full standard method assessment of 1,454 homes dpa would provide capacity for neighbouring unmet need.

ID
Person ID

Company / Organisation

PSIIA-28
1380259
The Bucknell Family

Consultation point - Please
state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your
comment below:

Reasonable Alternatives

Settlement Hierarchy

3.1 Utilising a settlement hierarchy, to guide the distribution of development within the administrative area, is deemed a logical and conventional approach, which has been
successfully employed in the preparation of numerous sound Local Plans in recent years. This method can be a valuable tool for ensuring a sustainable distribution of development,
although it is crucial that its application to policies and allocations should not be overly simplistic and should account for broader sustainability considerations.

3.2 However, in respect of employment growth, as currently set out the Plan does not consider the objective of promoting a prosperous rural economy and does not recognise
that many employment allocations are more sustainably delivered around transport corridors, rather than focusing on a settlement hierarchy, which is generally more appropriate
mechanism for directing housing allocations to the most sustainable locations.

3.3 Although we broadly agree with the use of a settlement hierarchy to inform decisions regarding the scale of growth directed to various settlements within the Borough, the
current wording of the policy text makes it unclear how the settlement hierarchy outlined in Strategic Policy S7 is to be utilised by decision-makers.

3.4 If the settlement hierarchy merely provides an explanation for the proposed distribution of growth in the subsequent section of Strategic Policy S7, it might be necessary to
remove it from the policy and place it within the reasoned justification. In this context, we wish to highlight a similar issue recently addressed through the examination of the West
Suffolk Local Plan. In this case, the settlement hierarchy and dwelling distribution by settlement were included in the submitted policy text. However, one of the Inspectors actions
for West Suffolk Council, arising from the examination hearing sessions, was to remove this table from the policy text and place it in the reasoned justification.

3.5 While the above represents a potential way to handle the settlement hierarchy, if it serves no function other than justifying subsequent policies or allocations, it does not address
concerns that the Local Plan may fail to deliver sufficient homes and employment land to meet community needs.

3.6 In this respect, we propose an alternative solution, that better aligns with national policy and would enable the Local Plan to be considered positively, be prepared, maintaining
the settlement hierarchy within Strategic Policy S7, accompanied by explanatory text instructing decision-makers to direct additional growth beyond that designated on sites
allocated by the Local Plan. For example, it could clarify that potential employment development sites beyond settlement boundaries would still be considered positively, considering
the settlement hierarchy and other Local Plan and national policies, and that employment development should also be supported in sustainable locations along existing transport
corridors. Such an approach would help mitigate the fact that the submitted Local Plan seeks to provide fewer homes and jobs than the current Standard Method should require
to address the housing crisis, addressing the concerns identified regarding Strategic Policy S7.



3.7 One way to reword the current Policy S7 having regard to all of the above, would be as follows: Development will be brought forward in accordance with the Spatial Strategy
Development Locations and Allocations, as well as through development within and adjoining existing settlements and in sustainable locations along existing transport corridors
having regard to other policies within this Plan and the NPPF, read as a whole.

3.8 The above modifications would need to be made in conjunction with changes to other policies and text within the emerging Local Plan, including that which classifies any land
beyond the Defined Settlement Boundaries as Rural Area, and also our suggested amendments to extent of the Green Wedge designation.

3.9 The alternative to the above would be to simply move the settlement hierarchy table to the reasoned justification text but seek to increase the number of new homes and extent
of employment land the Local Plan will deliver through alternative means, e.g. by increasing the number of sites allocated for development.

Spatial Strategy Options and the Green Wedge (Policy DM7)

3.10 The Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) acknowledges in assessing reasonably alternative spatial options, that for the transitional and higher growth levels additional site
options over and above the existing Local Plan allocations will be required in order to meet residential and employment needs (paragraph 6.4.29).

3.11 It then goes on to confirm that site options which are situated within the Metropolitan Green Belt and Green Wedge would not be taken forward as part of any spatial options
to help meet any residual needs, primarily because there are sufficient and suitable site options outside of the Green Belt and Green Wedge to meet residual needs. However,
meeting development needs is not simply a measure of meeting the housing and employment need empirically to accommodate future projected growth, but it needs to be
sustainably and evenly distributed amongst the whole authority area, including the rural area, and settlements and locations within the Green Wedge.

3.12 Unlike Green Belt, the Green Wedge is a local spatial designation in Chelmsford for which there is no national planning policy affording Green Wedge the same level of
protection as Green Belt in terms of its endurance throughout a plan period and its openness. However, it appears increasingly that Green Wedge designation is being afforded
a similar level of weight in its protection across Chelmsford as one would apply for land within the Green Belt, and whilst exceptional circumstances are required to demonstrate
whether Green Belt boundaries should be altered through the local plan-making process, the same does not and should not be applied to Green Wedge.

3.13 Whilst openness is one function of the Green Wedge designation, the importance of land within Green Wedge is far more clearly steered towards landscape, environmental
attributes and public accessibility, as discussed at paragraphs 6.4.31 — 6.4.33 of the IIA: The Green Wedge contains land that is important for nature conservation, recreation and
access. The valleys and flood plain of the Rivers Chelmer, Wid and Can will continue to be protected as Green Wedge through Chelmsford's Urban Area. The existing Green
Wedge has played an important role in shaping the form and character of Chelmsford and providing physical links to the countryside. It also provides an important amenity,
recreation and nature conservation resource. In line with a Green Wedge Assessment 2017 and a 2024 technical update, the general extent of the existing Green Wedge will be
maintained. Part of the Green Wedge is covered by Living Landscapes. These are identified by Essex Wildlife Trust across Chelmsford and contain key areas of landscape which
are promoted for nature conservation, wildlife habitats, public enjoyment and adaptation to climate change. It is intended that the crucial role of the main river valleys where they
permeate into the existing or proposed urban areas i.e. the Green Wedge, will be protected and enhanced as valued and multi-faceted landscapes for their openness and function
as important green networks for wildlife, leisure and recreation, and development which materially harms the role, function, character and appearance of this valued landscape
will be restricted.

3.14 Unlike the Green Belt whose primary function is to stay permanently open, the Green Wedge is more environmental, landscape and recreational led, and thus it is reasonable
to suggest that large parts of the Green Wedge, including Regiment Park, perform relatively well against the main objectives and characteristics of the Green Wedge for which
the designation seeks to protect from harmful development against. However, there are elements of Regiment Park where the land does not perform these Green Wedge functions
strongly (generally those parcels proposed for development), and it is considered that the extent of the designation should be amended accordingly.

3.15 While Policy DM7 appears to support a number of forms of development which may be acceptable in the Green Wedge, it is silent on the delivery of new employment buildings.
The supporting justification refers to openness, a characteristic of the Green Belt which should not be applied to a local designation such as Green Wedge, in a way which infers
Green Belt protections such as very special circumstances apply. Furthermore, at Paragraph B) it refers to maintaining open land between built-up areas and this should be deleted.
The revised PPG clarifies that for Green Belt assessments, coalescence between villages is not a Green Belt function. It therefore is not appropriate to imply that Green Wedge
should be afforded greater protection than that which is assigned to those parts of the Borough within the Green Belt.

3.16 The stated above purpose of the Green Wedge is a landscape designation to protect the river valleys, nature conservation and facilitate recreation and access. The Policy
DM7 should clearly state its purposes and not leave these matters to be covered in the reasoned justification. In addition, it should include a sub paragraph which supports the
provision of new employment buildings in appropriate and accessible locations along existing transport corridors.

3.17 The IlA suggests that residual need can be met without the need to explore sites within the Green Wedge. However, as set out above, it only seeks to meet the employment
growth associated with Scenario 1 of the Employment Land Review 2024. Furthermore, it should be recognised that the land between Essex Regiment Way and Little Waltham
Road should be removed from the Green Wedge as it does not strongly perform the Green Wedge Policy objectives.

3.18 The IlA has failed to properly test all reasonable alternatives and therefore the proposed Spatial Strategy, which has discounted all sites within the Green Wedge without
properly assessing them, or the Green Wedge Designation, as a reasonable alternative, is unjustified and unsound.

3.19 However, the Spatial Strategy can be made sound by allocating sites within the Green Wedge and/or amending the extent of the designation, and amending the wording of
Policy DM7, in order to support a higher employment growth and in turn meet a higher level of housing need, including the need to help address the unmet housing need of
neighbouring authorities.



1380357, Catesby Land and Planning

ID
Person ID
Company / Organisation

Consultation point - Please
state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your
comment below:

PSIIA-56

1380357

Catesby Land and Planning
Related to Policy S6

Policy S6 of the Chelmsford Local Plan Pre-submission (Regulation 19) document is unsound in terms of the proposed housing requirement since the Plan does not provide for
enough new homes to meet Chelmsford’s Local Housing Need in full. As a result, it is considered that the Policy is unsound on the basis that it is not Positively Prepared, Justified
or Consistent with National Policy.

2.2 Policy S6 confirms that the Plan makes provision for a minimum of 22,990 net new homes in the Plan period 2022-2041, equivalent to 1,210 new dwellings per annum. It is
confirmed that this housing requirement figure will enable the Council to meet the Transitional Arrangements at paras 234-237 of the December 2024 NPPF (NPPF 2024) which
require that Councils meet at least 80% of the Local Housing Need (LHN) calculated via the updated Standard Method.

2.3 Catesby object to the Housing Requirement identified within Policy S6 and consider that it is unsound as it is considered that the Policy should meet the Council’'s LHN calculated
based on the new Standard Method in full at the earliest opportunity rather than delaying this to a further review of the Plan. The Council’s failure to do so has not been adequately
justified and will exacerbate housing affordability in Chelmsford and fail to address the Council’s declared Housing Emergency.

2.4 The updated Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Needs which was published alongside NPPF 2024 results in a significant uplift in Chelmsford’s LHN from 913
dwellings per annum previously to 1,454 new dwellings per annum. Based on the 19-year Plan period, this would result in a total housing requirement of 27,626 net additional
dwellings over the period 2022 to 2041.

2.5 The Housing Requirement identified within the Policy of 22,990 new dwellings clearly falls significantly short of the full LHN calculated under the new Standard Method, a deficit
of 4,636 dwellings. The Council has provided little justification for moving forward with the Plan under the Transitional Arrangements at paragraph 234a of the NPPF rather than
delaying the Plan to identify additional sites to ensure the Plan meets the full LHN under the new Standard Method.

2.6 In this respect, the Council’s stated justification in their Intergrated Impact Assessment as summarised in the Pre-submission Housing Topic Paper is that meeting the higher
housing requiement figure based on the new Standard Method:

“Was discounted as it performed poorly overall [against the sustainability objectives] reflecting greater resource use with greater uncertainty overall such as potential oversupply
of housing in the plan period, disrupting coordinated delivery against identified need. It would also disturb the balance between housing and jobs provision”

2.7 This implies that the Council’s decision for the Plan to proceed to Regulation 19 stage and onto Examination without meeting the new LHN in full, is not just a pragramatic
attempt to minimise delays to Plan making but a deliberate and contrived attempt to avoid meeting the higher LHN in full because of concerns about environmental harm. It is
implied that the Council sees the new LHN as optional rather than mandatory and the suggestions that meeting the LHN in full could lead to an oversupply of new homes is wholly
unsubstantiated and is inconsistent with National Policy and not justified by the evidence. In particular, it is considered that this is at odds with both Government objectives in
addressing the housing crisis, the Council’s own declaration of a housing crises and the housing market evidence within the Council’s Strategic Housing Needs Assessment .

2.8 Paragraph 60 of the December 2024 NPPF confirms the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes and that in order to do so it is important that a
sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and that land with permission is developed
without unnecessary delay.

2.9 The importance and urgency of addressing the housing crisis is underlined in the Ministerial Statement of 12 December 2024 issued alongside the publication of the 2024
NPPF. This highlights the “acute and entrenched” nature of the housing crisis and the need to respond with the urgency this demands.

2.10 Moreover, the Council’s own evidence base highlights the extent of market and, in particular, affordable housing needs within the District. The Council’s Strategic Housing
Needs Assessment identifies a need for 623 new affordable dwellings per annum alone, whilst Paragraph 6.6 of the Local Plan highlights that the Council has decared a Housing
Crisis and that levels of homelessness are continuing to rise. Similarly, the Council’s Housing Topic Paper highlights that housing affordability ratios have risen from 8.17 in 2013
to 11.36 in 2023, way above the National average which is itself at a historically high level.

2.11 Cateshy consider that the Council is deliberately rushing through the submission of the Local Plan in order to avoid having to meet the full LHN. This is considered to be
contrary to the Government'’s intentions of significantly boosting housing supply in order to meet the objective of delivering 1.5 million new homes by the end of the Parliament in
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2029. It is considered that the level of housing proposed is not consisent with this National Government objective, is not justified by the evidence and is not sufficient to meet
affordable housing needs.

2.12 Catesby consider that the Standard Method for calculating the LHN should be the minimum starting point in determining the number of new homes that the Local Plan should
make provision for. In this case, no Exceptional Circumstances have been identified by the Council to justify not meeting the Council’s Local Housing Need in full.

2.13 Catesbhy therefore consider that the Housing Requirement set out within Policy S6 is unsound as it is not Positively Prepared, Justified or Consistent with National Policy and
changes are therefore required to ensure that the Policy and Plan are sound.
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1380324, CHP

|
ID PSIIA-10

Person ID 1380324

Company / Organisation CHP

Consultation point - Please Para 5.8
state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 1 No

Question 2 - Please type your | It is important to highlight an apparent error in the Pre-Submission Integrated Impact Assessment whereby the results in the summary Table 5.8 do not align with the results set
comment below: out in the full assessment provided in Appendix G.

Question 3 4.3 Subject to confirmation from the Council on which table provides the correct assessment of this site, our client considers the apparent assumption (through the negative air
and water quality scores) that building more homes automatically results in an increase in population, to be unsound. There are no known air or water quality issues for this site
for example, and as such the score appears to relate to the perceived increase of water usage and/or traffic movements. This would not necessarily be the case should at least
the majority of residents already live in Chelmsford. This is particularly likely for the development of Andrews Place as if the majority of units are affordable homes, they will be
used to house those in need of housing within the Chelmsford District.

Please see accompanying document.

Attachment/s Final Main Rep 17 03 2025.pdf (3)
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https://consult.chelmsford.gov.uk/file/6469737

1359674, Mr, Albert, Clarke

ID PSIIA-36
Person ID 1359674
Full Name Mr Albert Clarke
Consultation point - Please | Site 11C

state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your
comment below:

| feel the plan is unsound and object for the following reasons
Below is taken from the councils own Intergrated Impact Assessment Plan undertaken by WSP and clearly indicates the site is unsuitable.
BICKNACRE CFS158

When compared to the preferred sites this site compares less well with the special principles and Special strategy in particular by not respecting the pattern of the existing settlement
of Bicknacre. This site would result in more isolated development in the countryside. It would also have poorer access and connectivity to services and facilities available in
Bicknacre Village.

ID PSIIA-37
Person ID 1359674
Full Name Mr Albert Clarke
Consultation point - Please | Site 11B

state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your
comment below:

| feel the plan is unsound and object for the following reasons.
Below is taken from the councils own Intergrated Impact Assessment Plan undertaken by WSP.
Bicknacre 21SHELAA94

The development would result in backland development to the north of the village. When compared to the preferred sites this site compares less well with the Spatial principles
and Spacial Strategy in particular by not respecting the pattern of the existing settlement of Bicknacre. It would also have poorer access and connectivity to services and facilities
available in Bicknacre Village.
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873301, Cliffords Group Ltd

ID
Person ID

Company / Organisation

Consultation point - Please
state the relevant
paragraph/table/figure/appendix
to the IIA your comment
relates to:

Question 2 - Please type your
comment below:

PSIIA-18

873301

Cliffords Group Ltd
Para 6.4.11

Utilising a settlement hierarchy to guide the distribution of development within the administrative area is deemed a logical and conventional approach, which has been successfully
employed in the preparation of numerous sound Local Plans in recent years. This method can be a valuable tool for ensuring sustainable distribution of development, although it
is crucial that its application to policies and allocation should not be overly simplistic and should account for broader sustainability considerations.

We support the designation of Broomfield as a Key Service Settlement. Key Service Settlements like Broomfield are highly sustainable locations for new housing throughout the
Plan period, recognised for their accessibility to a range of services, facilities, and key infrastructure. This is acknowledged both in the adopted Local Plan (2020) and at paragraph
6.27 of the DPD.

Although we agree with the use of a settlement hierarchy to inform decisions regarding the scale of growth directed to various settlements within the borough, the current wording
of the policy text makes it unclear how the settlement hierarchy outlined in Strategic Policy S7 is to be utilized by decision-makers. 4.4 If the settlement hierarchy merely provides
an explanation for the proposed distribution of growth in the subsequent section of Strategic Policy S7, it might be necessary to remove it from the policy and place it within the
reasoned justification. In this context, we wish to highlight a similar issue recently addressed through the examination of the West Suffolk Local Plan. In this case, the settlement
hierarchy and dwelling distribution by settlement were included in the submitted policy text. However, one of the Inspectors’ actions for West Suffolk Council arising from the
examination hearing sessions was to remove this table from the policy text and place it in the reasoned justification.

While the above represents a potential way to handle the settlement hierarchy if it serves no function other than justifying subsequent policies or allocations, it does not address
concerns that the Local Plan may fail to deliver sufficient homes to meet community needs.

In this respect, we propose an alternative solution that better aligns with national policy and would enable the Local Plan to be considered positively prepared: maintaining the
settlement hierarchy within Strategic Policy S7, accompanied by explanatory text instructing decision-makers to direct additional growth beyond that designated on sites allocated
by the Local Plan. For example, it could clarify that potential residential development sites beyond settlement boundaries would still be considered positively, considering the
settlement hierarchy and other Local Plan and national policies. Such an approach would help mitigate the fact that the submitted Local Plan seeks to provide fewer homes than
the current Standard Method should require to address the housing crisis, addressing the concerns identified regarding Strategic Policy S7.

One does not have to look far for a potential example of how such a policy could be set out. In neighbouring authorities’ North Essex Authorities’ Shared Strategic Section 1 Plan,
Policy SP 3 includes the following:

“Existing settlements will be the principal focus for additional growth across the North Essex Authorities area within the Local Plan period. Development will be accommodated
within or adjoining settlements according to their scale, sustainability and existing role both within each individual district and, where relevant, across the wider strategic area.

“Future growth will be planned to ensure existing settlements maintain their distinctive character and role, to avoid coalescence between them and to conserve their setting. Re-use
of previously developed land within settlements is an important objective, although this will be assessed within the broader context of sustainable development principles, particularly
to ensure that development locations are accessible by a choice of means of travel.”

The above was found sound in relation to the NPPF 2012.

One way to reword the current Policy S7 having regard to all of the above, would be as follows: Development will be brought forward in accordance with the Spatial Strategy
Development Locations and Allocation, as well as through development within and adjoining existing settlements having regard to the settlement hierarchy below, as well as other
policies within this Plan and the NPPF, read as a whole.

The above modifications would need to be made in conjunction with changes to other policies and text within the emerging Local Plan, including that which classifies any land
beyond the Defined Settlement Boundaries as Rural Area, and adopts a negative stance to residential development of such.

The alternative to the above would be to simply move the settlement hierarchy table to the reasoned justification text, but seek to increase the number of new homes the Local
Plan will deliver through alternative means, e.g. by increasing the number of sites allocated for development.

Spatial Strategy Options and the Green Wedge
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The Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) acknowledges that to meet residential and employment needs under transitional and higher growth levels, additional site options beyond
the existing Local Plan allocations will be required (paragraph 6.4.29).

The 1lA confirms that site options within the Metropolitan Green Belt and Green Wedge would not be considered as part of the spatial options to meet residual needs. This, it
explains, is primarily because there are sufficient and suitable site options available outside of these areas in order to meet the proposed development requirements. However,
meeting development needs is not simply about fulfilling housing numbers to accommodate future growth in purely numerical terms — it is incumbent upon the plan-making process
to ensure the Local Plan will do so in a sustainable manner. Case law (e.g. Calverton ) confirms that a key factor in determining whether there are exceptional circumstances which
justify alterations to the Green Belt is whether it is possible to meet development needs sustainably without doing so.

Green Belt is of course a national designation to which the NPPF attaches great importance.

Unlike the Green Belt, the Green Wedge is a local spatial designation in Chelmsford. There is no national planning policy that gives the Green Wedge the same level of protection
as the Green Belt in terms of its permanence and openness throughout the plan period. Consequently, it is even less justified for the plan-making process to simply reject any
options entailing development of land within them than it is for the process to automatically reject any development in the Green Belt, without considering the implications of such
an approach on achieving sustainable development.

Despite Green Wedge lacking any recognition in national planning policy, and conversely the NPPF expressly confirming that the Government attaches great importance to Green
Belt, one could infer from the DLP that it is seeking to afford Green a similar level of protection across Chelmsford as the Green Belt. While altering Green Belt boundaries requires
demonstrating exceptional circumstances through the local plan-making process, this is not and should not be the case for the Green Wedge.

Although openness is a function of the Green Wedge, its value lies more in its landscape and environmental attributes, as highlighted in paragraphs 6.4.31 to 6.4.33 of the IIA:

The Green Wedge contains land that is important for nature conservation, recreation and access. The valleys and flood plain of the Rivers Chelmer, Wid and Can will continue to
be protected as Green Wedge through Chelmsford's Urban Area. The existing Green Wedge has played an important role in shaping the form and character of Chelmsford and
providing physical links to the countryside. It also provides an important amenity, recreation and nature conservation resource. In line with a Green Wedge Assessment 2017 and
a 2024 technical update, the general extent of the existing Green Wedge will be maintained.

Part of the Green Wedge is covered by Living Landscapes. These are identified by Essex Wildlife Trust across Chelmsford and contain key areas of landscape which are promoted
for nature conservation, wildlife habitats, public enjoyment and adaptation to climate change.

It is intended that the crucial role of the main river valleys where they permeate into the existing or