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Examination of the Chelmsford Draft Plan 

Submission for Matter 6a – Housing Provision in Growth Area 1 – Central and 
Urban Chelmsford 

Growth Site 1c - North of Gloucester Avenue (John Shennan) - Moulsham Lodge 

Submitted by Chris Gutteridge – represented by Cllr Mark Springett 

Moulsham Lodge has always had a strong local community and until 2006 had a community centre 
which had been meeting the needs of local residents for nearly 40 years. Through no fault of our 
own, the community centre closed down and was reclaimed by Essex County Council (ECC). In the 
following years planning permission was requested, refused (Ref Y), then further requested and 
granted to a developer to build on the site. We residents, disappointed by lack of understanding of 
our use and need of the community building, formed a passionate group Moulsham Lodge 
Community Trust (MLCT) which still exists today. The refusal by the Planning Inspector on 9th Sept 
2009 recognised the “high degree of public interest” and that the draft business plan had “involved a 
great deal of work and commitment by local people and organisations”. 

During the years from 2006 to 2014 we looked at alternative sites on which to build a new 
community centre, we even had a tentative offer from the local high school, but this was 
unworkable due to safeguarding issues and availability of the facilities during the day.  
One of the alternative sites considered by the campaign group was John Shennan Playing Field, 
however, this was immediately discounted and Mr Gutteridge is happy for me to explain why that is. 

Cllr Mark Springett 

 I became a Councillor in 2011 and the viability of John Shennan for building a Community Centre 
was a very specific question I asked of officers during our search for sites, they said at the time “no 
development will take place for 50 to 100 years because of the contamination of being a landfill 
site”. 

At the time the latest Gas Monitoring Reports were showing high levels of methane and other gases. 
So it was deeply upsetting that the site appeared in the draft Local Plan without warning. The main 
questions was, what about the methane, it has since transpired that the last Gas Monitoring Report 
in 2015 reported negligible levels of methane. The Borough Council was aware that there was a 
requirement for a community centre and that the projected cost was estimated at around £2 
million, and registered it on the Section 106 list for funding. We did try and register it as a Village 
Green, but were told as it was already identified in the draft Local Plan this could not happen. 
Move forward to 2018 and MLCT now lease an old police station, which doesn’t completely meet 
the needs of the local community – we are frequently asked if we have availability for various classes 
which we are unable to accommodate due to lack of space.  
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Back to Mr Gutteridge’s own words  supported by data obtained by Cllr Springett 

With regards to his 1st paragraph : 

Traffic Issues 

When we found out that John Shennan was identified in the Local Plan we were extremely 
concerned that the 200 houses would result in an estimated additional 400 cars using Gloucester 
Avenue. In addition to this “Baddow Bus Gate” which is part of the “Chelmsford Growth Package” 
(Ref X)  which is a range of schemes that went to consultation will cause considerable problems on 
Moulsham Lodge. The recent closure of the Army and Navy roundabout for crucial repair work gave 
us an indication of the likely effects evidenced by a considerable amount of extra traffic. There were 
unprecedented heavy vehicle jams in Loftin Way and Gloucester Avenue which were dangerous to 
children going to and from the local schools and the air quality was likely significantly reduced. 
Traffic counts were carried out in May 2017 on Gloucester Avenue this being the road in which  the 
entrance and exit for this development would be located.  Those traffic counts reported (Ref R): 

• Over 50 thousand cars over a 7 day period 
• 1,500 cars were speeding during the school commute 
• Over 10,000 cars in total speeding over the 7 days period  

Any development will only exacerbate the traffic related issues we currently face, and if this 
development is allowed to stay in the plan, contributions must be included to address these issues. 

ECC already recognise (Ref  Z) that the capacity of the road network during peak hours (see graphic 
below) is at 100% and will move well beyond that by 2036  (increasing by around 25%) and the 
timescales of this local plan.  

 

The fact that we are already at a point of full capacity calls into question whether the totality of the 
local plan is sustainable, let alone on this site. These predictions by the local highway authority call 
into question whether the infrastructure identified in the plan is achievable, as the funding identified 
in the evidence base provided by Chelmsford City Council (Ref W) suggests a considerable shortfall in 
funding (see table below source Ref W),  
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These funding gaps do not suggest sustainable developments can be achieved. One particular gap 
relative to John Shennan is Primary and Secondary education, with the addition of 200 dwellings 
comes additional strain on our local education facilities, in fact there is now no room for additional 
classrooms at either the infant, junior and secondary schools located in Moulsham lodge without 
using up green sports field space and previous discussions have already ruled this out. Further more, 
the totality of this local plan identifies around 4000 to 5000 extra school spaces, but, the number of 
homes generated by this plan and existing planning approvals will generate around 8000 people of 
school age, this is calculated based on predicted population by the year 2036 and the current age 
profile existing in Chelmsford at the last census. So again, I question whether this is sustainable 
development. 

Green Space 

The references to loss of green space is particularly concerning given that green space analysis has 
identified that Moulsham Lodge is effectively negative in all types of green space and in particular 
(Ref V) “Park & Recreation Ground” see table below from Chelmsford City Document : : EB101D 
Green Space Area Profiles (Part 2 of 2)  
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Therefore the measure of a Sustainable Development that is, “development which meets the needs 
of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (ref 
the definition set out in Our Common Future, a report by the UN World Commission on Environment 
and Development (the Brundtland Commission) in 1987,  is immediately challenged as the green 
space analysis already recognises a lack of current (the present) provision, so  future generations will 
never be able to meet their needs. 
 

Faced with the prospects of poorer air quality, deteriorating road safety and the loss of more green 
space, if additional accommodation in John Shennan is crucial it seems more sensible to build 
independent/supported living flats to provide housing for older residents of Moulsham Lodge/Tile 
Kiln. This will leave quite a bit of green space – for use by the community produce less traffic and 
free up larger properties in the area for families, and we can  also consider the possibility of building 
a new purpose built community centre on that site. This would  better accommodate the increasing 
demand for local activities which our existing centre cannot meet, we are often asked about the 
provision of facilities such as fitness classes, drama and choir rehearsals, classes which require space 
which we don’t currently have. In addition John Shennan did host football and cricket in years gone 
by  - the school now provides much of this so the field could be used for  less structured activities 
such as skateboard and parkour, also the existing limited children’s play area could be enlarged.  This 
would ensure the green space is maintained for the benefit of all residents.  
  

These comments by Mr Gutteridge do consider a pragmatic view that suggests a level of 
development appropriate to the site999 which recognises a level of provision that the local 
community would benefit from, by giving something up.  Mr Gutteridge’s ideas could be expanded in 
line with what is identified in the local plan so far i.e the Supporting on-site development, Site 
development principles, Design and layout & Site infrastructure requirements. Could the 
development meet the principles of “sustainable development”, even taking away up to an 
additional say 3 hectares of green space (1/2 the current green space)? 

John Shennan could provide a unique opportunity to enhance community provision, BUT, not at the 
cost of poorer quality of life for the people that live in it and the people who will live in it in the 
future, therefore if it is allowed to remain, the plans must consider how to mitigate the loss of green 
space, traffic issues and provision of statutory education requirements. It must consider whether 
infrastructure requirements CAN be realistically funded, if the answer is no then this site can’t be 
considered as sustainable and must be removed from the plan. 
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I do believe that there is an option that could benefit our local community, but that involves a great 
deal of communication and consultation, putting the community first and not the developers, 
sustainability must be at the forefront of any decisions that have the potential to shape the 
community in future generations. 

Regards 

Cllr Mark Springett  
Member for Moulsham Lodge. 
on behalf of Chris Gutteridge. 
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see Appeal Ref: APP/W1525/A/09/2104429 dated 9th Sept 2009 
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Ref Z:  Traffic Congestion: Chelmsford’s Future Transport Network Public Engagement Document – 
February 2017 
https://www.essexhighways.org/uploads/Highway-Schemes/Major-Schemes/Chelmsford-Future-
Transport-Network/Chelmsford-Future-Transport-Network.pdf 
 
 
Ref R: Traffic Count  - attached as Appendix 2 
Traffic Count: 17166-01. Gloucester Ave MOULSHAM . MAY 2017 (PV2).xls  provided by ECC, 
produced by Ringway Jacobs 

 
 
 
Ref W: – Infrastructure Funding   
 
EB018B Chelmsford Infrastructure Delivery Plan June 2018 Update – Page 114 
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Appeal Decision 
 

Site visit made on 24 August 2009 

 
by Paul Jackson  B Arch (Hons) RIBA 

 

 

The Planning Inspectorate 
4/11 Eagle Wing 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Temple Quay 
Bristol BS1 6PN 
 
� 0117 372 6372 
email:enquiries@pins.gsi.g
ov.uk 

 an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 

9 September 2009 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/W1525/A/09/2104429 

Moulsham Lodge Community Centre, Waltham Glen, Chelmsford, Essex 

CM2 9EL 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a grant of planning permission subject to conditions. 

• The appeal is made by Essex County Council against the decision of Chelmsford 
Borough Council. 

• The application Ref 08/01626/FUL, dated 8 September 2008 was approved on 11 
November 2008 and planning permission was granted subject to conditions. 

• The development permitted is change of use of the existing building to use within class 
D1 (non-residential institution) and/or use as a community centre. 

• The condition in dispute is No. 5 which states that: This permission in so far as it relates 
to use of the building for part D, Class D1 of the Town and Country Planning (Use 
Classes) Order 1987, (or in any provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory 
instrument revoking or re-enacting that Order), shall be limited to use as a public hall 
within (g) of Class D1 only and for no other purposes save in accordance with an 
express grant of planning permission in that behalf. 

• The reason given for the condition is: In accordance with Policy DC37 of the Core 
Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan Document 2001 - 2021 
and specifically: Criterion iii and iv - as the building's use as a Community Centre 
including Class D1(g) use as a public hall serves an established residential area, the 
need for such a use continues to exist, its loss cannot be adequately supplied or met 
elsewhere in existing facilities in the locality and no new replacement facilities are 
proposed. Furthermore, this facility also meets the social and community needs 
generated by the adjacent new housing areas (known as Proposal H1 - Land off Princes 
Road - in the Chelmsford Borough Local Plan - adopted April 1997). This area at that 
time was the largest available housing site within Chelmsford's urban area and has now 
been fully developed with an addition of development of part of Moulsham School 
Playing Fields for housing. A new footpath access to the application site was 
safeguarded in the planning permission of the adjacent site granted for housing 
development to improve access to this community facility. The relevant grants of 
planning permission relied upon this established facility to meet the social and 
community needs of the new development and accordingly made no provision for 
additional community hall facilities within the new residential area (in accordance with 
superseded Policy REC1 and Strategic Objectives of the Chelmsford Borough Local Plan 
- adopted April 1997) 

 

Decision 

1. For the reasons given below, the appeal is dismissed. 

Reasons 

2. The appeal property consists of a large community hall including a stage, 
together with a separate wing containing a kitchen, office, bar area and toilets.  
The building was erected in 1972 and is set in spacious grounds providing a 
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substantial area for parking and access for deliveries.  It is located in an 
existing residential area south of Chelmsford.  Although neglected for several 
years, the building appears structurally sound and is largely watertight.  
Following vandalism, it has been boarded up and security fencing has been 
erected by the County Council, which is the freeholder and appellant.   

3. As background, the community centre enjoyed around 30 years of continuous 
use by local groups for various purposes until 2005.  Activities included dance 
classes, amateur dramatics, exhibitions, private functions, indoor sports, a 
crèche/toddlers group and as a meeting place for local organisations.  It fell 
vacant when the then existing Community Association experienced financial 
difficulties and did not renew the lease.  After a period during which the County 
Council unsuccessfully sought a continuation of community use, it looked to 
achieve best value for the building but including the possibility of community 
use continuing.  That process included clarification of what would be an 
acceptable use of the building under the most recent development plan 
policies.  Indicative plans submitted with the application for D1 (non residential 
institutions) use show conversion of the building as a medical surgery centre 
(class D1(a)) for which interest had been expressed.  This would subdivide the 
hall and in effect, prevent any other kind of community use for the foreseeable 
future.  The main issue in the appeal is whether the condition subsequently 
imposed, which has the effect of restricting the use of the building to a public 
hall, has a useful planning purpose.   

4. Policy DC37 of the Chelmsford Core Strategy and Development Control Policies 
Development Plan Document 2001-2021 (CS), adopted in 2008, resists 
proposals to redevelop or change the use of premises that provide facilities 
which support the local community; and sets out criteria which must be 
satisfied if such changes are to be permitted.  The supporting text to the policy 
advises that the provision and protection of community uses such as health, 
education, places of worship and community halls is an important element of 
sustainable development.   The building in question is a community hall.  It is 
not redundant or incapable of repair; that is demonstrated by the proposal to 
convert it for another purpose. 

5. In my view, regarding economic viability, it has not been clearly demonstrated 
that there is insufficient demand from the local community to make the centre 
viable.  There is a high degree of local public interest in seeing the centre 
restored.  The submissions include a draft business plan which has clearly 
involved a great deal of work and commitment by local individuals and 
organisations.  The reasons why the centre closed in 2005 are rather obscure 
but do not persuade me that future use by a different group of local residents 
or another group such as the Royal British Legion would be similarly 
unsuccessful; particularly given new residential development in the vicinity 
which has been completed recently.  I do not discount the likelihood that there 
would be a continuing burden on ratepayers for a few years but that alone is 
not a good reason to remove a facility which has clearly received very 
significant public support in the past, or to justify a departure from the aims of 
planning policy, in particular the community support objectives of policy DC37.  
The appellant draws attention to the lack of firm funding in the business plan 
but to my mind, sufficient potential sources of support and finance have been 
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identified to persuade me that community use of the hall has long term 
prospects.  I give the draft business plan considerable weight.       

6. Moreover, although the County Council and the Borough Council sought means 
of continuing the community use, the offers received were considered against 
the value of the building for other purposes within the D1 class as well as 
against its value as a continuing community resource.  Accepting the obligation 
placed on the County Council to obtain best value for money, I am 
uncomfortable that the highest valuation should determine its future, if that 
would lead to the community hall being removed.  It seems inevitable that 
community groups would find it difficult to match a valuation for commercial 
use.  A medical surgery centre, whilst within the Part D (D1) use class, would 
only support the local community in an extremely limited way.  Whilst accepted 
by Council officers as according with the precise terms of development plan 
policy, I consider that it would prevent many other uses that local residents 
and Councillors have expressed a strong preference for.   

7. I also give weight to the submission that no provision was made for community 
facilities in a large area of new housing to the north of the hall because the 
appeal property was already in existence.  Policy REC1 of the now superseded 
Chelmsford Borough Local Plan, in force at the time, also resisted 
redevelopment of community facilities for other purposes.  

8. The possibility of community use on the site would still remain without the 
condition in dispute, but another new building would almost certainly be 
necessary.  There is nothing to suggest that additional resources would be 
available or that there is a reasonable likelihood of such a facility coming 
forward.  It is unclear to me whether the proposed conversion to a medical 
surgery centre would leave sufficient space for a comparable new community 
hall on the same site.   

9. I have had regard to all the other matters raised including the efforts made by 
the County Council over several years to retain community use, which for 
various reasons have been unsuccessful.  However, the proposed conversion 
would effectively remove a hall of considerable size which is the main asset of 
the building and an important community resource.  I do not regard the failure 
of the local community at this time to provide the degree of financial certainty 
sought by the County Council to overcome the policy objective of retaining the 
community hall for the purpose for which it was built.  The disputed condition 
ensures that it would remain available for public use.  As such, I consider it 
conforms to the aims of policy DC37 of the CS and serves a useful planning 
purpose; and the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Paul Jackson 

INSPECTOR 
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time was the largest available housing site within Chelmsford's urban area and has now 
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safeguarded in the planning permission of the adjacent site granted for housing 
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together with a separate wing containing a kitchen, office, bar area and toilets.  
The building was erected in 1972 and is set in spacious grounds providing a 
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substantial area for parking and access for deliveries.  It is located in an 
existing residential area south of Chelmsford.  Although neglected for several 
years, the building appears structurally sound and is largely watertight.  
Following vandalism, it has been boarded up and security fencing has been 
erected by the County Council, which is the freeholder and appellant.   

3. As background, the community centre enjoyed around 30 years of continuous 
use by local groups for various purposes until 2005.  Activities included dance 
classes, amateur dramatics, exhibitions, private functions, indoor sports, a 
crèche/toddlers group and as a meeting place for local organisations.  It fell 
vacant when the then existing Community Association experienced financial 
difficulties and did not renew the lease.  After a period during which the County 
Council unsuccessfully sought a continuation of community use, it looked to 
achieve best value for the building but including the possibility of community 
use continuing.  That process included clarification of what would be an 
acceptable use of the building under the most recent development plan 
policies.  Indicative plans submitted with the application for D1 (non residential 
institutions) use show conversion of the building as a medical surgery centre 
(class D1(a)) for which interest had been expressed.  This would subdivide the 
hall and in effect, prevent any other kind of community use for the foreseeable 
future.  The main issue in the appeal is whether the condition subsequently 
imposed, which has the effect of restricting the use of the building to a public 
hall, has a useful planning purpose.   

4. Policy DC37 of the Chelmsford Core Strategy and Development Control Policies 
Development Plan Document 2001-2021 (CS), adopted in 2008, resists 
proposals to redevelop or change the use of premises that provide facilities 
which support the local community; and sets out criteria which must be 
satisfied if such changes are to be permitted.  The supporting text to the policy 
advises that the provision and protection of community uses such as health, 
education, places of worship and community halls is an important element of 
sustainable development.   The building in question is a community hall.  It is 
not redundant or incapable of repair; that is demonstrated by the proposal to 
convert it for another purpose. 

5. In my view, regarding economic viability, it has not been clearly demonstrated 
that there is insufficient demand from the local community to make the centre 
viable.  There is a high degree of local public interest in seeing the centre 
restored.  The submissions include a draft business plan which has clearly 
involved a great deal of work and commitment by local individuals and 
organisations.  The reasons why the centre closed in 2005 are rather obscure 
but do not persuade me that future use by a different group of local residents 
or another group such as the Royal British Legion would be similarly 
unsuccessful; particularly given new residential development in the vicinity 
which has been completed recently.  I do not discount the likelihood that there 
would be a continuing burden on ratepayers for a few years but that alone is 
not a good reason to remove a facility which has clearly received very 
significant public support in the past, or to justify a departure from the aims of 
planning policy, in particular the community support objectives of policy DC37.  
The appellant draws attention to the lack of firm funding in the business plan 
but to my mind, sufficient potential sources of support and finance have been 
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identified to persuade me that community use of the hall has long term 
prospects.  I give the draft business plan considerable weight.       

6. Moreover, although the County Council and the Borough Council sought means 
of continuing the community use, the offers received were considered against 
the value of the building for other purposes within the D1 class as well as 
against its value as a continuing community resource.  Accepting the obligation 
placed on the County Council to obtain best value for money, I am 
uncomfortable that the highest valuation should determine its future, if that 
would lead to the community hall being removed.  It seems inevitable that 
community groups would find it difficult to match a valuation for commercial 
use.  A medical surgery centre, whilst within the Part D (D1) use class, would 
only support the local community in an extremely limited way.  Whilst accepted 
by Council officers as according with the precise terms of development plan 
policy, I consider that it would prevent many other uses that local residents 
and Councillors have expressed a strong preference for.   

7. I also give weight to the submission that no provision was made for community 
facilities in a large area of new housing to the north of the hall because the 
appeal property was already in existence.  Policy REC1 of the now superseded 
Chelmsford Borough Local Plan, in force at the time, also resisted 
redevelopment of community facilities for other purposes.  

8. The possibility of community use on the site would still remain without the 
condition in dispute, but another new building would almost certainly be 
necessary.  There is nothing to suggest that additional resources would be 
available or that there is a reasonable likelihood of such a facility coming 
forward.  It is unclear to me whether the proposed conversion to a medical 
surgery centre would leave sufficient space for a comparable new community 
hall on the same site.   

9. I have had regard to all the other matters raised including the efforts made by 
the County Council over several years to retain community use, which for 
various reasons have been unsuccessful.  However, the proposed conversion 
would effectively remove a hall of considerable size which is the main asset of 
the building and an important community resource.  I do not regard the failure 
of the local community at this time to provide the degree of financial certainty 
sought by the County Council to overcome the policy objective of retaining the 
community hall for the purpose for which it was built.  The disputed condition 
ensures that it would remain available for public use.  As such, I consider it 
conforms to the aims of policy DC37 of the CS and serves a useful planning 
purpose; and the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Paul Jackson 

INSPECTOR 




























