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Organisation

Mich
ael

Murrel

Basildo
n
Counci
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IDP

No

Whilst
the
Infrastru
cture
Delivery
Plan
(IDP
2025)
produce
d by DAC
Planning
conclud
es that
there are
no
significa
ntissues
or
concern
identifie
d which
could
have an
impact
onthe
strategy
of the
emergin
g Castle
Point
Plan, the
methodo
logy was
based
onthree
growth
scenario
S
previous
ly
identifie
dinthe
Regulati
on18
draft
plan. Itis
understo

Not
Stat
ed

Not stated

conf
irm
for
mal
resp
ons

Considers that
the IDP needs to
be updated to
include the
amended
housing strategy
inthe Reg 19
plan which
included the
additional
growth
proposals at
Canvey Island

Additional work has
been undertaken to
the IDP to reflect
the additional
growth proposals at
Canvey Island.
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od that
an
addendu
m will be
carried
outto
provide
an
update
to the
docume
nt,
Basildon
Council
consider
sit
essential
that
Castle
Point
update
the IDP
accordin
glyto
take full
account
of the
urban
renewal
and
regenera
tion
approac
h
propose
dinthe
Regulati
on19
Plan.
Therefor
e,itis
vital that
the IDP
is
updated
to
ensure
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that
sufficien
t
provisio
n for the
delivery
of new
infrastru
ctureis
made to
support
the
propose
d level of
growth.
0 | Organisation Jame | Lawso | Essex Yes IDP Yes 5. Yes Not Yes, A EP is satisfied Comments noted N
0 S n Police Essex Stat Neigh that that
5 Police ed bourh sufficient
7- submitte ood recognition for
0 d Police developer
0 evidence Updat funded police
0 to inform e infrastructure/
2 the facilities is now
Borough’ included within
S the IDP.
housing EP welcomes
growth the approach
infrastru and raises no
cture ‘soundness
scoping objections’ to
process the
- atthe Infrastructure
stakehol Delivery Plan
der Infrastructure
consulta Assessment
tion (IDP evidence
stage of base) as
the currently
Castle drafted.
Point Finally, Annex 1
Infrastru and Annex 2
cture below, provide a
Delivery number of
Plan clarifications to
(IDP)in update the EP
February evidence base,
2025. along with minor
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6.

EP’s
evidence
assesse
dthe
increase
d
demand
arising
onits
service
capacity
from
planned
housing
and
populati
on
growth,
and set
out the
scope
and level
of
develop
er
funded
infrastru
cture/
facilities
required
to
mitigate
and
manage
the
impacts
from
housing/
populati
on
growth.
7.

EPis
satisfied
that that
sufficien

changesto
assist with the
update of the
IDP.
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t
recogniti
on for
develop
er
funded
police
infrastru
cture/
facilities
is now
included
within
the IDP.
8.

EP
welcom
esthe
approac
h and
raises no
‘soundn
ess
objectio
ns’to
the
Infrastru
cture
Delivery
Plan
Infrastru
cture
Assessm
ent (IDP
evidence
base) as
currently
drafted.
9.
Finally,
Annex 1
and
Annex 2
below,
provide
a
number
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of
clarificat
ions to
update
the EP
evidence
base,
along
with
minor
changes
to assist
with the
update
of the
IDP.
0 | Organisation | Pat Abbot | Enviro | Yes INFR | Yes Yes The Local Plan and Policy The Local Plan No Not A Concernedthat | Comments noted, 19.13 For
8 t nment Al Infral on Community and Policy Infral Answ the policy does see modifications the
2 Agency Provision does not appear to on Community ered not reference proposed. purposes
3- include the provision of Provision does the provision of of this
0 cemetery and burial space. not appear to cemetery and Policy,
0 We recommend the include the burial space. We community
1 following guidance be provision of recommend the facilities
4 referenced: Guidance for cemetery and following canbe
Cemeteries and burials; burial space. We guidance be defined as
Protecting groundwater from recommend the referenced: including
human burials; and The following Guidance for children’s
Environment Agency's guidance be Cemeteries and play and
Approach to Groundwater referenced: burials; recreation
Protection, section L. Our Guidance for Protecting facilities,
guidance is regularly revised, | Cemeteries and groundwater services for
and therefore applicants burials; from human young
should be advised to contact Protecting burials; and The people,
us to ensure that groundwater Environment older
they are using the current from human Agency's people and
version. burials; and The Approach to disabled
Environment Groundwater people, as
Agency's Protection, well as
Approachto section L. Our health
Groundwater guidance is facilities,
Protection, regularly facilities
section L. Our revised, and for
guidance is therefore emergency
regularly revised, applicants services,
and therefore should be including
applicants advised to police
should be contactusto facilities,
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advised to
contactusto
ensure that they
are using the
current version.

ensure that they
are using the
currentversion.

education
facilities,
libraries,
community
halls,
criminal
justice
facilities
meeting
rooms,
places of
worship,
cemeterie
s and
burial
grounds,
public
toilets,
pubs and
post
offices.

New
paragraph
after 19.15
For
developme
nt
proposals
relating to
cemeterie
s and
burial
grounds,
there
should be
regard to
the
guidance
for
Cemeterie
s and
burials;
Protecting
groundwat
er from
human




ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-name | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
burials and
The
Environme
nt
Agency's
Approach
to
Groundwat
er
Protection.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex | Yes Infral | Not No | Effective ECC seek criteria3 d is ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B ECC seek Accepted and 3d. Be
2 n County State amended to refer to access Criteria3dis State | ECC criteria3 “d” is amendment made. | locatedina
8 Counci d to adequate cycling and amended to read: d suppli amended to CPBC agree early sustainable
2- L walking links as well as public ed8 refer to access years provision location,
0 transport provision. Be located ina addito to adequate should not be lost with
0 ECC seek amendments to sustainable nal cycling and to development accessto
4 Criteria 5 to provide location, with appen walking links as | unless there are adequate
1 clarification that education (a | accessto dices well as public other providers and-within
nursery) is not defined as adequate public contai transport within the area to watking
being community use and transport ning provision. pick up the surplus. | dgistanee of
thereby subject to Policy provision, cycling variou Recommends Please refer to the public
Infral. Educational and walking links; S that nursery SOCG to clarify that | transport
establishments and libraries ECC require pieces provision is not libraries should be | provision,
should be protected for their | Criteria5is of defined as being | included within cycling and
existing use and any change amended to read: eviden community use “community’ use walking
of use only permitted if it has ce and thereby rather than links;
been identified by ECC or In relation to the subject to Policy | education, as 5.1n
other educational providers loss of a locally Infral. stated in the Reg 19 | relation to
as being surplus to valued Education response.. the loss of
educational requirements community should not be CPBC considers a locally
consistent with Policy Infra2. | facility thatis defined as that all the services | valued
ECC seek amendment to commercialin community use | listed within this community
paragraph 19.7 to provide nature, such as a and thereby policy are facility that

clarification that education is
not defined as being
community use and thereby
subject to Policy Infral.
Educational establishments
and libraries should be
protected for their existing
use and any change of use
only permitted if it has been
identified by ECC or other
educational providers as
being surplus to educational
requirements consistent with

public houses or,
private
healthcare
facility , evidence
will need to be
submitted to
demonstrate that
the useis not
economically
viable and that it
is no longer
required to meet
the needs of the

subject to Policy
Infral.
Educational
establishments
and libraries
should be
protected for
their existing use
and change of
use only
permitted if ECC
and other
educational

importantincluding
educational
services.
Additional text has
been provided to
accommodate EEC
requests.

Please refer to the
SOCG to clarify that
libraries should be
included within
“community’ use
rather than

is
commercia
Lin nature,

evidence
will need to
be
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Policy Infra2. local community. providers education, as submitted
ECC seek amendment to ECC require identify as being | statedinthe Reg 19 | to
paragraph 19.13 to provide paragraph 19.7 is surplus to response demonstrat
clarification that education is | amended to educational CPBC hasincluded | e thatthe
not defined as being delete reference requirements. reference to use is not
community use and thereby | to schools as Considers that Specialist and economica
subject to Policy Infral. community uses education Support Housing lly viable
Educational establishments to read: facilities and within its and that it
and libraries should be libraries are Infrastructure is no longer
protected for their existing Many of the removed from Delivery Plan and required to
use and any change of use community halls the definition of | Policy Hou4. New meet the
only permitted if it has been | and GP surgery community use | developmentwhich | needs of
identified by ECC or other buildings within in INFRA1 provides Specialist | the local
educational providers as the Borough are The delivery of and Supported community
being surplus to educational | ageing and have Infrastructure to | Housing will have . This
requirements consistent with | issues support to consider within should
Policy Infra2. 3. Effective accommodating Specialist and their design the include
ECC welcome reference in the services Supported necessary demonstra
Criteria 3c and paragraph required. Housing will infrastructure ble
19.10 regarding the need for | ECC require the need to be needs to support evidence
accessibility of community definition of considered them and provide that the
facilities to be designed to community uses evidence of this facility had
enable accessibility for all in paragraph within their been
regardless of disability, 19.13is planning placed on
including those with care and | amended to read: applications the open
support needs who may live market for
in general housing and For the purposes a period of
participate in wider of this Policy, at leastone
community life. community year at the
However, paragraph 19.10 facilities can be standard
does not set out how defined as market
infrastructure to support SSH | including rate,
will be delivered, as raised in | children’s play without
ECC’s Regulation 18 and recreation success.

response. These forms of
housing require integrated
infrastructure to ensure
operational viability and
support independence,
including:

¢ Access to health and care
services (referenced in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan,
Section 11.3(g)).

e Community facilities
suitable for people with care
and support needs (Policy

facilities,
services for
young people,
older people and
disabled people,
as well as health
facilities,
facilities for
emergency
services,
including police
facilities,
community halls,
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Infra3 — Improving Health criminal justice
and Wellbeing) facilities meeting
¢ Transport and mobility rooms, places of
infrastructure (NPPF worship, public
paragraph 117b) toilets, pubs and
¢ Digital connectivity for post offices. ECC
care-enabled technology recommends
(ECC Market Position paragraph 19.10
Statement, 2023) isamended to
include reference
to infrastructure
required to
support
Supported and
Specialist
Housing (SSH),
including:
e Care-ready
community
facilities
* Accessible
transport and
mobility
infrastructure
¢ Digital
connectivity to
support care-
enabled
technology
ECC
recommends that
the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP) includes
specific
reference to SSH-
related
infrastructure
needs.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infral | Not Yes ECC welcomes the reference Yes | Not Yes, B Welcomes Accepted no Communit
2 n County State to community halls and State | ECC reference to modification y facilities
8 Counci d health centres within d suppli community halls representa
2- L community facilities in ed8 and health considerab
0 paragraph 19.13 as they help addito centres are le stock of
0 contribute to healthy and nal includedin brownfield
4 inclusive communities. These appen community land supply
2 facilities should be designed dices facilities and any inthe

10
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inclusively to ensure they are
accessible and usable by all
people, regardless of age,
need, or disability. This is
important not only for those
living in Specialist and
Supported Housing (SSH) but
also for people with support
needs living in general
housing and participating in
wider community life. This
aligns with ECC’s Extra Care
Design Guide (2023) and
Supported Living
Accommodation Standards.

contai
ning
variou
S
pieces
of
eviden
ce

development
whichincludes
new community
facilities should
be designed to
be accessible by
all people
regardless of
age, need or
disability.

Borough.
Many of
these
schoots;
commtnity
hattsand
GP-strgery
community
buildings
within the
Borough
are ageing
and have
issues
accommod
ating the
services
required....
Therefore,
community
buildings
should be
designed to
allow for
disabled
access and
should be
located in
orderto
provide the
opportunity
for as many
people as
possible to
access the
facility by
foot and/or
by public
transport.
Planning
application
s should
provide
details of
how
accessibilit
y has been

11
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considered
within the
design of
the
developme
nt.
education
0 | Individual Rach | Wrati Yes INFR | Yes No Positively There is no mention of There needsto be | No Not A Relocation of Policy INFRA1 is N
7 ael slaw Al prepared relocating the library. Libraries | a guaranteed Answ Hadleigh Library | included within the
3 are stillimportant as they spacefora ered is necessary plan to make sure
2- allow for equal access to Hadleigh library that the
0 knowledge (not just books but | inthe new redevelopment of
0 internet access), are development or existing community
0 community hubs for people of | relocation facilities are only
2 all ages and host things like nearby; so that supportedifa
Storytime's for children, people can still replacement/impro
reading groups, workshops access it by bus vement to existing
and other cultural activities, or car parking or facilities are
support literacy and by foot. provided.
education (summer reading
challenges), cultural
preservation of the local area,
and also provide economic
and social value.
0 | Organisation | Hyac | Cabil | NHS Infral Draft A Draft Policy Policy element 4 Y
3 ynth | es Propert Policy Infral focuses states that ‘a. An
5 y Infral on the provision | assessment has
3- focuses of new and been undertaken
0 onthe improvement of | which
0 provisio existing demonstrates that
0 n of new community the existing facility
3 and facilities. Point4 | issurplusto
improve in particular sets | requirement;’
ment of outthe would justify the
existing requirementsto | loss of afacility.
commun be
ity demonstrated New paragraph
facilities where the 19.13
. Point4 development
in would result in The loss of any
particula the loss of a community
rsets community facilities must be
out the facility. NHSPS fully justified. The
require welcomes the Local Planning
ments to included Authority will
be wording under require any

12
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demonst Point 4 (a), application
rated involving the loss
where in line with our of a facility to be
the previous supported by
develop representation written evidence
ment atearly and applicants
would Regulation 18 should contact the
resultin stage (2024). Local Planning
the loss Authority at the
ofa earliest stage to
commun discuss the
ity For the details.
facility. avoidance of
NHSPS doubtin the
welcom interpretation of
es the Policy Infral
included Point 4, we
wording would request
under the Council to
Point 4 provide clarity in
(a),in supporting
line with paragraphsin
our reference to the
previous disposal process
represen of healthcare
tation at facilities. Where
early healthcare
Regulati facilities are
on 18 demonstrated
stage as being surplus
(2024). to requirements
For the or will be
avoidanc changed as part
e of of wider NHS
doubtin estate
the reorganisation
interpret and service
ation of transformation
Policy programmes, we
Infral request thatitis
Point 4, clarified and
we ensured that this
would will sufficiently
request satisfy the
the requirements
Council under Point 4 (a)
to of the policy

13
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provide
clarityin
supporti
ng
paragrap
hsin
referenc
etothe
disposal
process
of
healthca
re
facilities
. Where
healthca
re
facilities
are
demonst
rated as
being
surplus
to
require
ments or
will be
changed
as part
of wider
NHS
estate
reorgani
sation
and
service
transfor
mation
program
mes, we
request
thatitis
clarified
and
ensured
that this
will

14
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sufficien
tly
satisfy
the
require
ments
under
Point4
(a) of the
policy.
0 | Individual Jona | Pinno Yes Infra | Yes Yes Not | Not A Supports Policy | Support noted. N
9 than | ck 1 Ans | Answ INFRA1
3 wer | ered
7- ed
0
0
1
1
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infra2 | Not No Effective, justified | ECC seek amendments to ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Request that Amendments have | 1.The
2 n County State ensure that Policy Infral - Criteria1is State | ECC educational been made to the change or
8 Counci d Community Facilities and amended to read: d suppli establishments | textto distinguish use or
2- ( Policy Infra2 — Education, ed8 arenotincluded | educational uses redevelop
0 Skills and Learning relate to The change or addito in INFRA1 which | from community ment of
0 the relevant uses, which at use or nal refers to uses between educationa
4 present is unclear due to redevelopment of appen community uses | INFRA1 and INFRA2 | |
3 definitions in the Glossary educational dices and that CPBC agreesto establishm
and Reasoned Justification. establishments contai educational identifying sites of ents,
identified on the ning establishments | educationaluseon | identified
ECC support criteria 1 which Policies Map will variou are identified on | the policies map. onthe
states that the change or use | only be permitted S the policy map Accepted Youth Policies
or redevelopment of if it has been pieces and reference facilities removed Map, will
educational establishments identified by ECC of made to thisin from definition only be
will only be permitted if it or other eviden criteria 1. Please refer to the permitted if
has been identified by ECC or | educational ce Proposes the SOCG to clarify that | it has been
other educational providers, | providers, they removal of libraries should be | identified
they are surplus to are surplus to “youth facilities” | included within by ECC or
educational requirements. educational from the “community’ use other
However, ECC recommends requirements. definition for rather than educationa
sites of educational use are ECC require Education education, as L providers,
identified on the Policies paragraph 19.17 facilities stated in the Reg 19 | they are
Map to help implement this isamended to A cumulative response. surplus to
policy. ECC seek read: assessmentis CPBC will work educationa
amendments to ensure that required with with ECC to l
Policy Infral - Community "....colleges, respectto undertake a further | requiremen
Facilities and Policy Infra2 — libraries, youth primary, assessment to ts.
Education, Skills and Learning | facilities, secondary, early | identify the 4.The
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relate to the relevant uses, employment and years education | necessary primary, | Council will
which at present is unclear skills measures and childcare secondary, early seekto
due to definitions in the and other and SEND years education improve
Glossary and Reasoned community provision based | and childcare and local skills
Justification. learning spaces’. onthescale and | SEND provisionfor | and access
Please refer to distribution of the submission to
ECC consider paragraph the detailed the Plan priorto | Plan and the IDP employme
19.17 defines education uses | response with submission of and Site Policies nt
subject to the deletion of regards the the Plan. This will be updated opportuniti
‘youth facilities’, which is Infrastructure would feed into according to the es through
included in the Glossary Delivery Plan. an updated results of that Employme
definition of Community Infrastructure assessment. nt and
Uses. ECC require an Delivery Plan. In January 2026, Skills
Paragraph 19.20 refers to the | additional Welcomes ECC provided Plans.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan Criteria be added reference tothe | addendums to the
establishing where new to the policy to preparation of education
educational facilities are read: Employment assessments
required based on the Skills Plans and | previously
growth identified within the | The Council will for growth to undertaken in
Plan. seek to improve improve local November 2025.

However, CPBC has not
requested or provided the
relevant information for ECC
to undertake the required
cumulative assessment of the
growth in the Plan consistent
with Section 3.4 of the Essex
County Council Local and
Neighbourhood Planners’
Guide to School Organisation
and Place Planning (February
2025). Consequently, the
references in paragraph
19.25 regarding early years
requirements and
paragraphs 19.27 - 30
(primary, secondary and
SEND) will need to be subject
to a cumulative assessment
of the scale and distribution
of growth set out in this Plan.

Prior to submission of the
Plan, the IDP will require a
significant update to fully
reflect the evidence base

local skills and
accessto
employment
opportunities
through
Employment and
Skills Plans.

skills and
accessto
employment
skills and
employment
through
Employment
Skills Plans.

Accepted and
additional criteria
added to
emphasise the
Council’s
commitment to
improve
employment and
skillsin the
borough.
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referenced in the Plan, as a
significant amount has been
undertaken since the latest
IDP. ECC will need to
undertake a cumulative
assessment of the growth for
education and early years
and childcare and assist to
identify the necessary
highway and transportation
interventions necessary.

ECC welcomes reference to
Employment and Skills Plans
(ESP) in paragraphs 19.35
and 19.36 but reference
should be made within the
policy to provide them with
more weight through the
planning application process.

ECC, via the ECC Developers
Guide to Infrastructure
Contributions (2025),
requires all strategic scale
planning applications of 50 or
more homes or employment
space providing 2,500sqm
(GIA) or more floorspace, to
enter into an Employment
and Skills Plan to provide
employment and skills
opportunities to benefit the
local community. An ESP
must:

¢ include apprenticeships,
work experience,
volunteering, careers
information and training;

¢ must be shared with and
agreed by the LPA and ECC
ahead of the S106 agreement
being signed off;

¢ include options such as the
direct delivery or skills and
employability programmes,
school / college engagement
and work experience

17
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opportunities, or
construction or workplace
apprenticeship schemes for
local residents;
¢ be secured through S106
agreements; and
¢ cover the Council’s costs
associated with the
monitoring of the plans, with
reports provided to the
Council by developers for
inclusion in the Authority
Monitoring Report.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infra2 | Not Yes ECC support reference in Yes Not Yes, B Development Accepted no For the
2 n County State Criteria 2 where a State | ECC proposals which | modifications purpose of
8 Counci d development proposal, d suppli increase this policy,
2- L either individually or ed8 demand for Policy SP4, Criteria | education
0 cumulatively, increases addito education 2 has been facilities
0 demand for education nal facilities beyond | amended to make include,
4 facilities beyond those appen those available reference to where | butare not
4 available within the local dices within the local necessary, limited to
area, development will be contai area should developers being early years
required to provide land for a ning contribute to required to make and
new educational facility, variou expansion or direct provision or childcare
expand or alter an existing S alteration of the | provide (full day
facility and/or make a pieces facility to proportionate care, pre-
proportionate contribution of provide for the contributions schools,
to fund necessary eviden additional towards the child
improvements to education ce demand provision of minders,
facilities. infrastructure school run
required to makea | earlyyears
Reference to development development provision,
providing land for a new acceptablein and ‘wrap
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educational facility, expand
or alter an existing facility
and/or make a proportionate
contribution to fund
necessary improvements to
education facilities should
also be referenced in Policy
SP4 — see earlier response.

planning terms
providing
consistency with
this policy

around
care’ -
breakfast,
after
school and
holiday
clubs),
schools
(primary,
secondary
and Post
16
Education),
Special
Education
Needs and
Disabilities
(SEND),
colleges,

b s,
yottth
facitities,
employme
ntand
skills
measures
and other
community
learning
spaces

w O o

~
h

Individual

Jona
than

Pinno
ck

Yes

Infra

Yes

Yes

Not
Ans
wer
ed

Not
Answ
ered

Supports Policy
INFRA2

Support noted.

N

I}JO)I\JONI—‘OO

o b~ OO

Organisation

Kevi

Fraser

Essex
County
Counci
l

Yes

Infra3

Not
State

No

Effective

ECC welcome and support
Policy Infra3 which aims to
support to improve the
health and wellbeing of
residents through
partnership working with
Health Stakeholders and
Public Health.

ECC require
paragraph 19.44
isamended to
read:

More broadly, the
Council will work
with the NHS,

Public Health and

Yes

Not
State

Yes,
ECC
suppli
ed8
addito
nal
appen
dices
contai

Welcomes
reference to the
preparation of
Employment
Skills Plans and
for growth to
improve local
skills and
accessto

Accepted and
additional criteria
added to
emphasise the
Council’s
commitment to
improve
employment and

More
broadly,
the Council
will work
with the
NHS,
Public
Health and
other
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ECC recommend paragraph other partners ning employment skills in the partners
19.44 is amended to through the variou skills and borough. Accepted | through the
reference the local Castle South East Essex S employment South East
Point and Rochford Health Alliance and the pieces through Essex
and Wellbeing Strategy Castle Point and of Employment Alliance
Rochford Health eviden Skills Plans. and the
and Wellbeing ce Typo Castle
Board to address Point and
issues and Rochford
priorities Health and
emerging through Wellbeing
the Joint Strategic Board to
Needs address
Assessment issues and
(JSNA), the Essex priorities
Joint Health and emerging
Wellbeing through the
Strategy and the Joint
Castle Point and Strategic
Rochford Health Needs
and Wellbeing Assessmen
Strategy. t (JSNA),
and the
Essex Joint
Health and
Wellbeing
Strategy
and the
Castle
Point and
Rochford
Health and
Wellbeing
Strategy.
This will
not only
involve .....
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infra3 | Not Yes ECC require the Yes | Not Yes, B Typo Accepted. The Essex
2 n County State following typo in State | ECC Healthy
8 Counci d paragraph 19.50 d suppli Places
2- L is amended to ed8 Document
0 read: addito is an advice
0 nal note on
4 The Essex appen how
6 Healthy Places dices planners,
documentis an contai developers
advice note on ning and
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how planners,
developers...

variou
S
pieces
of
eviden
ce

designers
can
incorporate
health into
proposals
and the key
attributes
in creating
healthy
places.

CIDOOQJO

o= OO

Organisation

Caro
line

Peters

Essex
Police

Infra3

Not
State

Constru
cting
well
designe
d
develop
ments,
building
sand
places
that
promote
both
sustaina
ble
commun
ities and
health
and
wellbein
gisan
objectiv
e that
Essex
Police
widely
supports

Mitigatin
gthe
opportu
nities for
crimeis
not only
about
reducing
and

Support for
INFRAS.

Support noted

N
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preventi
nginjury
and
crime,
butitis
also
about
building
strong,
healthy,
cohesive
accessib
le,
vibrant,
and
participa
tory
commun
ities.
‘The
relations
hip
between
an
area’s
health
and
crime
levelsis
complex
.Onone
hand,
living in
areas
with high
levels of
crime
can
affect
people's
health
negativel
y.In
addition
to the
direct
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health
effects
of being
the
victim of
violent
crime,
fear of
crime
canalso
have an
indirect
detrimen
tal
impact
on
health.
Researc
h shows
that fear
of crime
results
in
people
exercisin
g less,
aswell
as
reducing
how
often
people
socialise
resulting
in poorer
mental
and
physical
health.’
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0 | Organisation | Cath | Bickn | NHS Infra3 Policy A The ICB Support noted. N
3 erine | ell Mid Infra3 - requested that
3 and Improvin the Plan, in Health factors and
8- South g Health additiontonew | presence of health-
0 Essex and development care services is
0 Wellbein creating healthy | monitored as part
0 g says environments of the Plan
3 that the and associated Monitoring
Council infrastructure, is | Framework.
will work drafted to help
in improve health Similarly, open
partners in existing areas | space, recreation
hip with and reduce and highway safety
the NHS health all form part of the
and inequalities that | background
Public existin the evidence
Health district. supporting the
to plan-making
ensure The Council’s process.
resident Issues and This evidence has
scan Options been usedto
access Consultation inform policies and
high Statement 2025 | to improve
quality explains that: performance in
primary these areas as
and ¢ Policy Infra3- | appropriate.
seconda Improving
ry health Health and
care Wellbeing says
services that the Council
and that will work in
new and partnership with
improve the NHS and
d Public Health to
services ensure residents
are put can access high
in place, quality primary
where and secondary
appropri health care
ate, to services and
serve the that new and
growing improved
populati services are put
on; and in place, where
¢ Policy appropriate, to
Inf3 serve the
does not growing
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explain population; and
specifica
lly what Policy Inf3 does
action not explain
will be specifically what
taken to action will be
achieve taken to achieve
the the points set
points outin the policy,
setout but the
inthe supporting text
policy, gives more
but the detail. It explains
supporti that the Council
ng text will:
gives
more e Secure
detail. It developer
explains contributions
that the towards new
Council healthcare
will: space with the
J NHS
Secure determining how
develop new provision
er should be
contribu provided.
tions
towards ¢ Work with
new partnersinthe
healthca NHS to retain
re space and continue to
with the extend outreach
NHS services from
determin the hospitalsin
ing how the local area.
new
provisio e Work with
n should partners through
be the South East
provided Essex Alliance
and the Castle
J Point and
Work Rochford Health
with and Wellbeing
partners Board to address
inthe issue and
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NHS to priorities
retain emerging
and through the Joint
continue Strategic Needs
to Assessment
extend (JSNA) and the
outreach Essex Joint
services Health and
from the Wellbeing
hospital Strategy. The
sinthe text explains
local that this will
area. involve
. improvements to
Work housing and to
with the
partners environment,
through such as
the accessibility
South standards in
East new homes,
Essex improving active
Alliance design,
and the improving the
Castle quality of open
Point spaces and
and making roads
Rochfor safer for walking
d Health and cycling.
and Taken together
Wellbein the Canvey
g Board place policies
to seek to deliver
address new housing,
issue deliver
and improvements to
priorities the town centre
emergin environment
g guided by a
through master planning
the Joint process,
Strategic maintain and
Needs improve open
Assessm spaces and
ent public realm,
(JSNA) and enhance
and the accessibility to
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Essex and around the
Joint island. Similar
Health policies are
and proposed for
Wellbein other placesin
g the district.
Strategy.
The text The ICB
explains supports the
that this inclusion of
will these policies
involve and requests
improve that their
ments to effectivenessin
housing improving health
and to in existing areas
the and reducing
environ health
ment, inequalities that
such as existin the
accessib districtis
ility monitored and
standard opportunities
sinnew are takento
homes, amend policies
improvin to improve
g active performance in
design, these areas as
improvin appropriate.
gthe
quality
of open
spaces
and
making
roads
safer for
walking
and
cycling.
0 | Organisation | Hyac | Cabil | NHS Infra3 Draft A Draft Policy Support noted N
3 ynth | es Propert Policy Infra3 sets out
5 y Infra3 the Council’s
3- sets out commitment to
0 the making sure that
0 Council’ new
S developments
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0 commit consider their
2 ment to impacts on
making health and
sure that wellbeing.
new NHSPS
develop welcomes and
ments supports the
consider inclusion of
their policies which
impacts seeks to improve
on health and
health wellbeing, and
and the requirement
wellbein for Health
g. Impact
NHSPS Assessment on
welcom significant
es and residential
supports developments of
the 50 units or more.
inclusio There is a well-
n of established
policies connection
which between
seeks to planning and
improve health, and the
health planning system
and has an important
wellbein role in creating
g, and healthy
the communities.
require The planning
ment for system is critical
Health not only to the
Impact provision of
Assessm improved health
enton services and
significa infrastructure by
nt enabling health
residenti providers to
al meet changing
develop healthcare
ments of needs, but also
50 units to addressing
or more. the wider
There is determinants of
awell- health.
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establis
hed
connecti
on
between
planning
and
health,
and the
planning
system
has an
importa
ntrolein
creating
healthy
commun
ities. The
planning
system
is critical
not only
to the
provisio
n of
improve
d health
services
and
infrastru
cture by
enabling
health
provider
sto
meet
changing
healthca
re
needs,
but also
to
addressi
ngthe
wider
determin
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ants of
health.
0 | Individual Jona | Pinno Yes Infra | Yes Yes Not | Not A Supports Policy | Support noted. N
9 than | ck 3 Ans | Answ INFRA3
3 wer | ered
7- ed
0
0
1
3
0 | Individual Dam | Lynch | Plannin Infra3 | No Draft No Effective, Areport ““Healthier and For the plan to be For the plan to Noted N
3 ien g policy Consistent with Happier’ An analysis of the in line with be in line with
3 Issues Infra3 National Policy fiscal and wellbeing benefits national policy national policy
5- OBO requires of building more homes for and effective the and effective the
0 Church the later living” by WPI Strategy following wording following
0 il submissi for Homes for Later Living should be added wording should
0 Living onofa explored the significant to the policy to be added to the
3 and Health savings that Governmentand | recognise the policy INFRA3 to
McCart Impact individuals could expect to health benefits of recognise the
hy Assessm make if more older people in older persons health benefits
Stone ent for the UK could access this type | housing. of older persons
planning of housing. The analysis “Specialist housing.
applicati showed that: Housing for older
ons for . people has a
major ‘Each person livinginahome | number of health
develop for later living enjoys a benefits and
ment. reduced risk of health proposals for
The challenges, contributing to such schemes
Council fiscal savings to the NHS and will not be
should social care services of required to
note that approximately £3,500 per submit a Health
thereisa year. Impact
common J Assessment.”
misconc Building 30,000 more Clause f. ii should
eption retirement housing dwellings be deleted.
that every year for the next 10
older years would generate fiscal
person’s savings across the NHS and
housing social services of £2.1bn per
places year.
an .
addition On a selection of national
al well-being criteria such as
burden happiness and life
on satisfaction, an average
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healthca person aged 80 feels as good
re as someone 10 years younger
infrastru after moving from mainstream
cture housing to housing specially
and designed for later living.’
therefor In addition, specifically
e rather designed housing for older
than people offers significant
requiring opportunities to enable
applican residents to be as
ts of independent as possible in a
older safe and warm environment.
person’s Older homes are typicallyin a
scheme poorer state of repair, are
sto often colder, damper, have
show more risk of fire and fall
that hazards. They lack in
there is adaptions such as handrails,
capacity wider internal doors, stair lifts
in and walk in showers. Without
healthca these simple features
re everyday tasks can become
systems harder and harder.
andto
show
that the
scheme
will not
have a
health
impact,
the
policy
should
instead
recognis
ethe
health
benefits
that
deliverin
golder
people’s
housing
can
bring to
individu
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als.
Older
Persons’
Housing
produce
salarge
number
of
significa
nt
benefits
which
can help
to
reduce
the
demand
s exerted
on
Health
and
Social
Services
and
other
care
facilities
-not
onlyin
terms of
the fact
that
many of
the
resident
sremain
in better
health,
both
physicall
yand
mentally
, but
also
doctors,
physioth
erapists,
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commun
ity
nurses,
hairdres
sers and
other
essential
practitio
ners can
all
attend to
visit
several
occupier
s at
once.
This
leads to
afar
more
efficient
and
effective
use of
public
resource
S.
0 | Organisation | Roy | Warre | Sport Yes INFR | Yes No Positively Inview the Local Plan’s vision | To address this, it | No Not A Inview the Local | See modifications Modificatio
7 n Englan A3 prepared, and strategic objectives is requested that Answ Plan’svision and | proposed n to Policy
3 d Consistent with relating to delivering health an additional ered strategic Infra3 (to
8- national policy and wellbeing outcomes to requirementis objectives be inserted
0 enable more active and included in Policy relating to asf.and
0 healthier lifestyles for Infra3 along the delivering health subsequen
1 residents, itis surprising that | following lines: and wellbeing t
0 the policy does not go beyond outcomes to renumberin
the focus on providing “Expecting enable more g)
conventional health developments to active and f.
infrastructure and also cover be planned and healthier Expecting
preventative health measures. | designed to lifestyles for all
In particular, a health and encourage more residents, itis developme
wellbeing policy in a Local active and surprising that nt
Plan would be expected to healthier the policy does proposals
require developments to be lifestyles” not go beyond to be
planned and designed to the focus on planned
support physical activity and Itis also providing and
thereby encourage healthy requested that conventional designed
lifestyles. As well as positively | the reasoned health to
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responding to the Local Plan’s | justification then infrastructure encourage
vision and objectives, the provides a short and also cover more
inclusion of an additional explanation of preventative active and
requirement to address this the importance of health healthier
matter would allow the policy | planning and measures. In lifestyles;
to be consistent with designing particular, a New
paragraphs 96(c and 129(e of | developments to health and paragraph
the NPPF. encourage more wellbeing policy to be
active and ina Local Plan added to
An objection is therefore healthier would be Reasoned
made to the policy in its lifestyles. Sport expected to Justificatio
current form as it would not England’s Active require n after
be considered to meet the Design guidance developments to 19.50
‘positively prepared’ or can be be planned and Designing
‘consistent with national signposted to for designed to developme
policy’ tests of soundness. detailed advice support physical nts to
on how this can activity and promote
be achieved in thereby active and
practice. encourage healthier
healthy lifestyles
lifestyles. As is central
well as positively to creating
responding to sustainabl
the Local Plan’s e
vision and communiti
objectives, the es.
inclusion of an Incorporati
additional ng walking,
requirementto cycling,
address this green
matter would spaces,
allow the policy and
to be consistent accessible
with paragraphs sports
96(c and 129(e facilities
of the NPPF. encourage
An objection is s daily
therefore made activity,
to the policyin supports
its current form wellbeing,
as itwould not and
be considered to reduces
meet the car
‘positively dependenc
prepared’ or y.
‘consistent with Developm
national policy’ ent
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tests of
soundness.To
address this, itis
requested that
an additional
requirementis
includedin
Policy Infra3
along the
following lines:
“Expecting
developments to
be planned and
designed to
encourage more
active and
healthier
lifestyles”

Itis also
requested that
the reasoned
justification then
provides a short
explanation of
the importance
of

planning and
designing
developments to
encourage more
active and
healthier
lifestyles. Sport
England’s Active
Design guidance
can be
signposted to
for detailed
advice on how
this can be
achievedin
practice.

proposals
should
have
regard to
the Sport
England
Active
Design
Guidance.

N B

Individual

Dan
ny

Brady

Yes

Infra3

Not
State

The GP
practice
sare
overload
ed and

Not
Stat
ed

The GP practices
are overloaded
and getting
appointments is
a genuine

Infrastructure
matters, including
health, are covered
by policies INFRA1-
6 and the
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0 getting struggle. Local supporting
0 appoint hospitals are at Infrastructure
2 ments is breaking point. Delivery Plan (IDP).
a
genuine
struggle.
Local
hospital
s are at
breaking
point.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infra4 | Not No | Consistent with School playing fields are not ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B School playing Accepted. The Delete
2 n County State National Policy considered public open space | reference to State | ECC fields should not | Council agrees that | reference
8 Counci d in the same way as parks or school playing d suppli be considered school playing to school
2- l village greens. While some fields in Appendix ed8 public open fields are not public | playing
0 schools may allow Jand onthe addito space and their | open spaces. fieldsin
0 community access to their Policies Map are nal change of use is Appendix J
4 playing fields, they are deleted so they appen restricted. and on the
7 primarily intended for the are not covered dices Policies
physical education and by Criteria 1. contai Map for
recreation of the students ning open
who attend the school. variou spaces
Government guidance on S
school land says that school pieces
playing fields are provided of
for the benefit of pupils and eviden
their enjoyment, and any ce

community use is usually at
the school's discretion. There
is a strong policy
presumption against the
disposal or change of use of
school playing field land, and
the Secretary of State's prior
consent is needed for any
such action.

ECC require school playing
fields being counted as ‘open
space’ be deleted from the
schedule in Appendix J and
the Policies Map.
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0 | Organisation | Jane | Nuttal | Natural Infrad | Yes We Yes A We support the Broad support for Yes
3 t Engaln support need for open space Broad
4 d the need standards to standards noted support for
1- for ensure the Modifications open space
0 standard adequate proposed as standards
0 sto provision of follows: noted
1 ensure open spacein New addition to Modificatio
8 the Castle Point. The | Policy Infra4 ns
adequat design of new 6. New open proposed
e open space spaces will be as follows:
provisio should be required for major New
n of informed by developments on addition to
open localneeds and | grey belt sites and Policy
spacein opportunities, greenfield sites in Infrad
Castle and provision the urban area, 6. New
Point. should be according to the open
The sufficient to Council’s Open spaces will
design of meet the Space Needs be required
new requirements of | Assessment for major
open new quantity, access developme
space communities. As | and quality nts on grey
should a baseline, standards. This belt sites
be Natural England | These will be and
informed recommends a required where greenfield
by local standard of 3Ha | thereisa sitesin the
needs of accessible deficiency (by urban area,
and greenspace per | quantity oraccess) | according
opportu 1000 people, of open space to the
nities, with no netloss | types, or wherethe | Council’s
and or reductionin implementation of | Open
provisio this capacity. A the development Space
n should higher level of itself will lead to a Needs
be provision of 8Ha | deficiency. The Assessme
sufficien of accessible benchmark scale of | nt
tto meet greenspace per | development that quantity,
the 1000 people is normally access and
require may be needed expected to provide | quality
ments of where there are | equipped/designat | standards.
new recreational ed openspaceson | ThisThese
commun pressure siteis as follows: will be
ities. As concerns on Madification to required
a coastal Habitats | supporting text where
baseline Sites. 19.52 The Castle thereisa
, Natural Point Open Space deficiency
England Needs Assessment | (by
recomm recommends quantity or
ends a standards for access) of
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standard ensuring there isan | open space
of 3Ha of adequate provision | types, or
accessib of open space where the
le across the Borough | implement
greensp over the Plan ation of the
ace per period are set out developme
1000 below. ¢t The ntitself will
people, assessment leadto a
with no establishes quality | deficiency.
net loss standards for a The
or whole range of benchmark
reductio different types of scale of
nin this open spaces, and developme
capacity quantity and ntthatis
A accessibility normally
higher standards for the expected to
level of most common provide
provisio types of open equipped/d
n of 8Ha space. Meeting esignated
of these standards open
accessib will also ensure spaces on
le that Natural siteis as
greensp England’s follows:
ace per 3ha/1000 Modificatio
1000 population nto
people accessible supporting
may be greenspace text
needed standard is 19.52 The
where achieved. Castle
there are Point Open
recreatio Add Title to Table Space
nal ‘Table x: Open Needs
pressure Space Needs Assessmen
concern Assessment t
son Quantity, and recommen
coastal Access Standards’ | ds
Habitats Delete final column | standards
Sites. in table ‘Additional | for
open spaceto be ensuring
delivered .....") thereis an
adequate
Amendments/Addit | provision of
ions to Supporting | open space
Text across the
19.56 A Habitats Borough
Regulations over the
Assessment will be | Plan period
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required at are set out
application stage below. t
for any facility near | The
to Benfleet and assessme
Southend Marshes | nt
SPA or Holehaven establishes
Creek SSSI (as quality
functionally linked | standards
land), in order to forawhole
demonstrate no range of
adverse effects on different
site integrity. types of
Where 8Ha per open
1,000 new spaces,
population of on- and
site SANG is quantity
required under and
Policy ENV3, this accessibilit
will replace the y standards
requirement for forthe
the Accessible most
Natural Green common
Space element of | types of
open space open
requirements space.
detailed in Table x | Meeting
above. these
standards
will also
ensure
that
Natural
England’s
3ha/1000
population
accessible
greenspac
e standard
is
achieved.
Add Title to
Table
‘Table x:
Open
Space
Needs
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Assessmen
t Quantity,
and Access
Standards’
Delete final
columnin
table
‘Additional
open space
to be
delivered

Amendmen
ts/Addition
sto
Supporting
Text

19.56 A
Habitats
Regulation
S
Assessmen
twill be
required at
application
stage for
any facility
nearto
Benfleet
and
Southend
Marshes
SPA or
Holehaven
Creek SSSI
(as
functionall
y linked
land), in
orderto
demonstrat
e no
adverse
effects on
site
integrity.
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Where 8Ha
per 1,000
hew
population
of on-site
SANG is
required
under
Policy
ENV3, this
will
replace
the
requireme
nt for the
Accessible
Natural
Green
Space
element of
open
space
requireme
nts
detailed in
Table x
above.
0 | Organisation | Cath | Bickn | NHS Infrad | Yes ThelCB | Yes The ICB is satisfied that Policy A TheICBis The ICB is satisfied | N
3 erine | ell Mid advocat Infrad provides a good satisfied that that Policy Infra4
3 and ed the framework for securing Policy Infrad provides a good
8- South protectio improvements to open space provides a good | framework for
0 Essex n of provision, albeit that it does framework for securing
0 attractiv not specifically describe securing improvements to
0 e and signage requirements or the improvements to | open space
9 accessib provision of public toilets. open space provision, albeit
le open provision, albeit | thatit does not
spaces thatit does not specifically
includin specifically describe signage
g describe signage | requirements or the
appropri requirements or | provision of public
ate the provision of toilets.
signage, public toilets.
toilet
facilities
and
availabili
ty for
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commun
ity
events.
0 | Individual Jona | Pinno Yes Infra | Yes Yes Not | Not A Supports policy | Support noted. N
9 than | ck 4 Ans | Answ INFRA4
3 wer | ered
7- ed
0
0
1
4
1 | Organisation | Joes | Beale | RSPB Yes Infrad | Yes No | Justified While there are some good There should bea | No While there are Para 19.52 shows N
4 eph aspects to this Policy, specific | reference added some good that a significant
4 dog walking open regarding the aspects to this proportion of the
0- spaces/areas should be creation of Policy, specific open space will be
0 mentioned here. One third of specific dog dog walking accessible natural
0 British households have walking open open greenspace which
1 one or more dogs, yet thereis | spaces, to be spaces/areas will be designd
5 no specific provision in the located away should be according to site
Policy. from the more mentioned here. | and local
There is also another excellent | sensitive sites One third of circumstances.
opportunity to implement and from British
pollinator and Nightingale more sensitive households
corridors, following Essex areas of new have one or
LNRS principles, via scrub and | habitat creation. more dogs, yet
flower-rich Thereisthe thereisno
grassland. opportunity to specific
implement provision in the
pollinator and Policy.
Nightingale Thereis also
corridors, via another
scrub and flower- excellent
rich, low-nutrient opportunity to
grassland, that implement
can be specified pollinator and
in this Nightingale
Policy. corridors,
following Essex
LNRS principles,
via scrub and
flower-rich
grassland.
0 | Organisation | Roy | Warre | Sport Yes INFR | Yes Yes The policy is supported No Not A Supports Support noted. N
7 n Englan Ad (especially part 2 and 4) as it Answ INFRA4 and its
3 d supports the protection of ered protection of
8- open space including playing open space and
0 pitches unless suitable playing ptiches
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0 criteria are met. The policy
1 would be considered to be
1 justified by the Council’s
evidence base for sport
(Playing Pitch Strategy) and
paragraphs 103 and 104 of the
NPPF and Sport England’s
Planning for Sport Guidance
and Playing Fields Policy
https://www.sportengland.org
/guidance-and-
support/facilities-and-
planning/planning-
sport?section=planning_for_s
port_guidance
0 | Organisation | Cath | Bickn | NHS Infrab Policy A The ICB Support noted. N
3 erine | ell Mid Infrab - requested that
3 and Indoor the Plan, in Health factors and
8- South Leisure addition to new presence of health-
0 Essex and development care services s
0 Sports creating healthy | monitored as part
0 recogniz environments of the Plan
4 es that and associated Monitoring
access infrastructure, is | Framework.
to drafted to help
opportu improve health Similarly, open
nities for in existing areas | space, recreation
sport and reduce and highway safety
and health all form part of the
physical inequalities that | background
activity existin the evidence
is district. supporting the
importa plan-making
nt to the The Council’s process.
health Issues and This evidence has
and Options been used to
well- Consultation inform policies and
being of Statement 2025 | to improve
commun explains that: performance in
ities and these areas as
to e Policy Infra5- | appropriate.
increase Indoor Leisure
participa and Sports
tionin recognises that
physical accessto
activity, opportunities for
the sportand
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Council physical activity
will seek is important to
to the health and
secure wellbeing of
new and communities
improve and toincrease
d indoor participation in
leisure physical activity,
and the Council will
sports seek to secure
facilities new and
improved indoor
leisure and

sports facilities.

e Secure
developer
contributions
towards new
healthcare
space with the
NHS
determining how
new provision
should be
provided.

e Work with
partnersin the
NHS to retain
and continue to
extend outreach
services from
the hospitals in
the local area.

e Work with
partners through
the South East
Essex Alliance
and the Castle
Pointand
Rochford Health
and Wellbeing
Board to address
issue and
priorities
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emerging

through the Joint
Strategic Needs
Assessment
(JSNA) and the
Essex Joint
Health and
Wellbeing
Strategy. The
text explains
that this will
involve
improvements to
housing and to
the
environment,
such as
accessibility
standards in
new homes,
improving active
design,
improving the
quality of open
spaces and
making roads
safer for walking
and cycling.
Taken together
the Canvey
place policies
seek to deliver
new housing,
deliver
improvements to
the town centre
environment
guided by a
master planning
process,
maintain and
improve open
spaces and
public realm,
and enhance
accessibility to
and around the

45



ef

Individual/Or
ganisation/A
gent?

First
Nam

Last
Name

If

organi
sation
- name

Has
agreed
to
publica
tion of
Name/
Comme
nts?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Lega
Ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explanat
ion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effectiv
e/Justified/Consi
stent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
h to
parti
cipa
tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods
Required

island. Similar
policies are
proposed for
other placesin
the district.

The ICB
supports the
inclusion of
these policies
and requests
that their
effectiveness in
improving health
in existing areas
and reducing
health
inequalities that
existin the
districtis
monitored and
opportunities
are taken to
amend policies
to improve
performance in
these areas as
appropriate.

CIOUJ\IO

N = OO

Organisation

Roy

Warre

Sport
Englan

Yes

INFR
A5

Yes

Yes

The policy and its reasoned
justification are supported as
it supports the protection of
indoor sports facilities and
securing provision for
additional or enhanced indoor
sports facilities and outdoor
sports facilities/playing
pitches in new development.
The policy and reasoned
justification would be
considered to be justified by
the Council’s evidence base
for sport (Playing Pitch
Strategy and Built Facilities
Strategy) and paragraphs 103
and 104 of the NPPF and Sport
England’s Planning for Sport
Guidance

No

Not
Answ
ered

Supports
INFRA5 and the
protection of
and provision of
enahnced indoor
sports facilitities

Support noted.

46



ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
https://www.sportengland.org
/guidance-and-
support/facilities-and-
planning/planning-
sport?section=planning_for_s
port_guidance
0 | Organisation | Mich | Bevin | Electro | Yes INFR | Yes No | Effective 8819.71and 19.73recognise | 19.751tis No Not Not A §§19.71 and Noted N
9 ael gton sensiti A6 that the ICNIRP Guidelines recognised that Answ | Answe 19.73 recognise
2 vity UK exclude protection for people | the ICNIRP ered | red that the ICNIRP
2- with implants. Guidelines are Guidelines
0 (a) However, the Castle Point | not protective for exclude
0 Plan Draft document does not | people with protection for
0 recognise that the ICNIRP implants and people with
1 Guidelines also exclude against long-term implants.
protection for long-term and and non-thermal (a) However, the
non-thermal effects of effects. Therefore Castle Point
radiofrequency radiation and where possible Plan Draft
EMFs. Long-term and non- wireless document does
thermal effects have been infrastructure not recognise

established since 1953 and
include neurological and
cardiovascular harm,
infertility and cancers.
Therefore both EMFs and RF-
EMF have been classified as
2B carcinogens since 2001
and 2011 respectively and
three recent studies have
found that RF-EMFs should be
considered a class 1 known
cancer, including studies by
the FDA/NTP and the WHO.
Since EMFs and RF-EMF are
carcinogenic through long-
term and non-thermal
exposures, the Draft
document should recognise
that all emissions of RF-EMFs
are extremely hazardous to all
residents and people near
them. Acommon set-back
adopted elsewhere is 500m
from housing, residences,
schools and hospitals.

(b) One established result of
exposure to man-made EMFs
and RF-EMFs is the condition

should be sited
over 500m from
residences,
schools and
hospitals.

that the ICNIRP
Guidelines also
exclude
protection for
long-term and
non-thermal
effects of
radiofrequency
radiation and
EMFs. Long-term
and non-thermal
effects have
been
established
since 1953 and
include
neurological and
cardiovascular
harm, infertility
and cancers.
Therefore both
EMFs and RF-
EMF have been
classified as 2B
carcinogens
since 2001 and
2011
respectively and
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Electromagnetic
Hypersensitivity. This has
been recognised since 2021
by 32 worldwide experts in
their Scientific Consensus
International Report. This
represents the mainstream
viewpoint as opposed to the
ICNIRP minority viewpoint
which denies the need to
protect against long-term and
non-thermal effects. ICNIRP's
minority viewpoint is based on
Schwan's invalidated
hypothesis of 1953 that the
only effect of RF-EMF is
heating, but this has been
disproved in numerous
scientific studies.

(c) To protect people with the
condition Electromagnetic
Hypersensitivity a set-back of
at least 500m from masts is
required. Estimates of the
percentage of the population
with the condition
Electromagnetic
Hypersensitivity typically
range from 1.6 to 3.5%.
Mainstream science, such as
the International Commission
on the Biological Effects of
Electromagnetic Fields,
regards the ICNIRP Guidelines
as unproductive of the general
population. Appropriate
protective guidelines are e.g.
EUROPAEM 2016 and IGNIR.

three recent
studies have
found that RF-
EMFs should be
considered a
class 1 known
cancer,
including
studies by the
FDA/NTP and the
WHO. Since
EMFs and RF-
EMF are
carcinogenic
through long-
term and non-
thermal
exposures, the
Draft document
should
recognise that
all emissions of
RF-EMFs are
extremely
hazardous to all
residents and
people near
them. A
common set-
back adopted
elsewhereis
500m from
housing,
residences,
schools and
hospitals.

(b) One
established
result of
exposure to
man-made EMFs
and RF-EMFs is
the condition
Electromagnetic
Hypersensitivity.
This has been
recognised since
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2021 by 32
worldwide
experts in their
Scientific
Consensus
International
Report. This
represents the
mainstream
viewpoint as
opposed to the

ICNIRP minority
viewpoint which
denies the need
to protect
against long-
term and non-
thermal effects.
ICNIRP's
minority
viewpoint is
based on
Schwan's
invalidated
hypothesis of
1953 that the
only effect of RF-
EMF is heating,
but this has
been disproved
in numerous
scientific
studies.

(c) To protect
people with the
condition
Electromagnetic
Hypersensitivity
a set-back of at
least 500m from
masts is
required.
Estimates of the
percentage of
the population
with the
condition
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Electromagnetic
Hypersensitivity
typically range
from 1.6to
3.5%.
Mainstream
science, such as
the International
Commission on
the Biological
Effects of
Electromagnetic
Fields, regards
the ICNIRP
Guidelines as
unproductive of
the general
population.
Appropriate
protective
guidelines are
e.g. EUROPAEM
2016 and IGNIR.
Suggested Mod:
19.751tis
recognised that
the ICNIRP
Guidelines are
not protective
for people with
implants and
against long-
term and non-
thermal effects.
Therefore where
possible
wireless
infrastructure
should be sited
over 500m from
residences,
schools and
hospitals.
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0 | Organisation | Eilee | OCon | EM Yes INFR | No The No See attachment for further Modifications No Not Yes A Objects to Health, Fire and 2h.an
7 n nor Radiati A6 consulta justification. Policy Infra6 is necessary to Answ INFRAG Safety Risks assessme
6 on tion not sound because it: make the plan ered because: These are covered nt of
8- Resear process legally compliant Failure to under building whether
0 ch risks Relies solely on ICNIRP and/or sound: provide regulations to there
0 Trust breachin guidance, which only sufficient ensure any would be
0 g the considers thermal effects and | Abandon sole information development of any
1 Gunning ignores substantial evidence reliance on health, fire and this nature is safe. impacts of
Principle of non-thermal biological ICNIRP self- safety risks of the
s by effects. certification; telecommunicat | ICNIRP proposal
failing to require ions Referring to the to
provide Assumes mast sharing independent infrastructure International individuals
sufficien automatically reduces expert Reliance on Commission on or groups
t impacts, whenin fact it can certification for ICNIRP self Non-lonsizing protected
informat intensify local exposures and | all telecoms certification may | Radiation is best under the
ion on fire risks. infrastructure. be unlawful - practice and equalities
the doesnt take into | ensures the act, by
health, Fails to apply the Apply minimum account non- applications carrying
fire, and precautionary principle, setbacks: 500 m thermal submitted are outan
safety despite WHO/IARC 2025 from homes, biological regulated under Equality
risks of findings confirming 1,000 m from effects this body. Impact
telecom carcinogenicity in animals. schools and Failing to Assessme
municati sensitive sites. consider the Failing to consider | ntand
ons Fails to protect vulnerable needs of the needs of identifying
infrastru groups (children, elderly, Explicitly protect vulnerable vulnerable groups any
cture. In AIMD users, electrosensitive vulnerable groups The entirety of the appropriat
addition individuals), contrary to groups (children, plan has been e
, national equality and planning | elderly, AIMD assessed to mitigation
reliance policy. users, cancer consider the needs | measures;
on survivors, of vulnerable and
ICNIRP Ignores legal precedents electrosensitive groups, please see
self- (Thomasv. Cheltenham, Skelt | individuals). the Equality Impact
certificat v. Secretary of State) Assessment.
ion, confirming that ICNIRP Require full Further to this
includin compliance cannot negate planning scrutiny policy INFRA 6
g legitimate health objections. for all base requires a risk
certificat stations, assessmentto be
es including those submitted.
submitt under 15 m.
ed To ensure
under Prioritise fibre-to- compliance with
dissolve the-premises the Public Sector
dor (FTTP) broadband Equality Duty
invalid over wireless (PSED), a
compan deployment. modification has
y been added for an
names, Apply Stewart equality impact
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may be Report assessment to be
unlawful recommendation undertaken so that
.The s, especially the impact on any
plan also preventing the affected groups has
risks “beam of been conciously
breachin greatest considered.
g the intensity” from
Council’ falling on
s Public schools.
Sector
Equality Conduct
Duty mandatory fire
(Equality and structural
Act risk assessments
2010, for all masts and
Section small cells.
149) by
failing to Require
consider disclosure and
the regulation of
needs of operating power
vulnerab levels,
le modulation
groups types, pulsing,
such as and the
people cumulative effect
with of multiple
medical frequency bands,
implants with independent
and monitoring and
those enforcement.
with
electro Adopt biologically
magneti based exposure
o guidelines
hyperse recommended by
nsitivity independent
(EHS). scientists (e.g.,

Biolnitiative and
Building Biology
guidelines),
which apply
precautionary
safety limits far
below ICNIRP
thresholds.
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infra6 | Not Yes ECC welcome reference to Yes | Not Yes, B Collaboration CPBC agrees that it
2 n County State the Essex Design Guide and State | ECC between will be important to
8 Counci d in particular the EPOA d suppli developers, collaborate early
2- ( Planning Guidance for Digital ed8 local authorities | with digital
0 Connectivity (focused on addito and mobile stakeholders and
0 fixed line Broadband nal network developers to
4 connections) to guide the appen operators will be | address
8 pre-application and planning dices essential to communities’
application process for contai minimise the digital needs with
mobile (4G/5G). ning impact on the minimum impact
variou cellular network | from digital
The proposed growth is likely S capacity from structures. Noted
to have a considerable pieces proposed no modifications.
impact on existing or planned of growth.
cellular network capacity. It eviden Welcomes
will be essential for early ce reference to the
collaboration between Essex Design
developers, local planning Guide and the
authorities and mobile EOPA Planning
network operators (or their Guidance for
infrastructure partners) to Digital
identify suitable locations for Connectivity
new or upgraded masts that
minimise impact on the local
community and environment
while effectively addressing
connectivity needs.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infra6 | Not No | Consistent with To be consistent with NPPF, ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Recommends Accepted. CPBC However,
2 n County State National Policy paragraph 120 reference paragraph 19.70 State | ECC digital mast agree that mast initial roll
8 Counci d should be made to the isamended to d suppli sharing and sharing and good out of 5G
2- [ potential for mast sharing read: ed8 sympathetic design can provision
0 wherever possible to addito designs to minimise the has
0 minimise impacts, along with | However, initial nal minimise impact of masts on | highlighted
4 their sympathetic design and | roll out of 5G appen impacts of the local area. some
9 camouflage with the local provision has dices digital design,
area. ECC welcome reference | highlighted some contai infrastructure. layout and
to the Essex Design Guide design, layout ning Typo to be siting
and in particular the EPOA and siting variou corrected concerns
Planning Guidance for Digital | concerns that S that need
Connectivity (focused on need to be pieces to be
fixed line Broadband addressed in of addressed
connections) to guide the future provision. eviden in future
pre-application and planning | Use of existing ce provision.
application process for masts, buildings Use of
mobile (4G/5G). and other existing
structures should masts,
be encouraged. buildings
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Where new sites
are required
(such as for new
5G networks)
equipment
should be
sympathetically
designed and
camouflaged
where
appropriate

and other
structures
should be
encourage
d. Where
new sites
are
required
(such as for
new 5G
networks)
equipment
should be
sympatheti
cally
designed
and
camouflag
ed where
appropriate
. The Essex
Design
Guide
includes a
section on
‘Planning
for5G’....

(IDO\IO

= O O O

Individual

Mar
kus

Spring
er

Yes

INFR
A6

Yes

Yes

| wish to say that it is
fantastic to see common
sense being applied in
telecommunications mast
planning.

I am all for increased
connectivity, however the
siting of masts needs to be
carefully weighed up in
evidence based decisions,
especially when they are
located near vulnerable
residents, for example
children or elderly people
with disabilities [REDACTED
Personal Information]
interference with EMF’s is a
real problem.

For too long, genuine
concerns around safety have

Not
Ans
wer
ed

Not
Answ
ered

Yes

Support for
Policy INFRAG

Support noted.

N
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been ignored and it is
wonderful to see a sensible
and pragmatic approach
being proposed.
0 | Individual Lara | Lawso Yes Infra | Not Not | would like to add that these Not | Not Yes - Non | Objectingto N
8 n 6 Ans Ans ICNIRP 'Safety' Certificates Ans | Answ | See e INFRAG: ICNIRP
8 were wer have been also been self wer | ered | attach Concerned due | Referring to the
9 d ed certified. ed ments to exposure of International
- non idiozing Commission on
0 | would like to add that the radiation Non-lonsizing
0 International Commission of reduction in Radiation is best
0 Non lonizing Radiation Safety house prices practice and
2 Guidelines in 2020 do state ensures the

that they do not cover the
public who have with metal
implants.

Also as with the safety
certificates for Cell Towers
with a Limited Company
Name that is not registered
there are also Applications
for the infrastructure to the
Council with Limited
Company Names that are
also not registered at
Companies House.

For future planning and
implementation of this type
of infrastructure we need
more due diligence to
protect the residents from
long term exposure to non
ionizing radiation.

There are also many other
concerns with regards to this
infrastructure, reduction in
property prices to the
surrounding houses.

We ask that these concerns
be taken into account when
introducing any more of this

applications
submitted are
regulated under
this body.
Further to this
policy INFRA 6
requires a risk
assessment to be
submitted which
will ensure all
protected groups
are taken care of.

Reduction in house
prices

Thisisnota
material planning
consideration.
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infrastructure to residential
areas.
0 | Individual Lara | Lawso Yes Infra | Not Not With regards to wireless No Not Yes - B - Objecting to ICNIRPReferringto | N
8 n 6 Ans Ans infrastructure due to my Answ | See see | INFRAG:Concern | the International
8 were wer findings that | am concerned ered | attach | 088 | ed duetothe Commission on
9- d ed with regards to safety of ments | 9- use of ICNIRP Non-lonsizing
0 wireless infrastructure and 000 Radiation is best
0 ask Councils and Castle Point 2 practice and
0 Council to ensure health and ensures the
1 protective policies for addi applications
telecommunications tion submitted are
infrastructure. There is al regulated under
evidence now that there are sup this body.
carcinogenic risks from RF porti
radiation. There are many ng
emerging studies that evid
warrant health and safety to enc
be taken into e

consideration.Health Risks of
Wireless Radiation for
Children, Elderly &
Vulnerable Groups Dr. Erica
Mallery-Blythe — Radiation
ResearchlLennart Hardell,
MD, Ph.D — Radiation
Researchl live in [REDACTED]
and there have had a number
of cell towers implemented
in the surrounding residential
area near to my property
which has been a concern for
residents. | would like to
report further to my research
of the last three years with
regards to Cell Towers that
have been erected in the
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local area that the current
ICNIRP 'International
Commission of Non lonising
Radiation' Safety Certificates
for a number of these towers
have a discrepancy. They
have been issued with a Ltd
Company Name that was
Dissolved in 2015. There are
also many other concerns
with regards to this
infrastructure, reduction in
property prices to the
surrounding houses.We ask
that these concerns be taken
into account when
introducing any more of this
infrastructure to residential
areas.Please consider the
following:A review the of
masts with applications and
safety certificates that have
Limited Company Names that
are either dissolved or not
registered at Companies
House.That these towers are
setback at least 500 metres
from homes and further back
from schools and hospitals
including care
homes.Implementation and
testing and constant
monitoring of infrastructure
to uphold fire and radiation
safety standards.Ensure that
the safety certificates are
issued by an independent
expert and not self certified
going forward.References:lan
Jarvis — Three UK Ltd brief
update, Jan 2025:
https://ianjarvis.co.uk/wp
content/uploads/2025/01/25
-01-24-Three-UK-Ltd-Brief-
update.pdf 3. Radiation
Research Trust — Three UK
Limited report: ICNIRP
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Certificates issued in the
name of ‘Three UK Limited’
dissolved in 2015 — Radiation
Research
0 | Individual Jona | Pinno Yes Infra | Yes Yes Not | Not A Supports policy | Support noted. N
9 than | ck 6 Ans | Answ INFRAG
3 wer | ered
7- ed
0
0
1
5
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Infras | Not No Positively ECC has input to the baseline | Priorto Yes | Not Yes, B ECC has CPBC have
2 n County truct | State prepared, IDP Baseline Review (2024) submission of the State | ECC reviewed the IDP | provided ECC with
8 Counci ure d justified, and the IDP, May 2025 with Plan, the IDP will d suppli May 2025, updated data for
2- L Deliv effective, regards ECC’s roles and require a ed 8 however, there the cumulative
0 ery consistent with responsibilities. significant addito have been some | assessment of
0 Plan national policy update to fully nal additional primary, secondary
7 The published IDP (May reflect the appen changesto and early years
8 2025) is not based on the evidence base dices housing strategy | education and
infrastructure requirements referenced in the contai with the addition | childcare and
required to deliver either Plan, as a ning of new sites SEND.
Government’s standard significant variou including a large
methodology housing amount has been S site at West In January 2026,
requirements or the CPBC undertaken since pieces Canvey. ECC provided
6,196 homes, as set out in the latest IDP. of There has also addendums to the
Policy SP3 but three growth eviden been updated education
scenarios ranging between ECC will need to ce evidence assessments
4,862 to 8,845 homes, undertake a following May previously
including some development | cumulative 2025. undertaken in
in the Green Belt. ECC assessment of All of this needs | November 2025.
provided CPBC with an the growth for to be fed into an
assessment of these education and updated IDP for | The West Canvey
scenarios regarding primary, | earlyyears and ECC to review IDP has been
secondary and early years childcare and prior to provided to ECC for
and childcare. Other assist to identify submission of comment and
assumptions were made by the necessary the plan for comments
the consultant on other highway and examination provided, which
services based on the transportation Requests some | require review by
Developers’ Guide (2024). It interventions additional CPBC.
is noted that this iteration necessary, along amendments to
excludes transport costs as with any other Chapter 11 of CPBC are preparing
the Transport Assessment relevant ECC the IDPincluding | an update to the
and Addendum (West roles and reference tothe | IDP which will be

Canvey) were still being
drafted and had not been
reviewed by ECC.

Paragraph 19.20 of the Plan
refers to the IDP establishing
where new educational
facilities are required based
on the growth identified
within the Plan. Policy SP3
sets out how the Plan is
seeking to deliver 6,196
homes with a spatial
distribution and scale of
specific sites/broad locations

responsibilities.

ECC was not
provided with the
opportunity to
comprehensively
review the
completed TA
(including its
Appendices) and
the West Canvey
Addendum
(August 2025),
with the latter
published post

upgrading of
RCHW facilities
at Canvey,
references to the
adopted Waste
Strategy for
Essex (2024), a
need for change
waste
management
approaches

one consolidated
report (including
relevant sections of
the May 2025 and
West Canvey
Addendum October
2025) and address
any outstanding
issues including
new and/or
updated evidence
that has been
published and/or
completed since
that which
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different to the IDP Scenarios
previously assessed. ECC
considers such differences
will have a significant impact
on the overall infrastructure
requirements, specific site
policy infrastructure
requirements and potentially
Whole Plan Viability
Assessment.

Whilst the strategy remains
‘urban focussed’ the
allocated sites informing the
IDP, May 2025 and site
allocations in the Plan differ
in terms of scale and their
distribution. These disparities
are further contained within
the IDP/Transport
Assessment and the Plan
(including Site Policies) and
the Housing Capacity Topic
Paper.

The Sustainability Appraisal,
paragraph 28, bullet 1 infers
that the plan policy position
and Scenario 1 in the IDP are
similar. In fact, there are
significant differences in that
some sites have been
removed from the Plan and
some 16 sites have been
subject to significant change,
which will impact on any
infrastructure requirements.
For example, West Canvey
has increased from 1,000 to
2,700 homes (of which 700
post 2043) and Canvey Town
Centre has increased from
200 to 820 homes.

CPBC did not request or
provide the relevant
information for ECC to

commencement
of the
consultation.
ECC has
instructed Essex
Highways to
review these
documents and
their full report
has informed the
response to this
consultation. Any
revised
assessment will
need to inform
the next iteration
of the IDP.

The revised IDP
will need to
inform a review of
the Whole Plan
Viability
Assessment
which assesses
the viability of the
Castle Point Plan,
taking into
account policy
requirements.
ECC, as the WDA
seek the
following
amendments:

Paragraph11.1.3

The WDA
prepares the
necessary
strategies,
infrastructure
and contractual
arrangements for
the management
of local authority
collected waste

informed the IDP
May 2025. Some
examples are set
outinthe ECC
Regulation 19
response and
include the
Transport
assessment and
further education
assessment. The
final IDP will be
made available to
ECC to review.

CPBCandECC
acknowledge that
the soundness and
legal compliance of
the Castle Point
Plan and its
supporting
evidence, including
the IDP and
Transport
Assessment, will
be considered by
anindependent
Inspector
appointed to
examine the Plan
and will continue to
work together to
address
outstanding
matters as far as
possible.".

Accepted and
inserted into IDP

ECC has reviewed a
draft West Canvey
IDP update and
provided
comments along
with a further
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undertake the required
cumulative assessment of the
growth in the Plan, with
regards its potential impact
on education and early years
and childcare places. This is
required to be undertaken
prior to submission
consistent with Section 3.4 of
the Essex County Council
Local and Neighbourhood
Planners’ Guide to School
Organisation and Place
Planning (February 2025).

To demonstrate potential
implications, ECC, as the lead
authority for Education, has
undertaken a “high-level’
assessment of the Plan
growth (see Appendix 4). The
assessment identifies the
following changes in
requirements:

¢ Consultation Plan —
identifies the need for two 56
place early years and
childcare nurseries and
primary provision (non-
defined).

¢ ECC assessment — identifies
the need for at least a new
2FE primary school; three
new 72 place nurseries, of
which one should be co-
located with the primary
school; one stand-alone 56
place nursery and potentially
two further stand-alone 30
place nurseries subject to
land being made available by
developers. Other developer
contributions where there
are insufficient places to
meet the generated demand.

In addition, significant

to support the
delivery of the
current Waste
Strategy for Essex
(WSfE) . The
WSFE for Essex
sets the vision for
the management
of waste
collection. The
core focus of the
WSfE JIMWMS is
to ensure the
establishment of
appropriate
waste

Paragraph 11.1.4

Paragraph 11.1.5

The WSfE
recognises that
waste
management
approaches need
to change, which
is expected to
may necessitate
new or expanded
waste
management
infrastructure.

Paragraph 11.2.5

The Essex
Developers Guide
to Infrastructure
Contributions
details the scope
and range of
contributions
Essex County
Council may seek
from developers

education
assessmentto
reflect the full
policy requirement
of 2,700 homes,
rather than the
2,000 within the
plan period.

In January 2026,
ECC provided
addendums to the
education
assessments
previously
undertakenin
November 2025.

CPBC are preparing
an update to the
IDP which will be
one consolidated
report (including
relevant sections of
the May 2025 and
West Canvey
Addendum October
2025) and address
any outstanding
issues including
new and/or
updated evidence
that has been
published and/or
completed since
that which
informed the IDP
May 2025. Some
examples are set
outinthe ECC
Regulation 19
response and
include the
Transport
assessment and
further education
assessment. The
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evidence base referenced in
the Plan has been completed
post the preparation of the
IDP, May 2025, including the
updated Developers’ Guide
(September 2025); Castle
Point LCWIP; Essex Wide
LCWIP; Transport
Assessment (July 2025) and
West Canvey Addendum
(August 2025); Local
Transport Plan A Better
Connected Essex Transport
Strategy (July 2025) and
South Essex Implementation
Strategy (July 2025); Essex
Supported and Specialist
Housing and Accommodation
Needs Assessment (SSHANA,
2025); ELNRS (July 2025); and
Shared Standards in Water
Efficiency (June 2025).

CPBC and its consultants
Systra have held regular
meetings with ECC with
regards the preparation of
the transportation evidence
base. The TA Scoping Report
was reviewed by ECC and
considered an appropriate
piece of evidence to support
the Regulation 18
Consultation (Issues and
Options — July — September
2024). However, ECC was not
provided with the
opportunity to
comprehensively review the
completed TA (including its
Appendices) and the West
Canvey Addendum (August
2025), with the latter
published post
commencement of the
consultation. An update to
the Transport Assessment

and land owners
to mitigate the
impact of
developments on
waste
management
infrastructure.
11.4 Evidence
base:

*ECC
Developers’
Guide to
Infrastructure
Contributions,
ECC, 20254

Paragraph 11.5.3

This could be co-
located with a
WCA depot
and/or RCHW
facility and we
are keento
explore
opportunities for
joint working with
Castle Point
Borough Council
where possible.

final IDP will be
made available to
ECC to review.

CPBCandECC
acknowledge that
the soundness and
legal compliance of
the Castle Point
Plan and its
supporting
evidence, including
the IDP and
Transport
Assessment, will
be considered by
an independent
Inspector
appointed to
examine the Plan
and will continue to
work together to
address
outstanding
matters as far as
possible.".
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(TA), Transport Assessment
Addendum; and Green Belt
Sites Assessment will be
required to address the
issues, observations and
queries identified following
the ECC review of these
documents (see Appendix 5)
and will subsequently inform
an update to the IDP.

The Submission Plan must be
supported by an up-to-date
IDP that reflects updated
information consistent with
that iteration of the Plan,
which will need to be agreed
with ECC as a primary
infrastructure provider prior
to submission.

With regards Chapter 11 —
Waste Management, ECC, as
the Waste Disposal
Authority, would welcome
the opportunity to review
the IDP prior to submission.
The WDA supports the
following references in the
IDP May 2025:

¢ paragraph 11.2.2 - ECC
through the new WSfE is
exploring the need for and
options available for the
provision of new and
additional waste transfer,
bulking and haulage
infrastructure capacity within
South Essex. A new long-
term residual waste solution
is required which depending
on the location may require
waste infrastructure for
bulking and haulage in the
South of Essex. While there
are currently no specific
plans for new or expanded
waste infrastructure,
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requirements will emerge
during WSfE action planning.
The WDA aim to explore the
potential employment land
that may be suitable for the
provision of new WDA
logistical waste infrastructure
within South Essex.

¢ paragraph 11.2.3 - existing
RCHW facilities do not match
the level of growth being
planned in the County and
will be a challenge to meet
current demand and
potentially worse with more
growth. ECC, as the WDA, is
exploring the potential for
upgrading RCHW provision to
improve facilities available
for residents and businesses.
¢ paragraph 11.2.4 - there
will be a need to explore the
options for upgrading the
Canvey RCHW'’s and new or
additional sites to serve the
Borough and adjacent areas.

The WDA would like to
highlight a number of
amendments in advance of
any update to the IDP:
 references to the adopted
Waste Strategy for Essex
(2024) — paragraphs 11.1.3,
11.1.4,11.4

* more positive need to
change waste management
approaches — paragraph
11.1.5

¢ update reference to the
Essex Developers Guide to
Infrastructure Contributions
(2025) with updated advice
regarding waste
management — paragraphs
11.2.5,11.4

¢ South Essex sub-region
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lacks the required level of
waste infrastructure for the
efficient movement of waste
from source to treatment
facilities. A new transfer
station capacity is required
which could be co-located
with a WCA depot and/or
RCHW facility. — paragraph
11.5.3
0 | Organisation | Mark | Shepp | Southe Monit | Not Not Finally, within the A Within the Mods proposed Y
3 ard nd City oring | State Stat proposed proposed ¢ ¢ Monitoring
5 Counci Fram | d ed Monitoring Monitoring Framework
4- L ewor Framework, we Framework, we Objective 19—
0 k suggest suggest update the
0 monitoring the monitoring the monitoring
0 percentage of percentage of indicator to read as
4 Health Impact Health Impact “stibrmission

Assessments
submitted in
accordance with
relevant
application
thresholds. An
additional
indicator is also

Assessments
submitted in
accordance with
relevant
application
thresholds. An
additional
indicatoris also

percentage of
health impact
assessments
submitted for
relevant
applications”
* Monitoring
Framework
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suggested to
monitor the
number of new
community use
agreements
(objective 20).

suggested to
monitor the
number of new
community use
agreements
(objective 20).

Objective 20 -
additional
monitoring
indicator included
to read as “number
of new community
use agreements
peryear”

(IJLJMMO

N ©O OO

Individual

Bria

Botha

Not
Stated

Not
State

Not
State

| have
recently
written
toyou
making
objectio
nstothe
propose
dplan.
Somethi
ng that|
really
should
have
mention
ed and
didn't
are the
two
COMAH
sites on
Canvey,
one of
which
supplies
aviation
fuelto
the RAF,
this
must
surely
qualify
asa
potential
terrorist
target.

Not
Stat
ed

Not
Stat
ed

No

Cites the two
OMAH sites are
a potential
terrorist target

Noted

A~ O

Individual

Grac

Walke

Yes

Not
State

N/A

Not
aware of
the legal

Not
Stat
ed

Have not seen the regulations
regarding to soundness so

Not able to
comment

Noted.
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0- require cannot comment without without seeing
0 ments sight of some. the regs
0 therefor
0 e cannot
1 commen
t
1 | Individual Roge | Gibbs Page | Not First, my | Not The diagramillustrates a Generally Noted. N
4 r 31, State | thanks Stat problem where the area of supportive of a Highways and
2 Secti |d toyouall | ed Thundersley is “C” shaped. very well Public Rights of
3- on7- atthe The wider Chase presented and Way are both
0 Place Planning developments (and many new thoughtful plan. | County matters and
0 Base Departm developments off Kiln Road managed by Essex
0 d enton etc) have no proper footpath The diagram County Council
1 Appro what connection to Thundersley illustrates a https://www.essex
ach. appears village. The route along the problem where highways.org/roads
(Ref avery un-made middle of The Chase the area of -and-
Thun well is narrow, generally muddy, Thundersley is pavements/public-
dersl presente and made unsafe with “C” shaped. The | right-of-way-
ey) dand frequent vehicles splashing wider Chase maintain
thoughtf past walkers. At nightitis a developments
ul plan. no-go route. Please make it a (and many new The Plan has
Overall priority to provide a well lit, developments endevoured to
my only hard path for pedestrians off Kiln Road produce policies
commen going from the eastern part of etc) have no that protect and
twould The Chase developments proper footpath | enhance the
be that towards Thundersley village. It connection to Borough's valued
we must would probably make a good Thundersley biodiversity and
try hard contribution to reducing short village. The route | green
to keep car usage between these along the un- infrastructure.
down points for children going to / made middle of
the from school, visits to doctors, The Chaseis
number chemist, etc. The point above narrow,
of new also highlights the lack of any generally
houses bus routes serving this area. muddy, and
that Wensley Road is another made unsafe
must be muddy track making it with frequent
squashe unsuitable for easy walking to vehicles
din. Our the Kiln Road bus routes. We splashing past
borough had expected a footpath from walkers. At night
has a The Swale into the recent Kiln itisano-go
tiny area Road housing. (Presumably route. Please
compro the developers didn’t want to make it a priority
mised by loose a few feet of housing to provide a well
an opportunity ?) No bus routes lit, hard path for
excessiv now serve Rayleigh Road. pedestrians
ely large Delighted to see a going from the
proporti commitment to preventing eastern part of
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on of Coalescence between The Chase
historica Thundersley / Benfleet / developments
ly Hadleigh / Daws Heath. | hope towards
designat this will be enshrined in true Thundersley
ed green protection. There are still a village. It would
belt. | few remaining areas of probably make a
can see woodland and fields along The good
you Chase, Wensley Road, Swale contribution to
equally Road, Warren Chase, that reducing short
recognis have somehow survived the car usage
e the developers. Can we please get between these
problem. some firm legal protection on points for
I will the these vital green plots. children going to
only When we came to the areain / from school,
focus my [REDACTED Personal visits to doctors,
views on Information] it was common chemist, etc.
the the see hundreds of varieties The point above
Thunder of birds, and animal species. also highlights
sley area Now is mostly seagulls, the lack of any
[REDACT magpies, and rats. A lot more bus routes
ED is still about, although harder serving this area.
Personal to find. They are just clinging Wensley Road is
Informat to survivalin a few areas. another muddy
ion] Please don’tjust leave your track making it

commitments to nature and
wildlife corridors as empty
words on paper.

unsuitable for
easy walking to
the Kiln Road
bus routes. We
had expected a
footpath from
The Swale into
the recent Kiln
Road housing.
(Presumably the
developers
didn’t want to
loose a few feet
of housing
opportunity ?)
No bus routes
now serve
Rayleigh Road.
Delighted to see
a commitment
to preventing
Coalescence
between
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Thundersley /
Benfleet/
Hadleigh / Daws
Heath. | hope
this will be
enshrined in true
protection.

There are still a
few remaining
areas of
woodland and
fields along The
Chase, Wensley
Road, Swale
Road, Warren
Chase, that have
somehow
survived the
developers. Can
we please get
some firm legal
protection on
the these vital
green plots.
When we came
tothe areain
1985 itwas
common the see
hundreds of
varieties of
birds, and
animal species.
Now is mostly
seagulls,
magpies, and
rats. A lot more
is still about,
although harder
tofind. They are
justclinging to
survivalin a few
areas. Please
don’tjust leave
your
commitments to
nature and
wildlife corridors
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as empty words
on paper.
0 | Organisation | Marl | Curtis | British Para acknowledges the area's See B Support for Support noted. N
3 ene Horse 12.2 long history of equine attach reference to
6 Society activity and the potential of ment equine activity
0- extending wildlife habitat and potential of
0 and recreational access to extending
0 improve connectivity to wildlife habitat
0 various nearby woodland and recreational
2 sites accessto
improve
connectivity to
various nearby
woodland sites
0 | Organisation | Marl | Curtis | British Para Regarding the Plan's stated See B Public bridleway | Noted. N
3 ene Horse 12.2 long history of equine activity attach statusincludes
6 Society in this area, we remind of the ment both walkers
0- "best value" a public and cyclists.
0 bridleway status has by the Horse riding is
0 inclusion of both walkers and considered
0 cyclists. Horse riding (90% beneficial to
7 women - Sport England) is heath and
considered both beneficial to wellbeing.
health and well-being. Women Women and girls
and girls also feel much safer feel safer riding
riding a horse when alone in ahouse alonein
the countryside and quiet the countryside
places. Additionally, wildlife and quiet
accepts arider atop a horse places. Wildlife
as another harmless animal accept horse
and remains undisturbed. The riders as
relationship of birds enjoying harmless and
horses is confirmed by the remain
enclosed photo of five birds undisturbed.
perched on a horse's back. See attachment.
0 | Organisation | Marl | Curtis | British Para No The second point of See B Routes along Noted. Policy T3 N
3 ene Horse 12.3 introducing further cycle attach Daws Heath seeks to support
6 Society routes ... north along ... ment Road to Belfairs | active travel routes,
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0- Daws Heath Road to Nature Reserve including those for
0 provide additional access and West Wood, | recreation for
0 to Belfairs Nature Reserve should consider | walkers, cyclists
0 and West Wood, if West access to and horse riders.
8 Wood's northern access Ragwood Riding | Essex County
adjacent the Ragwood School and the Council as the
Riding School is considered existing Highways and
but the existing bridleway bridleway. Transportation
use is not included, we Access to the Authority are
consider the Local Plan to Nature Reserve responsible for the
be unsound. Regarding should be for management of
access for cyclists to the horse riders as Public Rights of
Nature Reserve, unless our well as cyclists. Way, including
Nature Reserve points Bridleways.
above result in the
inclusion of horse riders as
well, we consider the Local
Plan again to be unsound.
0 | Organisation | Marl | Curtis | British Para includes an existing 5.5 Mile See B includes an Noted. This N
3 ene Horse 12.7 "Seven Woods Walk" and here attach existing 5.5 Mile | paragraphis
6 Society we would like to see horse ment "Seven Woods identifying the
0- riding use included. Walk" and here woodland around
0 Alternatively, local horse we would like to | Daws Heath.
0 riders would very much see horse riding
1 welcome a similar Ride of this use included.
0 distance being planned within Alternatively,
the Borough's Woods. local horse
riders would very
much welcome
a similar Ride of
this distance
being planned
within the
Borough's
Woods.
0 | Organisation | Marl | Curtis | British Para regarding the Thames Estuary See B Thames Estuary | Through work with N
3 ene Horse 20.38 Path and provision of a attach Path Project the Council's
6 Society footpath and cycleway ment should include partners on
0- network connecting Tilbury to accessto horse | projectssuch as
0 Leigh-on-Sea, we request ridersaswellas | the Thames Estuary
0 inclusion and emphasise that walking and Path Project, the
0 horse riders also wish to travel cycling. Council will
4 further afield (at times encourage new or
enjoying B & Bs with their imporvements to

horse) in the same way as
Peter de Savary's past refused
intention of bridleway access

routes to be
accessible for all
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to Coal House Fort, and today active travel
also to reach the likely off- modes.
road access connected to the
new Thames Crossing.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not No Not Stated ECC require the following Yes | Not Yes, B Typo to be Accepted
2 n County raph | State typo in paragraph 20.4 is State | ECC corrected ...The Net
8 Counci 204, |d amended to read: d suppli Zero:
2- L Page ed8 Making
0 156 The Net Zero: Making Essex addito Essex
0 Carbon Neutral report details nal Carbon
5 an Avoid, Shift and Improve appen Neutral
0 approach for reducing dices report
transport emissions: contai details an
ning Avoid, Shift
variou and
S Improve
pieces approach
of for
eviden reducing
ce transport
emissions:
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not No Effective Reference could be made to ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Reference Accepted. CPBC ECC are
2 n County raph | State some of the projects in the reference to the State | ECC should be made | supports schemes | currentlyin
8 Counci 20.6, | d South Essex Implementation | potential date of d suppli to projects and initiatives that | the process
2- L 1st Plan, Appendix A —Scheme adoption of the ed8 within the South | improve the of updating
0 sente List, which have emerged LTP4 in the 1st addito Essex highway networkin | the LTP,
0 nce, from a prioritisation exercise | sentenceis nal Implementation | South Essex with a new
5 Page representing ideas from a amended to read: appen Plan Appendix A | particular key LTP4
1 156 snapshot in time but which dices and some of the | routes such as A13 | scheduled
are not guaranteed to be Winter contai proposed and the A127/A130 | for
funded as part of LTP4. As 2025/2026 ning schemes Fairglen junction. adoptionin
funding and circumstances variou 2625
change so will priorities for S winter
such schemes. For example, pieces 2026.
the A13 sustainable corridor; of
A127/A130 Fairglen amongst eviden
others. ce
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not No Effective ECC seek an amendment to ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Request Accepted and text The Essex
2 n County raph | State paragraph 20.63 to refer to paragraph 20.63 State | ECC correction thatit | amended Planning
8 Counci 20.63 | d the Essex Parking Guidance isamended to d suppli is Essex Parking Officers
2- ( , (2024) prepared by EPOA and | read: ed8 Guidance and Association
0 Page clarification given to large addito not Essex ’s (EPOA)
0 168 scale development The Essex nal Parking Essex
6 comprising of 1,000 homes Planning Officers appen Standard and Parking
1 or more. Association’s dices clarification that Guidance
(EPOA) Essex contai large scale Standard
Parking Guidance ning development (2024)
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(2024) were variou represents were
prepared with S 1,000 homes or prepared
both the above pieces more. with both
balancing actin of the above
mind, and the eviden balancing
need to move ce actin
towards a net mind, and
zero transport the need to
network. move
towards a
"....andPart2- net zero
for Garden transport
Communities network.
and Large-Scale
Developments | | | | | 0 |.. and Part
(including a 2 -for
‘Connectivity Garden
Tool’), where Communiti
large is esand
considered 1,000 Large-
homes or more.’ Scale
Developme
nts
(including a
‘Connectivi
ty Tool’),

where large
is
considered
1,000
homes or
more. A
study was
commissio
ned to
understand
parking
needs
across
Essex...
The ECC
Essextocat
Fransport
Ptan
Developme
nt
Manageme
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nt Policies
sets out
within its
highways
planning
advice
specific
requiremen
ts for
developme
nts that are
likely to be
regularly
accessed
by HGVs at
policy
DM19.
....This
standard
appears
appropriate
for other
servicing
and
delivery
vehicles
that
occasionall
y access
many
developme
nts also.
Design
Guidance
on Street
Design with
respectto
waste
collection
can be
found in
the Essex
Design
Guide-
Highways
Technical
Manual.
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not No Effective Further clarification should ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Provide link to Accepted and text

2 n County raph | State be provided that the ECC paragraph 20.69 State | ECC ECC amended with link

8 Counci 20.69 | d Development Management isamended to d suppli Development to information

2- L , Policies are located on the read: ed8 Management

0 Page ECC website under highways addito Policies

0 169 planning advice. The ECC nal Highways

6 Management appen Planning Advice

3 Policies sets out dices which are

within its contai located on the
highways ning ECC website.
planning advice variou This provides
specific S advice on
requirements for pieces specific
developments of requirements for
that are likely to eviden developments
be regularly ce which are likely
accessed by to be regularly
HGVs at policy accessed by
DM19. HGVs.

0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not No | Justified, Paragraph 20.16 refers to the | Please referto Yes | Not Yes, B Requires further | The proposed

2 n County raph | State Effective need to improve the the response to State | ECC clarity on wording requires

8 Counci 20:16 | d coverage, frequency, Policy T5 and the d suppli specific developers to

2- ( , reliability and quality of bus Transport ed8 schemes provide active

0 Page services if a modal shiftisto | Assessment. addito required to travel routes with

0 159 be achieved. There is no nal improve public high accessible

5 clarity on what level of modal appen transport specifications,

4 shift is desired or how this dices services to which might not be
may be achieved via specific contai support possible due to site
schemes in the Schedule of ning proposed growth | specifications on
Interventions (see comments variou some travel route
to Policy T5 Highways S developments.
Impact) and how it will pieces CPBC proposes the
impact highway capacity. of following wording:
This is important to eviden
demonstrate consistency ce New development

with NPPF, paragraph 109
where LPAs are required to
undertake a vision led
approach to identifying
transport solutions.

must be designed
to be inclusive, and
to prioritise and
maximise
opportunities for
safe and
convenient active
travel routes
supporting health
and active
lifestyles. Design
guidance on
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inclusive active
travel routes can be
found on Active
travel design
resources | Active
Travel England This
requirement should
also be reflected in
development
proposals and
master plans.
The CPBC agrees
that developer
contributions for
active travel should
be appropriate and
proportionate to
the development
taking account of
the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan.
CPBC have
updated the Plan’s
Transport
Assessment
following public
consultation and
will provide this for
Essex Highways to
review.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not Yes Work is programmed to ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Commentsthat | Notedandtext | ... Work
2 n County raph | State commence the permitted paragraph 20.28, State | ECC work on short updated on initial
8 Counci 20:28 | d short-term A127 / A130 final sentence is d suppli term improveme
2- ( , Fairglen Interchange (short amended to read: ed8 improvements to nts to the
0 Page term) improvements in 2025 addito Fairglen Fairglen
0 161 and will cover a two-year Work on nal Interchanged are Interchang
5 constriction period. improvements to appen scheduled in e{short
5 the Fairglen dices 2025 term}is
Interchange contai expected to
(shortterm)is ning commence
expected to variou in due
commence in S cotrse
2025. pieces 2025.
of
eviden
ce
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not No Effective Whilst the requirements for Yes | Not Yes, B Reference Noted and
2 n County raph | State waste collection vehicles are State | ECC should be made | additional text with
8 Counci 20:71 | d acknowledged in paragraph d suppli to Essex Design | reference to Design
2- L , 20.71 and design of streets ed8 Guide- Highways | Guide Highways
0 Page should be consistent with the addito Technical Technical Manual
0 169 Essex Design Guide — nal Manual to Added
6 Highways Technical Manual appen ensure streets
4 which provides the full dices are designed to
understanding of the contai accommodate
relevant design principles for ning waste collection
new residential variou vehicles
developments. S
Refuse-collection vehicles pieces
will circulate on all parts of of
the adopted road system but eviden
not on private drives. In the ce
case of mews court cul-de-
sac, they will enter in reverse
gear and not turn. Refuse
collection will be made only
from those dwellings within
25m of an adopted road local
operatives may have
different criteria. In other
cases, it is necessary to
provide a shared bin-
collection point screened by
an above-eye-level wall. This
should be located within 25m
of an adopted road.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex | Yes Parag | Not No | Effective ECC seek an Yes | Not Yes, B Update evidence | Text already states
2 n County raph | State amendment to State | ECC date to 2024 July 2024
8 Counci 21.40 | d read: d suppli
2- ( ,2nd ed8
0 sente | | | ] was addito
0 nce, recommended by nal
7 Page the Essex appen
1 181 Climate Action dices
Commission contai
(ECAC) in July ning
2021. variou
S
pieces
of
eviden
ce
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Parag | Not No Effective Reference should be made to | ECC require the Yes | Not Yes, B Reference Essex | Accepted and text Evidence
2 n County raph | State evidence base for Policy SD4 | 1stsentenceis State | ECC Design Guide in | amended commissio
8 Counci 2141 | d being located and updated amended to read: d suppli Policy SD4 ned by the
2- L , 1st on the Essex Design Guide ed8 Climate
0 sente Evidence addito and
0 nce, commissioned by nal Planning
7 Page the Climate and appen Unit of
2 181 Planning Unit of dices Essex
Essex County contai County
Council on behalf ning Councilon
of all the Greater variou behalf of all
Essex local S the Greater
authorities to pieces Essex local
demonstrate that of authorities
building to the eviden to
net zero carbon ce demonstrat
(in operation) e that
standard set out building to
in Policy SD4 is the net zero
published and carbon (in
updated where operation)
necessary on the standard
Essex Design setoutin
Guide) Policy SD4
is
published
and
updated
where
necessary
onthe
Essex
Design
Guide
ECAC
demonstrat
esthat
bitding to
the-netzero
carbon{in
operation}
standard
setottin
Potiecy NZt
ts:
Technically

78



ef

Individual/Or
ganisation/A
gent?

First
Nam

Last
Name

If

organi
sation
- name

Has
agreed
to
publica
tion of
Name/
Comme
nts?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Lega
Ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explanat
ion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effectiv
e/Justified/Consi
stent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
h to
parti
cipa
tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods
Required

feasible
(Report 1:
Essex Net
Zero Policy
-Technical
Evidence
Base by
Introba,
Etude,
Currie &
Brown, July
2023 and
Report 2:
Essex Net
Zero Policy
- Policy
Summatry,
Evidence,
and
Validation
Requireme
nts by
Introba,
Etude,
Currie &
Brown July
2023);
Financially
viable (Net
Zero
Carbon
Viability
Study for
Essex by
Three
Dragons,
August
2022); and
the Net
Zero
Carbon
Viability
and Toolkit
Study,
Essex
Climate
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Action
Commissio
n October
2025) and
e Legally
justified
(Essex
Open Legal
Advice -
Energy
policy and
Building
Regulation
s by Estelle
Dehon KC,
Cornerston
e
Barristers,
April 2023).
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex | Yes Parag | Not No | Effective ECC seek paragraph 21.41 is ECC seek Yes | Not Yes, B Provide linksto | Accepted and link
2 n County raph | State updated to provide a link to paragraph 21.41 State | ECC most up-to-date | updated
8 Counci 2141 | d the most up-to-date isamended to d suppli evidence
2- L , evidence base and read: ed8 guidance on the
0 Page implementation guidance addito Essex Design
0 181 documents. This will ensure Evidence nal Guide Net Zero
6 the longevity of the commissioned by appen Evidence Base
9 references in the Plan. the ECAC dices
demonstrates contai
that building to ning
the net zero variou
carbon (in S
operation) pieces
standard set out of
in Policy GEN1 is eviden
technically ce
feasible;
financially viable
and legally
justified. The
evidence to

support this
policy is setoutin
the Essex Design
Guide on the Net
Zero Evidence
page. The
evidence will
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continue to be
refreshed to help
supportand
demonstrate the
deliverability of
net zero carbon
developmentin
Essex. Further
information on
the
implementation
of the policy can
be viewed on the
policy
implementation
page.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex | Yes Parag | Not No | Justified, Paragraph 21.43 should be ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Clarify that the Accepted and text | The
2 n County raph | State Effective revised to state that the paragraph 21.43 State | ECC EPOA Embodied | amended outcomes
8 Counci 2143 | d EPOA Embodied Carbon is amended to d suppli Carbon Policy of this work
2- ( , Embodied Policy Study has read: ed8 Study fed into have fed
0 Page fed into this new EPOA addito the EPOA into the
0 181 Planning Policy Statement — | The outcomes of nal Planning Policy EPOA
7 Embodied Carbon and this work have appen Statement-Em Planning
3 Circular Economy (October fed into the EPOA dices bodied Carbon Policy
2025) which sets out policy Planning Policy contai and Circular Statement
SD5. It should be made clear | Statement - ning Economy Position -
that this is the document to Operational variou (October 2025) Operationa
refer to when interpreting Energy and S L Energy
policy for SD5. Carbon (Net pieces and Carbon
Zero) and EPOA of (Net Zero)
Planning Policy eviden and EPOA
Statement - ce Planning
Embodied Policy
Carbon and Statement
Circular - Embodied
Economy. These Carbon and
documents set Circular
out the Essex- Economy.
wide model These
policies upon documents
which policies setoutthe
SD4 and SD5 are Essex-wide
based and the model
documents policies
provide an upon which
explanation of policies
each of the SD4 and
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different policy
requirements in
detail. These
documents
should be
referred to when
interpreting
policies SD4 and

SD5 respectively.

SD5 are
based and
the
documents
provide an
explanatio
n of each of
the
different
policy
requiremen
tsin detail.
forNet

These
documents
should be
referred to
when
interpreting
policies
SD4 and
SD5
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respectivel
y.
1 | Organisation | Tess | Saund | Anglia | Yes Polici | Yes No | Justified Anglian Water supports the Anglian Water No Not A Modification: Modification: Y - Policies
0 a ers n es principle of the Green Lung requests that the Answ Policies Map to Policies Map to be Map to be
1 Water Map designation in helping to Policies Map ered be modified in modified in modified in
3- Service support nature recovery on excludes the accordance with | accordance with accordanc
0 s Ltd Canvey Island and entirety of our Anglian Water Anglian Water e with
0 consistency with the aims of WRC operational operational operational Anglian
0 the Local Nature Recovery land from the land/land land/land Water
5 Strategy for Essex. land indicated as ownership ownership operational
‘Green Lung' (and mapping, as mapping, as land/land
However, whilst our Canvey any overlapping illustrated on the | illustrated on the ownership
Island water recycling centre area identified as SoCG: SoCG: mapping,
(WRC) is mainly excluded ‘Park Homes' as
from the Green Lung sites) to ensure illustrated
designation on the Policies that future onthe
Map, it does not reflect all our | operational or SoCG:
operational land for this site. engineering
Our landownership for Canvey | works required in
Island WRC extends further relation to
than shown on the Policies maintaining or
Map and includes part of the improving our
access to our site and a strip essential
of land that contains the final | wastewater
effluent pipe extending from infrastructure is
the south of the WRC to the not constrained
coastline. by the
designation.
Anglian Water
can provide the
Council with
details of our
operational
land/landowners
hip for this site to
assist with
accuracy of the
Policies Map and
the attributed
land
designations.
1 | Organisation | Tess | Saund | Anglia | Yes Polici | Yes No | Justified Our landownership for Canvey | Anglian Water No Not A Anglian Water Modification: Y
0 a ers n es Island WRC extends further requests that the Answ landownership Policies Map to be Modificatio
1 Water Map than shown on the Policies Policies Map ered for Canvey modified in n: Policies
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3- Service Map, which currently shows excludes the Island WRC accordance with Map to be
0 s Ltd our WRC excluded from the entirety of our extends further Anglian Water modified in
0 designations. However, our WRC operational than shown on operational accordanc
1 landownership for the site land from the the Policies land/land e with
4 includes part of the accessto | land indicated as Map, which ownership Anglian
our site and a strip of land that | 'Green Lung' and currently shows | mapping, as Water
contains the final effluent pipe | Park Homes to our WRC illustrated on the operational
extending from the south of ensure that any excluded from Schedule of Mods land/land
the WRC to the coastline. operational or the and the Anglian ownership
engineering designations. Water Statement of | mapping,
works required in However, our Common Ground. as
relation to landownership illustrated
maintaining or for the site onthe
improving includes part of Schedule
essential the access to of Mods
wastewater oursiteand a and the
infrastructure is strip of land that Anglian
not constrained contains the Water
by the final effluent Statement
designation of pipe extending of
the 'Green Lung'. from the south Common
Anglian Water of the WRC to Ground.
can provide the the coastline.
Council with

details of our
operational
land/landowners
hip for this site to
assist with
accuracy of the
Policies Map and
the attributed
land
designations.
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex | Yes Polici | Not No | Effective, Policy GB1, Criteria 1 states ECC supportsthe | Yes | Not Yes, B Considers that Not accepted. The | Add
2 n County es State Consistent with that the Green Belt recommendation State | ECC existing and Castle Point Planis | Mineral
8 Counci Map d National Policy boundaries are defined on s of the Inspector d suppli potential new anew plan andhas | Safeguardi
2- ( the Policies Map and that into the ed8 schools, if been preparedin ng Areas to
0 development within the “withdrawn’ addito required to meet | different Policy Map
0 Green Belt will not be Local Plan and nal growth in the circumstances to Remove
7 supported in line with the the appen plan, should not | the previous school
6 NPPF. recommendation dices be considered withdrawn plan. playing
ECC requires that school sites | s of the Green contai asan The new plan fields from
are removed from the Green | Belt Assessment, ning “exceptional proposes a new open space
Belt, where appropriate to Schools in the variou circumstance” housing strategy of | designation
enable any future school Green Belt. ECC S to development | urban Add
expansion necessary to meet | seek: pieces in Green Belt to intensification existing
pupil demand not being of allow themto consequently the ‘Education
required to demonstrate an ¢ the General eviden expand to meet | Green Belt al
‘exceptional circumstance’ to | Boundary Issues, ce pupildemandif | becomes more Establishm
development in the Green paragraph 17.9 required. ECC significant as the ents’ to the
Belt. Any school sites be amended to accepts that Green Belt tightly Policies
removed from the Green Belt | provide there were not bounds the existing | Map
should then be allocated as commentary with exceptional urban areas and
education land on the regards the circumstances there is limited

Policies Map.

Paragraph 43 of the
Inspectors Report to the
‘withdrawn’ Local Plan stated
there were exceptional
circumstances for the
removal of Glenwood School
site and the land at the
Cornelius Vermuyden School
from the Green Belt given
the extent to which they are
built up, and that it was
unnecessary to keep these
sites permanently open.
Similarly, the built-up areas
of the USP Canvey College
Campus and the former
Castle View School; Deanes
School and Virgin Active,
Hadleigh; and the King John
School, Benfleet were
recommended to be
removed from the Green Belt
but there were not
exceptional circumstances
for the removal of the

status of these
school sites and
the Green Belt

¢ the Policies
Map is amended
to identify
existing
education sites
¢ the Policies
Map is amended
to identify any
additional
education sites
oncea
cumulative
assessment of
the growth in the
Planis
undertaken (see
response to
Policy Infra2 -
Education, Skills
and Learning,
paragraph 19.20)
ECC require the
Mineral

for the removal
of the playing
fields associated
with these
schools from the
Green Belt. This
was accepted in
the previous
withdrawn plan
by its Inspector
and is further
highlighted in
the CPBC Green
Belt
Assessment,
paragraph 3.3.5.
These sites
should be
removed from
the Green Belt
on the Policies
Map.

Request these
existing school
sites are

green spacein
Castle Point. Asall
these sites are
within designated
Green Belt, the
Council considers
that further
development of
these sites is not
acceptable.
Accepted and Maps
updated with
information.
Accepted and
maps updated
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playing fields associated with
these schools. This was
confirmed in Main
Modification 67 which
identified the sites to be
removed from the Green Belt
and the boundaries re-
aligned appropriately. These
school sites were:

King John School, Benfleet;

¢ The Deanes School,
Benfleet;

¢ Glenwood School, Benfleet;
¢ Kents Hill Infants and Junior
School, Benfleet;

¢ Holy Family Catholic
Primary School, Benfleet;

¢ Robert Drake Primary
School, Benfleet;

¢ Canvey Skills Campus /
Procat, Canvey Island; and

¢ Cornelius Vermuyden,
Canvey Island.

This approach is further
supported by the Green Belt
Assessment, Schools in the
Green Belt, paragraph 3.3.5
which provides support for
the conclusions of the
examining Inspector of the
Borough’s previous and
withdrawn Local Plan. The
Inspectors Report
recommended that the
Policies Map be amended
accordingly. The scale of the
Policies Map does not
provide the certainty to ECC
that these sites have been
removed from the Green
Belt.

The Policies Map should also
annotate land that is

allocated for educational use
to enable and strengthen the

Safeguarding
Areas are
identified on the
Policies Map.
ECC require
reference to
school playing
fields being
defined as public
open space on
the Policies Map
should be
deleted.

allocated as
education land
on the policies
map to
strengthen the
implementation
of Policy Infra2.

Require that
Mineral
Safeguarding
Areas are
identified on the
Policies Map.
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implementation of Policy
Infra2, which seeks to
protect and/or enable the re-
use of educational
establishments where ECC
has indicated they are
surplus to educational
requirements. The Policies
Map should also be amended
to allocate any additional
education sites once a
further cumulative
assessment of the growth in
the Plan has been
undertaken.

ECC note that MSAs are not
identified on the Policies
Map on page 194 of the Plan.

Planning Policy Guidance
(PPG), section 27 defines the
role that planning authorities
have in safeguarding mineral
resources, stating that
district councils should show
Mineral Safeguarding Areas
(MSAs) on their policy maps
(PPG Reference ID 27-005-
20140306).

This is to ensure that known
locations of specific minerals
are not needlessly sterilised
by other forms of
development, whilst not
creating a presumption that
the defined resources will
ever be worked.

ECC requires the Policies
Map to be amended to
remove the designation of
school playing fields as public
open space. School playing
fields are not considered
public open space in the
same way as parks or village
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greens. While some schools
may allow community access
to their playing fields, they
are primarily intended for the
physical education and
recreation of the students
who attend the school.
Government guidance on
school land says that school
playing fields are provided
for the benefit of pupils and
their enjoyment, and any
community use is usually at
the school's discretion. There
is a strong policy
presumption against the
disposal or change of use of
school playing field land, and
the Secretary of State's prior
consent is needed for any
such action.
1 | Agent Arun | Sriska | Oikos Yes Polici | Yes No Positively In addition to the above The policiesmap | Yes | Not Yes A In addition to the | Agree to replace Y -Change
0 nda Storag es prepared, points, Oikos questions why should be Answ above points, the photo. the
1 e Ltd Map Effective, the photograph in the draft reviewed and ered Oikos questions | Agree to amend the | photograph
2- c/o Justified, plan that sits alongside the amended as why the Policies Map to so it shows
0 Adams Consistent with policy is an aerial image of a appropriate to photograph in correcterrors and the Canvey
0 Hendry national policy fuel refinery facility and not an | make sure that it the draft plan readability facilities
0 Consul image of either the Oikos accurately that sits concernsin (Current
4 ting facility or the Calor facility. reflects relevant alongside the response to Oikos oneis
Ltd The use of a refinery image is boundaries and is policyis an comments. wrong oil
potentially misleading as to made easier to aerialimage of a terminal) .
the type of activities which understand. fuel refinery
take place at both the port facility and not Update
facilities on Canvey Island. an image of northern
Oikos would highlight that in either the Oikos boundary
respect of its facility on facility or the of the ‘Port
Canvey Island the policies Calor facility. Related
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map is a little difficult to The use of a Facilities’
understand in terms of the refinery image is areato
various allocations and potentially match the
designations which have been misleading as to ‘onthe
drawn and may have a the type of ground’
number of errors in terms of activities which boundary
the boundaries shown. For take place at of those
example, the northern both the port facilities
boundary of the ‘Port Related facilities on andto
Facilities’ area does not Canvey Island. remove
appear to match the ‘on the Oikos would overlap
ground’ boundary of those highlight thatin with South
facilities. Another query is that respect of its Canvey
the proposed green lung facility on Green
designation appears to have Canvey Island Lung.
been extended across a part the policies map
of the ‘Port Related Facilities’ is a little difficult Address
area. Having regard to the fact to understand in styling
that the policies map is the terms of the issues
way in which a reader of the various where
planis able to identify the allocations and multiple
various areas referred to in the designations layers are
policies of the plan, itis which have been overlapping
important that the policies drawn and may causing
map itself is accurate to avoid have a number difficulty in
future misunderstanding. of errorsin readability.
terms of the
boundaries
shown. For
example, the
northern
boundary of the
‘Port Related

Facilities’ area
does not appear
to match the ‘on
the ground’
boundary of
those facilities.
Another query is
that the
proposed green
lung designation
appears to have
been extended
across a part of
the ‘Port Related
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Facilities’ area.
Having regard to
the fact that the
policies map is
the way in which
areader of the
planis able to
identify the
various areas
referred to in the
policies of the
plan, itis
important that
the policies map
itself is accurate
to avoid future
misunderstandi

ng.

NP O R

o= OO

Agent

Arun

Sriska
nda

Oikos
Storag
e Ltd
c/o
Adams
Hendry
Consul
ting
Ltd

Yes

Polici
es

Yes

Yes

Oikos welcome the inclusion
of the HSE consultation zones
associated with its facility,
and that the zones appear to
be accurate and reflect the
latest position. It is noted,
however, that due to the
clarity of the plan, itis difficult
to confirm this and to clearly
interpret the extent of the
designations both covering
and in the vicinity of the Oikos
facility. In addition, there
appear to be certain errors in
the boundaries that have been
drawn - as explained further
within Qikos’ representation
on draft policy C3. Itis
suggested that a higher quality
planis submitted in order for
Oikos (and others) to
confidently confirm this
position and to understand
the boundaries of the
designations that affect the
site.

Yes

Not
Answ
ered

Yes

Oikos welcome
the inclusion of
the HSE
consultation
zones
associated with
its facility, and
that the zones
appear to be
accurate and
reflect the latest
position. Itis
noted, however,
that due to the
clarity of the
plan, itis
difficult to
confirm this and
to clearly
interpret the
extent of the
designations
both covering
and in the
vicinity of the
Oikos facility. In
addition, there
appear to be
certain errors in

Agree to amend the
Policies Map to
correct errors and
readability
concernsin
response to Oikos
comments.

Y -Amend
and tidy the
Policies
Maoin
relation to
Oikos
comments
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the boundaries
that have been
drawn - as
explained
further within
Oikos’
representation
on draft policy
C3.ltis
suggested that a
higher quality
planis
submitted in
order for Oikos
(and others) to
confidently
confirm this
position and to
understand the
boundaries of
the designations
that affect the
site.
1 | Agent Nik Smith | The Yes Polici | No The No Positively 5.4 With regard Not | Not Yes Errorin public Acknowledged by N
0 Salvati es Regulati prepared the Draft Policies | Ans | Answ consultation the counciland a
0 on Map on 19 Map, we have the | wer | ered second regulation
2- Army consulta following ed With regard the | 19 consultation
0 c/o tion has additional Draft Policies was undertaken to
0 Nexus not observations: Map, we have address this issue.
0 Planni been -The location of the following
5 ng underta the listed, and additional The data used for
ken locally listed observations: the policies map
properly buildings are not -The location of | was sourced from
, With accurate. the listed, and Historic England
two -The key is not locally listed and Essex County
material accurate for the buildings are not | Council. A general
ly Hadleigh Country accurate. review of the styling
different Park, Hadleigh -The key is not of the map has
versions Farm, and accurate forthe | beenaddedto the
of the Benfleet Hadleigh mods list.
Local Southend Country Park,
Plan on Marches. Hadleigh Farm,
the Diagonal on the and Benfleet
Council's key but hatched Southend
website, on the plan. Marches.
and -Scheduled Diagonal on the
importa ancient key but hatched
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nt monument key on the plan.
docume does not match -Scheduled
nts the colour on the ancient
added plan. Beige on monument key
to the key, and red on does not match
docume plan. the colour on the
nt plan. Beige on
library key, and red on
midway plan.
through
the
consulta
tion
period.
1 | Agent Thorne | Yes Polici | No The No Effective, As set out above, the As set out above, | No Not Yes C Remove the This designation is N
0 y Bay es Local Justified Proposals Map seeks to the Proposals Answ green lung considered
5 Park Map Plan designate the south-western Map seeks to ered designation from | necessary to
6- Limite propose part of Sandy Bay/Thorney Bay | designate the the south- safeguard the
0 dc/o sto Caravan Park as both a'Green | south-western western part of strategically
0 Laister designat Lung' and 'Park Homes'. its part of Sandy Sandy important
0 Planni e the long standing use is for Bay/Thorney Bay Bay/Thorney Bay | ecological corridor.
1 ng south- caravan site (static caravans) | Caravan Park as Caravan Park.
Limite western and purposes ancillary tothe | both a'Green
d corner use of the site as a caravan Lung' and 'Park
of site. The 'Green Lung' Homes'. its long
Thorney designation is incompatible standing use is
Bay/San with that long-standing use for caravan site
dy Bay and therefore the Proposals (static caravans)
Caravan Map is both unjustified and and purposes
Park for ineffective, and therefore ancillary to the
both unsound. To correct it, the use of the site as
'Park '‘Green Lung' designation a caravan site.
Homes' should be removed from this The 'Green Lung'
and part of the caravan park, and designation is
'Green this land should only be incompatible
Lung'. As designated 'Park Homes' with that long-
set out alongside the wider caravan standing use and
in our site. therefore the
letter Proposals Map is
submitt both unjustified
ed to and ineffective,
these and therefore
represe unsound. To
ntations, correctit, the
the land '‘Green Lung'
has designation
been should be
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used for
the
stationin
g of
static
caravans
or
ancillary
purpose
s
associat
ed with
the
caravan
site for
almost
twenty
years. It
serves
no
purpose
asa
'Green
Lung' as
it
contains
static
caravans
and
mainten
ance
yard.
The
Proposal
s Map
should
be
updated
accordin
gly to
remove
the
'Green
Lung'
designat
ion and
retain

removed from
this part of the
caravan park, and
this land should
only be
designated 'Park
Homes'
alongside the
wider caravan
site
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the 'Park
Homes'
designat
ion only.
Otherwi
se, the
Local
Plan is
unjustifi
ed and
ineffecti
ve - and
therefor
e
'unsoun
d'-
without
further
amend
ment.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes Polic | Not No Effective ECC welcome reference in ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Supports the Accepted. CPBC
2 n County yT5- | State criteria 1 to developers being | paragraph 20.55 State | ECC requirementfor | agrees thatany
8 Counci High | d required to prepare a isamended to d suppli all development | development which
2- L way Transport Assessment or read: ed8 which are likely | impacts the
0 Impa Transport Statement, and a addito to impact the transport network
0 ct, Travel Plan, having regard to | developments nal transport should prepare
5 parag the thresholds published by that generate appen networks to transport
8 raph the local Highway and significant dices provide assessments and
20.55 Transportation Authority. amounts of contai Transport travel plans to
, movement may ning Assessments/St | assess their
Page However, ECC seek be required to variou atementsanda | impacts.
166 clarification to paragraph produce a Travel S Travel Plan
20.55 which implies that all Plan having pieces
development, irrespective of | regard to the of
scale, that generate thresholds in eviden
significant movements will be | Essex County ce
required to produce a Travel | Council
Plan. As set out in the published
Developers’ Guide guidance.

(September 2025)
developments comprising of
80 or more dwellings are
required to prepare a Travel
Plan setting out information
set out in paragraph 20.55.
Smaller developments may
require a Travel Plan, if there
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are concerns around
pollution, congestion, and
pressures on the existing
road network.
0 | Individual Warr | Smith | G&K Proce Re The B Procedural Noted N
3 en Ground dural housing matters
4 works matte Capacity Re The Housing
0- rs Topic Capacity Topic
0 Paper of Paper of August
0 August 2025. Meta Data
0 2025. indicates that
2 Meta this
Data PDF was
indicate converted on
s that 15th August
this 2025. 23 days
PDF was after the
converte committee
don voted on 23rd
15th July & 14 days
August after the Reg 19
2025. 23 consultation
days commenced.
after the Conclusion This
committ was not
ee voted available to
on 23rd either
July & 14 councillors or
days the public.
after the Re the
Reg 19 statement of
consulta common
tion ground, is
commen entitled
ced. “Regulation 19
Conclusi Pre-Submission
on This Draft” it is
was not clearlynota
available document that
to either was produced
councill pre the Reg 19
orsor approval! The
the Reg
public. 19 consultation
Re the closed on 26th
stateme Sept 2025, this
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nt of document was
common not only not
ground, available it
is was not
entitled produced until
“Regulat the earliestin
ion 19 August 2025 -
Pre- albeitit has no
Submiss meta data that
ion identifies the
Draft” it true date of the
is clearly agreement, it
nota transpires the
docume PDF was created
nt that 30/09/2025
was but regardless of
produce when it was first
d pre the discussed or a
Reg 19 topic on
approval conversation it
! The Reg was not
19 agreed until 29th
consulta September 3
tion days after the
closed closing date of
on 26th the regulation 19
Sept consultation.
2025,
this
docume
ntwas
not only
not
available
it
was not
produce
d until
the
earliest
in
August
2025 -
albeit it
has no
meta
data that
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identifie
sthe
true date
of the
agreeme
nt, it
transpire
sthe
PDF was
created
30/09/2
025

but
regardle
ss of
when it
was first
discusse
dora
topic on
convers
ation it
was not
agreed
until
29th
Septemb
er 3 days
after the
closing
date of
the
regulatio
n19
consulta
tion.
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0 | Individual Grah | Bracci Yes SD1 Yes CPBC No Positively Summary Statement Yes | To C The Plan Flooding Y - Policy
2 am Plan Prepared, This representation is intro selectively Flood risk covered SD3(3)
1 Page Effective, submitted in response to the duce identifies flood in policies and the
9- 170 Justified, Regulation 19 consultation on and risk constraints supporting 'Proposals
0 6.011n Consistent with the Castle expla (Footnote 7) and | Strategic Flood Risk | must
0 the National Policy Point Borough Council Local in then actively Assessment demonstrat
0 further Plan 2026-2043. It is our view any proposes (SFRA). e how the
2 interest that the Plan fails all four tests extra developmentin | SUDs SubDS
of public of soundness as defined in the speci those high-risk Policy SD3 covers feature(s)
safety, National Planning Policy fic areas. SuDs and part 3 reflect and
there Framework (NPPF). The Plan supp The Strategic states they must respond to
needsto is ortin Flood Risk reflect and respond | the
be a underpinned by incomplete g Assessment to site constraint
realisati evidence, lacks consequence- evide (SFRA) omits circumstances and | s of the
on that based risk analysis, and nce site-specific have regard to the specific
Canvey proposes in modelling and ECC SuDS design geographic
Island developmentin areas where relati consequence Guide for Essex. location,
is at risk public safety cannot be onto based analysis Canvey SuDS site
of being guaranteed—particularly on the for vulnerable options have been | circumstan
inundate Canvey matt populations. considered through | ces,
d by the Island. ers the SFRA. landscape
sea. 1. Is the Plan Positively raise character
Subsequ Prepared ? din and the
ently The Plan is not positively this green-blue
there prepared to meet the area’s subm infrastructu
needsto objectively assessed issio re network,
be a development needs n and have
“Flood in a sustainable manner. It durin regard to
Risk adopts a narrow urban- gthe Essex
Consequ focused strategy that Exam County
ence disproportionately inatio Council’s
Analysis exposes vulnerable nin SubDS
7 communities, particularly on Publi Design
undertak Canvey Island, to extreme C Guide for
en that risks. The (EiP) Essex, the
evaluate prioritisation of Green Belt proc Castle
sthe land over public safety ess Point
consequ concerns undermines the Strategic
ences, integrity of the Flood Risk
onthe planning process. Assessme
populati The Plan selectively identifies nt (SFRA)
on living flood risk constraints and
and (Footnote 7) and then actively recommen
working proposes dations/ad
ator developmentin those high- vice from
below risk areas. The NPPF 2024 statutory
sea explicitly removes the ability bodies

98



ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
level, for (including
following councils to set lower housing EA, Essex
a major targets unless exceptional LLFA).'
breach, constraints are proven. While
or over- the
topping Plan identifies such
of its Sea constraints on Canvey Island,
Defence it paradoxically allocates
S. significant
6.02 housing development to West
Policy Canvey.
SD1 Conclusion: The Plan does not
rightly seek to meet development
identifie needs in a sustainable or safe
s Canvey manner.
Island as 2. Is the Plan Justified ?
being at The Plan lacks proportionate
high risk evidence and fails to consider
of tidal reasonable alternatives. The
flooding Strategic Flood Risk
and Assessment (SFRA) omits
sets out site-specific modelling and
principle consequencebased
sto analysis for vulnerable
avoid populations. Hazardous
develop installations and port-related
mentin activities
Flood are inadequately assessed,
Zone 3. with no detailed COMAH
However (Control of Major Accident
, Policy Hazards)
C4 consequence analysis
propose provided.
S The plan increases population
consider exposure in the vicinity of
able known COMAH sites hazard
develop range
mentin consequence and flood-prone
West areas, without demonstrating
Canvey, that safer alternatives were
which adequately considered. It fails
lies to identify Canvey Island as a
within single flood cell requiring
this open
zone. space catchment areas for
This flood mitigation
contradi
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ction Whilst the Plan identifies such
undermi constraints on Canvey Island,
nesthe it paradoxically allocates
credibilit significant housing
y of the development to West Canvey,
Plan and despite failing to provide the
raises required
concern Level Il SFRA
s about Conclusion: The Planis not
the based on proportionate
safety evidence and fails to justify its
and spatial
sustaina strategy.
bility 3. Is the Plan Effective ?
of future The Plan is not effective or
develop deliverable given the known
ment constraints. Major allocations
6.03 such
Castle as West Canvey Island and
Point the Seaview Road corridor lie
Borough within flood zones and lack
Council infrastructure to support
continue emergency planning.
sto Pressures on roads and
wrongly healthcare are
report/ acknowledged but not
imply resolved through binding
that the delivery mechanisms.
funding The primary housing site is not
for shovel-ready and faces
Canvey significant delivery time
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Sea undermining the Plan’s ability
defence to meet urgent housing needs.
improve Conclusion: The Planis not
ments deliverable without significant
has been risk to public safety and
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2 Page Effective, submitted in response to the duce identifies flood in policies and the
0- 170 Justified, Regulation 19 consultation on and risk constraints supporting 'Proposals
0 6.011n Consistent with the Castle expla (Footnote 7) and | Strategic Flood Risk | must
0 the National Policy Point Borough Council Local in then actively Assessment demonstrat
0 further Plan 2026-2043. It is our view any proposes (SFRA). e how the
2 interest that the Plan fails all four tests extra developmentin | SUDs SubDS
of public of soundness as defined in the speci those high-risk Policy SD3 covers feature(s)
safety, National Planning Policy fic areas. SuDs and part 3 reflect and
there Framework (NPPF). The Plan supp The Strategic states they must respond to
needsto is ortin Flood Risk reflect and respond | the
be a underpinned by incomplete g Assessment to site constraint
realisati evidence, lacks consequence- evide (SFRA) omits circumstances and | s of the
on that based risk analysis, and nce site-specific have regard to the specific
Canvey proposes in modelling and ECC SuDS design geographic
Island developmentin areas where relati consequence Guide for Essex. location,
is at risk public safety cannot be onto based analysis Canvey SuDS site
of being guaranteed—particularly on the for vulnerable options have been | circumstan
inundate Canvey matt populations. considered through | ces,
d by the Island. ers the SFRA. landscape
sea. 1. Is the Plan Positively raise character
Subsequ Prepared ? din and the
ently The Plan is not positively this green-blue
there prepared to meet the area’s subm infrastructu
needsto objectively assessed issio re network,
be a development needs n and have
“Flood in a sustainable manner. It durin regard to
Risk adopts a narrow urban- gthe Essex
Consequ focused strategy that Exam County
ence disproportionately inatio Council’s
Analysis exposes vulnerable nin SubDS
7 communities, particularly on Publi Design
undertak Canvey Island, to extreme C Guide for
en that risks. The (EiP) Essex, the
evaluate prioritisation of Green Belt proc Castle
sthe land over public safety ess Point
consequ concerns undermines the Strategic
ences, integrity of the Flood Risk
onthe planning process. Assessme
populati The Plan selectively identifies nt (SFRA)
on living flood risk constraints and
and (Footnote 7) and then actively recommen
working proposes dations/ad
ator developmentin those high- vice from
below risk areas. The NPPF 2024 statutory
sea explicitly removes the ability bodies
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breach, constraints are proven. While
or over- the
topping Plan identifies such
of its Sea constraints on Canvey Island,
Defence it paradoxically allocates
S. significant
6.02 housing development to West
Policy Canvey.
SD1 Conclusion: The Plan does not
rightly seek to meet development
identifie needs in a sustainable or safe
s Canvey manner.
Island as 2. Is the Plan Justified ?
being at The Plan lacks proportionate
high risk evidence and fails to consider
of tidal reasonable alternatives. The
flooding Strategic Flood Risk
and Assessment (SFRA) omits
sets out site-specific modelling and
principle consequencebased
sto analysis for vulnerable
avoid populations. Hazardous
develop installations and port-related
mentin activities
Flood are inadequately assessed,
Zone 3. with no detailed COMAH
However (Control of Major Accident
, Policy Hazards)
C4 consequence analysis
propose provided.
S The plan increases population
consider exposure in the vicinity of
able known COMAH sites hazard
develop range
mentin consequence and flood-prone
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within single flood cell requiring
this open
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contradi
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undermi constraints on Canvey Island,
nesthe it paradoxically allocates
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y of the development to West Canvey,
Plan and despite failing to provide the
raises required
concern Level Il SFRA
s about Conclusion: The Planis not
the based on proportionate
safety evidence and fails to justify its
and spatial
sustaina strategy.
bility 3. Is the Plan Effective ?
of future The Plan is not effective or
develop deliverable given the known
ment constraints. Major allocations
6.03 such
Castle as West Canvey Island and
Point the Seaview Road corridor lie
Borough within flood zones and lack
Council infrastructure to support
continue emergency planning.
sto Pressures on roads and
wrongly healthcare are
report/ acknowledged but not
imply resolved through binding
that the delivery mechanisms.
funding The primary housing site is not
for shovel-ready and faces
Canvey significant delivery time
Island’s constraints,
Sea undermining the Plan’s ability
defence to meet urgent housing needs.
improve Conclusion: The Planis not
ments deliverable without significant
has been risk to public safety and
secured. infrastructure capacity.
The 4. Consistent with National
Environ Policy ?
ment The Plan fails to meet the
Agency housing targets set by the
via, Standard Methodology and
its does not
TE2100 integrate consequence-based
plan, planning for flood risk or
aspires hazardous installations. This
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maintain contrary to NPPF guidance
and and Planning Practise
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the development and
present resilience.
level of Furthermore, the Plan does
protectio not reflect legal duties under
n,in the Civil Contingencies Act
respect 2004 or
of COMAH Regulations to plan
risein for foreseeable emergencies.
sea Conclusion: The Plan is
levels inconsistent with national
consiste policy and statutory
nt with obligations for riskinformed
global development. In light of the
warming above, we respectfully
predictio request that the Castle Point
ns. Local Plan 2026-2043 be
However withdrawn or substantially
, the revised to address the issues
Environ raised in
ment this representation. The Plan
Agency must be re-evaluated to
strongly ensure it meets the tests of
emphasi soundness,
ses that prioritises public safety, and
such complies with national policy
improve and legal obligation.
ments Is the Plan Legal ?
are On the basis that this plan has
subjecte been constructed by
dto professional planners, we
funding could not
and consider ourselves qualified
costeffe to challenge its legality,
ctivenes subsequently we are
S. compelled to
Without respond "YES" to this
such question.
improve However, this submission sets
ments out to indicate that CPBC
Canvey draft Reg19 consultation may
Island well
may prove to be unsound or even
become illegal, being neither positively
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8 t nment error within the published there is an error Answ SD1 but proposed bungalows
2 Agency consultation document, in within the ered suggests some modifications and other
3- part 1.b. of Policy SD1 which published ammendments forms of
0 incorrectly states “floor” and | consultation including: self-
0 which should document, in part contained
1 read “flood” 1.b. of Policy SD1 part 1.b. of residential
5 Whilst we are supportive of which incorrectly Policy SD1 accommod
this section, we would suggest | states “floor” and which ation at
that the wording of part 1.b. is | which should incorrectly ground
slightly amended to read read “flood” states “floor” level
“New bungalows and other and which including
forms of Whilst we are should extensions
self-contained residential supportive of this read “flood” and
accommodation at ground section, we annexes,
level, including extensions would suggest part 1.b.is will be
and annexes, will be refused that the wording slightly refused on
on Canvey Island unless an of part1.b.is amended to Canvey
internally slightly amended read “New Island
accessible and suitably toread “New bungalows and unless an
designed place of refuge bungalows and other forms of internally
above the predicted flood other forms of self-contained accessible
levels can be provided within self-contained residential and
the development....... ” residential accommodation suitably
We strongly support the accommodation at ground level, sized and
Council’sinclusion of a 19m at ground level, including designed
land safeguarding buffer on including extensions and place of
the landward side of the extensions and annexes, will be refuge
existing tidal flood defences annexes, will be refused on above the
which respects the refused on Canvey Island predicted
policy guidance givenin Canvey Island unless an flood fteor
paragraph 172(b) of the NPPF | unless an internally levels can
which states that all plans internally accessible and be
should safeguard land from accessible and suitably provided
development thatis required, | suitably designed designed place within the
or likely to be place of refuge of refuge above developme
required, for current or future above the the predicted nt, and
flood management and predicted flood flood levels can favourable
reflects the guidance given by | levels can be be provided considerati
Recommendation 5-6 of the provided within within the on will be
Castle Point Level 1 SFRA. the development... given to the
This will help development....... ” conversion
to achieve Outcome 12 of the | ” of
TE2100 Plan Paragraph 21.15 bungalows
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ | We strongly - We welcome to houses,
what-needs-to-be-done- support the the inclusionin subject to
across-the-estuary- Council’s the reasoned those
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outcomes-thames-estuary- inclusion of a justification, that privacy,
2100#outcome-twelve to 19m land developers amenity
deliver the TE2100 Policy 4 safeguarding should discuss and urban
(P4) - take further action to buffer on the developments design
keep up with climate and land | landward side of with the considerati
use change so that flood risk the existing tidal Environment ons set out
does notincrease which has flood defences Agency at inthe
been set for Canvey Island which respects the earliest Castle
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ | the policy opportunity Point
managing-future-flood-risk- guidance given in when their Design
and-thames-barrier-thames- paragraph 172(b) proposals are Code;
estuary-2100#flood-policies of the NPPF sited close to
and which states that flood defences. 21.13The
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ | all plans should We would also TE2100
canvey-island-policy-unit- safeguard land welcome Plan,
thames-estuary-2100 from discussions prepared
Paragraph 21.15 - We development that regarding the by the
welcome the inclusion in the is required, or Riverside Environme
reasoned justification, that likely to be Strategy nt Agency
developers should discuss required, for where and
developments with the current or future appropriate and partners,
Environment Agency at flood this could be setsouta
the earliest opportunity when | management and added to the policy for
their proposals are sited close | reflects the current text. the
to flood defences. We would guidance given by maintenan
also welcome discussions Recommendatio Paragraph 21.13 ce and
regarding the Riverside n 5-6 of the - this wording improveme
Strategy Castle Point should be nt of the
where appropriate and this Level 1 SFRA. amended to sea
could be added to the current | This will help to read “The defences
text. achieve Outcome Council will on Canvey
Paragraph 21.13 - this 12 of the TE2100 work with the Island in
wording should be amended Plan Environment line with
to read “The Council willwork | https://www.gov. Agency to climate
with the Environment Agency | uk/guidance/wha ensure that change
to ensure that these ongoing t-needs-to-be- these ongoing projections
improvements are planned, done-across-the- improvements .
receive full funding from estuary- are planned, Improveme
relevant sources and outcomes- receive full nts have
delivered.” Which would thames-estuary- funding from already
reflect the wording contained | 2100#outcome- relevant sources been
in Strategic Policy SP4 twelve to deliver and delivered.” delivered
Development Contributions the TE2100 Policy Which would to the
Paragraph 21.14 - Whilst we 4 (P4) -take reflect the Island’s
agree with the wording of the further action to wording southern
this paragraph in the reasoned | keep up with contained in revetments
justification we would suggest | climate and land Strategic Policy and will be
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a change to the last sentence | use change so SP4 required
from ‘The Environment Agency | that flood risk Development over the
has advised that a 19m buffer, | does notincrease Contributions next 40
as measured from the which has been years to
landward edge of the current set for Canvey Paragraph 21.14 keep up
sea defence structure, should | Island - Whilst we with
be left https://www.gov. agree with the climate
free from development for this | uk/guidance/man wording of the change.
purpose’ toread “The aging-future- this paragraphin The
Environment Agency has flood-risk-and- the reasoned Council will
advised that a minimum 19m | thames-barrier- justification we work with
buffer, as measured from the | thames-estuary- would suggest a the
landward edge 2100#flood- change to the Environme
of the current sea defence policies and last sentence nt Agency
structure, should be left free https://www.gov. from ‘The to ensure
from development for this uk/guidance/can Environment that these
purpose”. vey-island-policy- Agency has ongoing
unit-thames- advised that a improveme
estuary-2100 19m buffer, as nts are
measured from planned,
Paragraph 21.15 - the landward receive full
We welcome the edge of the funding
inclusionin the current sea from
reasoned defence relevant
justification, that structure, sources
developers should be left and are
should discuss free from delivered.
developments development for Any works
with the this purpose’ to to retain or
Environment read “The enhance
Agency at the Environment sea walls,
earliest Agency has or within
opportunity when advised that a the 19m
their proposals minimum 19m safeguarde
are sited close to buffer, as d buffer
flood defences. measured from Zone,
We would also the landward should
welcome edge of the avoid
discussions current sea causing
regarding the defence adverse
Riverside structure, effects on
Strategy where should be left site
appropriate and free from integrity.
this could be development for This will
added to the this purpose”. need to be
current text. demonstrat
ed through
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Paragraph 21.13 a project
—this wording level HRA.
should be
amended to read 21.15
“The Council will Developers
work with the are
Environment encourage
Agency to ensure d to enter
that these into
ongoing discussion
improvements s with the
are planned, Environme
receive full nt Agency
funding from atavery
relevant sources early stage
and delivered.” when
Which would formulating
reflect the developme
wording nt
contained in proposals
Strategic Policy closetoor
SP4 within the
Development safeguarde
Contributions dsea
Paragraph 21.14 defence
- Whilst we agree area and
with the wording where
of the this appropriat
paragraph in the e The
reasoned Riverside
justification we Strategy.
would suggest a Flood Risk
change to the last Activity
sentence from Permits
‘The Environment were
Agency has introduced
advised that a under the
19m buffer, as Environme
measured from ntal
the landward Permitting
edge of the (England
current sea and Wales)
defence (Amendme
structure, should nt) (No.2)
be left free from Regulation
development for sin April
this purpose’ to 2016. Early
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read “The
Environment
Agency has
advised that a
minimum 19m
buffer, as
measured from
the landward
edge of the
current sea
defence
structure, should
be left free from
development for
this purpose”.

discussion
s with the
Environme
nt Agency
will avoid
the
potential
for costly
developme
nt design
and layout
revisions or
to avoid the
risk of
having a
flood risk
permit
application
refused by
the
Environme
nt Agency.
Flood Risk
Activity
Permits are
separate to
the
planning
application
process
and are
required by
the
Environme
nt Agency
for certain
activities
within set
distances
from tidal
defences -
further
guidance is
set out by
the
Environme
nt Agency.
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21.14The
current
preferred
tidal flood
risk
manageme
nt policy for
the tidal
defences
within the
TE2100
Plan’s
Canvey
Island
policy unit
is to take
further
action to
keep up
with
climate
and land
use change
so that
flood risk
does not
increase. In
orderto
help deliver
the TE2100
Plan’s
aspirations
for the
Canvey
Island
policy unit,
itis
necessary
for land
adjacentto
tidal
defences
to be left
free from
developme
nt as faras
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possible.
Thisisto
provide
thespace
forthe
permanent
footprint
required of
larger
defences.
Accessibilit
yis also
essentialin
delivering
such
improveme
nts (both
for
facilitating
the
constructio
n of new
defences
aswellas
for
vehicular
access
(4x4 or
constructio
n plant) to
maintain
and inspect
and repair
the
defences
over their
lifetime).
The
Environme
nt Agency
has
advised
thata
minimum
19m buffer,
as
measured
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from the
landward
edge of the
current sea
defence
structure,
should be
left free
from
developme
nt for this
purpose.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex | Yes SD1 Not Yes The refusal of new Yes | Not Yes, B Welcomes the Noted 6.
2 n County State bungalows or other self- State | ECC restriction on Noted Developme
8 Counci d contained ground floor d suppli new bungalows nt
2- ( residential accommodation ed8 or ground floor proposals
0 (without appropriate refuge) addito residential must
0 in Criteria 1b is welcomed nal accommodation ensure that
6 ECC welcome reference in appen on Canvey habitats
5 criteria 4 to a 19m wide dices Island due to sites are
buffer of land adjacent to the contai tidal flood risk. not
existing flood defences on ning Welcomes 19m adversely
Canvey Island, as shown on variou wide land buffer effected
the Policies Map, to S to existing flood and bein
safeguarded for future flood pieces defences on accordanc
defence works, landscaping, of Canvey Island is e with
environmental eviden safeguarded Policy
enhancements and amenity. ce should any ENV2 -
future flood Coastal &
defence work Riverside
required. Strategy.
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tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes SD1 Not No Effective ECC seek criteria 6 requires ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Additional textto | Accepted and text
2 n County State new development to also be | Criteria6is State | ECC align policy with | amended.
8 Counci d in accordance with Policy amended to read: d suppli ENV 2 to ensure
2- ( ENV2 — Coastal & Riverside ed8 that Habitat
0 Strategy to ensure the wider | Development addito sites are not
0 environment and issues are proposals must nal adversely
6 considered regarding any ensure that appen impacted in
6 development proposals. habitats sites are dices accordance with
not adversely contai ENV2
effected and be ning
in accordance variou
with Policy ENV2 S
- Coastal & pieces
Riverside of
Strategy eviden
ce
0 | Organisation | Jane | Nuttal | Natural SD1 Yes Natural | Yes A Natural England | Modification: Modificati
3 t Engaln England wishes to Paragragh on:
4 d wishes remind Castle 21.18 Paragrap
1- to Point that any h 21.18
0 remind flood risk Local Plan
0 Castle projects which 21.18 The loss Local
1 Point have the of inter-tidal Plan
9 that any potential to marshland 21.18
flood impact SPA habitats. The | The loss
risk features will Benfleet and of inter-
projects require an HRA Southend tidal
which to ensure that Marshes is marshlan
have the they do not designated as a | d
potential damage Special habitats.
impact arosor | PLotecton rea | The
PA impact I an IS enriee
fSeatures spssicessasnsd .reCOinsed for and
: ) its assemblage | Southen
will habitats. We f mi tor d
require note the risks to girzjnslgursdoeglthe Marshes
an HRA biodiversity and Ramsar is
to ecology from . )
ensure C“matggchange Convention. As | designat
that they are identified in a congequence, ed as_ a
do not section 21.3 and the_re 'S_a need SpeC|aI_
damage welcome efforts | {0 identify Protectio
designat to manage these | COmpensatory n Area
ed impacts. Section | habitat. The (SPA)
features 21.18identifies | TE2100 Plan and is
or the potential for seeks to |dent|fy recognis
impact intertidal compensatory ed for its
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SSsl marshland provision to assembl
species habitat loss that | account for this age of
and may require loss. Natural migratory
habitats. compensatory England's birds
We note measures. early input will | under the
the risks NaturalEngland | pe Sought to Ramsar
to wouldliketobe | ensure that Conventi
bllodlver con§ulted atthe | gny on. As a
sity and earliest stage to compensatory | consequ
ecology ensure that any measures are ence,
from compensatory | gyfficient. there is a
climate measures are Habitats need to
change sufficient. created as identify
are We also
identifie encourage Compensato-ry compens
din Castle Pointto meas.ures will ator.y
. - require a habitat.
section identify
21.3and compensatory robust long- The
. term TE2100
welcom sites early as o
e efforts there are high monitoring Plan
to levels of programme to _seeks to
manage competition for ensu_re identify
these suitable sites in contl'nued' compens
impacts. and around the functionality. atorY .
Section Thames estuary. Any provision
21.18 Ideally, we development | to
identifie would rather within Hadleigh | account
sthe flood Marshes should | for this
potential management avoid causing loss.
for measures avoid | adverse effects | Natural
intertidal the loss of on sites England’
marshla designated integrity. This s early
nd habitat entirely, | will need to be | input
habitat but Natural demonstrated will be
loss that England through a sought
may recognise that project level to
require this may notbe | Habitats ensure
compen feasible given Regulations that any
satory the local area. It | Assessment. compen
measure may be satory
S. necessary to measure
Natural explore habitat s are
England creation options sufficien
would asa t.
like to be compensatory Habitats
consulte measure and created
d atthe there will need
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earliest tobea as
stageto comprehensive compen
ensure plan for any satory
thatany such proposals measure
compen including a s will
satory robust long-term require a
measure monitoring robust
sare programme to long-
sufficien ensure that term
t. We compensatory monitori
also measures are ng
encoura functioning program
ge effectively. me to
Castle ensure
Pomt'to Note: Similar continue
identify comments were d
compen also made by NE function
satory in their response ality
sites to the HRA '
Any
early as
there are develop
high ment
levels of W'th'n,
competit Hadleigh
ion for Marshes
suitable should
sitesin avoid
and causing
around adverse
the effects
Thames on sites
estuary. integrity.
Ideally, This will
we need to
would be
rather demonstr
flood ated
manage through a
ment project
measure level
s avoid Habitats
the loss Regulatio
of ns
designat Assessm
ed ent.
habitat
entirely,
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but
Natural
England
recognis
e that
this may
not be
feasible
given the
local
area. It
may be
necessa
ry to
explore
habitat
creation
options
asa
compen
satory
measure
and
there
will need
tobea
compreh
ensive
plan for
any such
proposal
S
includin
ga
robust
long-
term
monitori
ng
program
me to
ensure
that
compen
satory
measure
sare
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functioni
ng
effective
ly.
1 | Agent Arun | Sriska | Oikos Yes SD1 Yes No Positively 20. Policy SD1 deals with, Ifitis considered | Yes Not Yes A Objectto Policy | itisconsideredthat | N
0 nda Storag prepared, amongst other matters, the necessary for Answ SD1(4) provision | Plan paragraphs
1 e Ltd Justified, ability to protect and enhance | Policy SD1 ered of 19m buffer 21.14 and 21.15
2- c/o Consistent with the existing flood defences on | criterion 4 to be since the cover the need for
0 Adams national policy Canvey Island. Criterion 4 of included, then criterion does early discussions
0 Hendry the policy sets the provision of | this needs to be not take into with the
0 Consul a 19m buffer zone from the redrafted along accountthatthe | Environment
5 ting existing flood defences on the following buffer extends Agency at avery
Ltd Canvey Island, to ensure land | lines through the early stage in the
is safeguarded for future flood operational event of
defence works, landscaping, A bufferup to Oikos facility - formulating
environmental enhancements | 19m wide of land including areas development
and amenity. adjacent to the containing proposals within
21. As currently worded, the existing flood critical the safeguarded
criterion does not take into defence structure operational sea defence area.
account that the buffer on Canvey Island, infrastructure -

extends through the
operational Oikos facility -
including areas containing
critical operational
infrastructure - and
essentially sterilises that
section of the site from future
development. It is Oikos’ view
that this blanket approach
does not acknowledge the
different requirements of the
land uses located along the
coastline, and places undue
restrictions on these land
uses, including the operations
of the nationally significant
Oikos facility. Furthermore, it
is not clear to Oikos what
evidence the 19m distance is
based upon or why it is
necessary for a blanket
safeguarding for landscaping,

as shown on the
Policies Map, is
safeguarded to
enable
consideration to
be given to the
need for future
flood defence
works within the
area. Forany
development
proposals
coming forward
within the
safeguarded zone
the Council will
consult with the
Environment
Agency to
determine the
extent of land
required to be

and essentially
sterilises that
section of the
site from future
development. It
is Oikos’ view
that this blanket
approach does
not
acknowledge the
different
requirements of
the land uses
located along
the coastline,
and places
undue
restrictions on
these land uses,
including the
operations of the
nationally
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environmental enhancements
and amenity measures in
addition to flood defence
works.

22. Oikos primary view is that
such a blanket safeguarding is
unnecessary because there
already exists a process
separate to the ‘planning
process’ whereby
developmentin close
proximity to flood defence
infrastructure has to be
approved by the Environment
Agency through its flood risk
activity environmental
permitting process. Itis an
established principle that the
planning process should not
seek to duplicate controls that
are already achieved through
a separate process or regime.
Rather the planning process is
to simply assume that such
separate regimes operate
effectively.

23. If, however, such a policy
isto beincluded in the local
plan it is highlighted that the
draft policy as worded does
not reflect Oikos’
understanding of the
discussions held during the
previous Castle Point Borough
Council Local Plan
Examination. It is Oikos’
understanding that the
position reached previously
was that such a policy should
indicate that the suitability of
proposals within the 19m area
will be considered on a case-
by-case basis and that
agreement on the
acceptability or otherwise of a
proposed development would
be determined through the

kept free from
development.

significant Oikos
facility.

fitis considered
necessary for
Policy SD1
criterion 4 to be
included, then
this needs to be
redrafted along
the following
lines

A bufferupto
19m wide of
land adjacent to
the existing
flood defence
structure on
Canvey Island,
as shown on the
Policies Map, is
safeguarded to
enable
consideration to
be given to the
need for future
flood defence
works within the
area. Forany
development
proposals
coming forward
within the
safeguarded
zone the Council
will consult with
the Environment
Agency to
determine the
extent of land
required to be
kept free from
development.
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development management
process as a result of
consultation between the
applicant and the
Environment Agency (EA) as
necessary. Itis noted that the
importance of early
discussions with the EA
regarding such works is
emphasised within the
reasoned justification for the
policy (paragraph 21.15),
which appears generally to
suggest that the approach to
be taken to development
proposals within the
suggested safeguarded zone
is as Oikos understands from
the previous discussions.

24. Itis Oikos’ position that
there is no justification for an
approach to future works to
flood defences which is not
positive towards and
supportive of proposals that
may need to come forward
within this area of the facility.
Such an approachis
inconsistent with national
policy that strongly advocates
economic growth (NPPF
paragraph 85) and the ability
for ports to be able to expand
and adapt to meet market
demands (NPSfP paragraphs
3.3.1&3.4.13).If sucha
policyis to be included in the
plan, then amended wording
of the criterion, which seeks
to add flexibility to the text
and reflects the discussions
that were undertaken as part
of the Examination into the
previous Local Plan, is set out
below.
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0 | Organisation | Mich | Atkins | Port of SD1 A Policy SD1 - Policy SD1: Itis N
3 ael London Tidal Flood Risk | taken as a given
2 Authori Management: that the provisions
3- ty Itisimportantto | of other policies,
0 note as part of including C3
0 this policy and '‘Canvey Port
1 its reasoned Facilities', apply
0 justification, that | across the plan and
the policy all policies must be
approach to considred in
managing flood | unison.
risk must take
full account of
the current and
future
operational
requirements of
the
nationally
significant
Canvey port
facilities.
1 | Organisation | Joes | Beale | RSPB Yes SD1 Yes No | Justified Given the great importance of | Given the great No Given the great Noted N
4 eph the Essex Coast to birds, and importance of the importance of
4 other wildlife, including as Essex Coastto the Essex Coast
0- part of the East Atlantic birds, and other to birds, and
0 Flyway, the use of Beneficial wildlife, including other wildlife,
0 Use of as part of the including as part
1 Dredged Sediment (BUDS) East Atlantic of the East
6 should be included in this Flyway, Atlantic Flyway,
section as an alternative to Beneficial Use of the use of
hard sea defences where Dredged Beneficial Use of
possible. BUDS could also be | Sediment (BUDS) Dredged
used to protect should be Sediment
and enhance existing coastal | mentioned in this (BUDS) should
habitat such as saltmarsh as Policy as an be includedin
they have done in the alternative to this section as
Blackwater Estuary. hard sea an alternative to
Recharging Canvey Point defences where hard sea
would be an option. Even possible. defences where
offshore recharges could be BUDS could also possible. BUDS
an option to reduce the be mentioned as could also be
impact of tidal surges. These anoptionto used to protect

islands would simultaneously

deliver for nature
conservation as

breeding/roosting islands for

protect and
enhance existing
coastal habitat
such as

and enhance
existing coastal
habitat such as
saltmarsh as
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shorebirds. saltmarsh, as they have done
Page 172. There should be they have donein inthe
mention of working with the the Blackwater Blackwater
EA to understand/ensure the Estuary, with Estuary.
future of the two tidal flood recharging and Recharging
barriers at Benfleet and East offshore Canvey Point
Haven recharging would be an
Creeks, which are vital options to option. Even
protection for the island. consider. offshore
Page 172. There recharges could
should be be an option to
mention of reduce the
working with the impact of tidal
EAto surges. These
understand/ensu islands would
re the future of simultaneously
the two tidal deliver for nature
flood barriers at conservation as
Benfleet and East breeding/roostin
Haven g islands for
Creeks. These are shorebirds.
vital protection Page 172. There
for the island, yet should be
not mentioned mention of
specifically working with the
EAto
understand/ens
ure the future of
the two tidal
flood barriers at
Benfleet and
East Haven
Creeks, which
are vital
protection for
the island.
0 | Organisation | Mark | Shepp | Southe SD1 Yes | The Yes A The London Noted N
3 ard nd City London Fenchurch
5 Counci Fenchur Street to
4- ( ch Street Shoeburyness
0 to railway lineis a
0 Shoebur key transport
0 yness route for
3 railway Southend
lineisa residents to
key access jobs and
transpor leisure
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troute
for
Southen
d
resident
sto
access
jobs and
leisure
opportu
nities.
We will
continue
to work
in
collabor
ation
with
Castle
Point
Borough
Council,
the
Environ
ment
Agency
and
transpor
t
agencies
to
manage
flood
risk and
build in
long-
term
resilienc
e for the
railway
line.

opportunities.
We will continue
toworkin
collaboration
with Castle Point
Borough
Council, the
Environment
Agency and
transport
agencies to
manage flood
risk and build in
long-term
resilience for the
railway line.

w b~

o

Individual

Shar
on

Oneill

Yes

SD1

No

When
was the
relevant
flood
study
done

No

Consistent with
National Policy

More studies to
be done on
infrastructure
drains roads and
flooding risks

No

More studies to
be done on
infrastructure
drains roads and
flooding risks

Infrastructure:
Infrastructure
matters are
covered by policies
INFRA1-6 and the
supporting

136



ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
0 this area Infrastructure
1 is prone Delivery Plan (IDP).
to Flooding: Flood
flooding risk covered in
and policies SD1-3 and
3000+ the supporting
houses Strategic Flood Risk
aretobe Assessment
built (SFRA).
here
1 | Organisation | Davi | Barto | Traditio | Not SD1 Not Not Flooding Defences- existing Not | Not Not Flooding Noted N
4 d n nal Stated State Stat and prospective hotspot areas Stat | State | Stated hotspots should
4 Vernac d ed should be clearly identified for ed d be identified for
8- ular emergency grant funding emergency grant
0 Archite whereby Local Authorities, funding, with
0 cture especially across a region regional
0 may agree with the respective cooperation to
3 Government Department to prevent
distribute emergency flooding recurrent
to prevent costly repairs.
consequential recurrent
repairs.
1 | Organisation | Tess | Saund | Anglia | Yes SD2 Yes Yes NOTE: Whilst Anglian Water is No Not A NOTE: Whilst Policy SD2(9) N
0 a ers n a Risk Management Authority Answ Anglian Wateris | relates to Policy
1 Water in terms of managing flood ered a Risk SD3(1).
3- Service risks from our infrastructure, Management SD3(1) states that
0 s Ltd we also need to be cognisant Authority in ‘allnew
0 of the impacts of new terms of development will
1 development and other forms managing flood be required to
0 of flood risk, such as surface risks from our incorporate water
water and groundwater infrastructure, management

flooding, on the resilience of
our sewerage infrastructure,
given our duty to ensure the
area we serve is 'effectively
drained'. We support the
requirement for all
development to integrate
SuDS to contribute to the
management of surface water
flood risk - however this is
contradicted in Policy SD3 by
applying to all 'major’'
development (see our
representation to Policy SD3).

Supporting infrastructure for

we also need to
be cognisant of
the impacts of
new
development
and other forms
of flood risk,
such as surface
water and
groundwater
flooding, on the
resilience of our
sewerage
infrastructure,
given our duty to
ensure the area

measures to
reduce surface
water run-off or
adverse impact on
water quality and
ensure that it does
notincrease flood
risk elsewhere’.

It further continues
that ‘The principal
method to do so
should be the use
of Sustainable
Drainage Systems
(SuDS).”
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new housing and employment we serve is Itis therefore
growth, such as our sewerage ‘effectively considered implicit
infrastructure, is likely to drained'. We in both SD2 and
require significant investment support the SD3that SuDS is

and capital carbonin
delivering new infrastructure
and ongoing maintenance but
will undoubtedly be at a much
higher risk from the impacts of
surface water flooding due to
the fact our infrastructure is
underground, and therefore
vulnerable to flood events.

requirement for
all development
to integrate
SuDS to
contribute to the
management of
surface water
flood risk -
however this is
contradicted in
Policy SD3 by
applying to all
‘major’
development
(see our
representation
to Policy SD3).
Supporting
infrastructure for
new housing and
employment
growth, such as
our sewerage
infrastructure, is
likely to require
significant
investment and
capital carbonin
delivering new
infrastructure
and ongoing
maintenance
but will
undoubtedly be
ata much higher
risk from the
impacts of
surface water
flooding due to
the fact our
infrastructure is
underground,
and therefore

required for all
development.

The reference to
‘major’
developmentin the
consulted version
of Policy SD3
relates to the
requirement to
submit a full
drainage strategy,
rather than SuDS.
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vulnerable to
flood events.
0 | Organisation | Pat Abbot | Enviro | Yes SD2 Yes Yes While we support the While we support | No Not A Support policy Support noted, see | 2. Only
8 t nment inclusion of this Policy, we the inclusion of Answ SD2 but suggest | proposed essential
2 Agency feel that it could be enhanced | this Policy, we ered the following: modifications infrastruct
3- by the addition of a point feel that it could Only essential ure or
0 specifying that:- be enhanced by infrastructure or water
0 Only essential infrastructure the addition of a water compatibl
1 or water compatible types of point specifying compatible e types of
6 development will be that:- types of developme
considered in areas identified development nt will be
by the Castle Point Level 1 Only essential will be supported
SFRA as infrastructure or considered in in areas
Functional Floodplain (Flood water compatible areas identified identified
Zone 3b) types of by the Castle by the
The Reasoned Justification development will Point Level 1 Castle
could referto be considered in SFRA as Point Level
Recommendation 5-7 of the areas identified Functional 1SFRA as
Level 1 SFRA which includes by the Castle Floodplain Functional
text on how applications for Point Level 1 (Flood Zone 3b) Floodplain
redevelopment of SFRA as (Flood
previously developed sites Functional Zone 3b),
located within mapped areas | Floodplain (Flood The Reasoned subject to
of Functional Floodplain Zone 3b) Justification complianc
would be considered. could referto e with all
The Reasoned Recommendatio other
Justification n 5-7 of the Level relevant
could referto 1 SFRA which policies of
Recommendatio includes text on this Plan.
n 5-7 of the Level how
1 SFRA which applications for 21.28
includes texton redevelopment Recomme
how applications of previously ndation of
for developed sites the Level 1
redevelopment of located within SFRA
previously mapped areas of which
developed sites Functional includes
located within Floodplain texton
mapped areas of would be how
Functional considered. applicatio
ns for
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Floodplain would
be considered.

redevelop
ment of
previously
developed
sites
located
within
mapped
areas of
Functional
Floodplain
would be
considere
d. Interms
of fluvial
flooding,
the SFRA
2024
identifies
the Prittle
Brook and
Benfleet
Hall Sewer,
as being
sources of
fluvial flood
risk. Fluvial
flooding is
also
possible
from the
watercours
esand
dykes that
form the
drainage
systemon
Canvey
Island, due
to the flat
and low-
lying
topography
of the
island and
the finite
capacity of
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the
culverted
sections of
the
drainage
infrastructu
re. Some of
this
network
drains to
tide via
flapped
outfalls
which only
operate at
low-tide. If
water were
to overtop
these
dykes, the
flat
topography
of the
Borough
could
causeitto
disperse
over large
areas.

141




ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes SD2 Not No Effective To ensure consistency with ECC require Yes | Not Yes, B Additional text Accepted and text Where a
2 n County State Policy SD3, criteria 2 Criteria6is State | ECC stating that a amended developme
8 Counci d reference should be made to | amended to read: d suppli drainage Accepted and text nt proposal
2- L a drainage strategy being ed8 strategy should amended is for a site
0 required where development | Where a addito be required inan area
0 is located within an area at development nal within areas at atrisk of
6 risk of fluvial or surface water | proposalis fora appen risk of fluvial or fluvial or
7 flooding, or is within a Critical | site in an area at dices surface water surface
Drainage Area. risk of fluvial or contai flooding or water
NPPF paragraph 182 states surface water ning within a Critical flooding, or
that where surface water flooding, oris variou Drainage Area is within a
flooding is a known issue, within a Critical S Developmentin Critical
which includes Critical Drainage Area, a pieces areas of surface Drainage
Drainage Areas, policies drainage strategy of water flooding Area, a
should encourage will be required to eviden should provide a drainage
development to provide demonstrate how ce drainage strategy
multifunctional benefits both on and off- strategy which will be
wherever possible, through site flood risk will designsin required to
facilitating improvements in be managed and multifunctional demonstrat
water quality and mitigation benefits e how both
biodiversity, as well as measures should including on and off-
benefits for amenity in be satisfactorily improvements in site flood
collaboration with the Lead integrated into water quality risk will be
Local Flood Authority, the design and biodiversity and managed,
namely ECC. This approach layout of the amenity. and
supports betterment by development to mitigation
turning flood risk mitigation provide measures
into an opportunity for betterment to the should be
placemaking, green community by satisfactori
infrastructure and reducing flood ly
community resilience. This risk. Aany natural integrated
will be influenced by the or semi-natural into the
preparation of a drainage water features design and
strategy which should such as ditches, layout of
comply with the Sustainable | dykes and ponds the
Drainage Systems Guide for must be retained developme
Essex. NPPF paragraph 182 in their natural or ntto
states that where surface semi-natural provide
water flooding is a known form to maintain betterment
issue, which includes Critical | existing to the
Drainage Areas, policies attenuation community
should encourage provision and by reducing
development to provide existing flow flood risk.
multifunctional benefits paths. Aany
wherever possible, through natural or
facilitating improvements in ECC require semi-
water quality and paragraph 21.28 natural
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biodiversity, as well as isamended to water
benefits for amenity in read: features
collaboration with the Lead ECCis the Lead such as
Local Flood Authority, Local Flood ditches,
namely ECC. This approach Authority (LLFA) dykes and
supports betterment by and are ponds
turning flood risk mitigation responsible for must be
into an opportunity for surface water retainedin
placemaking, green flooding. ECC’s their
infrastructure and Interactive Flood natural or
community resilience. This and Water semi-
will be influenced by the Management natural
preparation of a drainage Map identifies formto
strategy which should Critical Drainage maintain
comply with the Sustainable | Areas (CDAs), existing
Drainage Systems Guide for these are areas, attenuation
Essex. where multiple or provision
interlinked and
sources of flood existing
risk cause flow paths.
flooding during a ECCisthe
severe rainfall Lead Local
event affecting Flood
people, property Authority
orinfrastructure. (LLFA) and
Where a are
development responsibl
proposalis within e for
a CDA, adrainage surface
strategy will be water
required to flooding.
demonstrate how ECC’s
surface water Interactive
flooding on site Flood and
will be managed Water
and how the site Manageme
will mitigate the nt Map
risk of increasing identifies
flooding Critical
downstream. Drainage
Drainage Areas
strategies should (CDAs),
comply with the these are
Sustainable areas,
Drainage where
Systems Guide multiple or
for Essex. interlinked
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ECC require sources of
paragraph 21.28 flood risk
isamended to cause
read: flooding
during a
ECCis the Lead severe
Local Flood rainfall
Authority (LLFA) event
and are affecting
responsible for people,
surface water property or
flooding. ECC’s infrastructu
Interactive Flood re. Where a
and Water developme
Management nt proposal
Map identifies is within a
Critical Drainage CDA, a
Areas (CDAs), drainage
these are areas, strategy
where multiple or will be
interlinked required to
sources of flood demonstrat
risk cause e how
flooding during a surface
severe rainfall water
event affecting flooding on
people, property site will be
orinfrastructure. managed
Where a and how
development the site will
proposalis within mitigate
a CDA, adrainage the risk of
strategy will be increasing
required to flooding
demonstrate how downstrea
surface water m.
flooding on site Drainage
will be managed strategies
and how the site should
will mitigate the comply
risk of increasing with the
flooding Sustainabl
downstream. e Drainage
Drainage Systems
strategies should Guide for
comply with the Essex. In
Sustainable particular,
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Drainage sites within
Systems Guide aCDA
for Essex. should
ensure
In particular, areas of
sites within a hardstandi
CDA should ngare
ensure areas of permeable,
hardstanding are consider
permeable, rainwater
consider harvesting,
rainwater aswellas
harvesting, as discharging
well as surface
discharging water at
surface water at the 1inl
the 1inl year year
greenfield rate for greenfield
allevents up to rate for all
the 1in100 event events up
plus climate to the
change. Sites 1in100
should follow the event plus
drainage climate
hierarchy and change.
utilise above Sites
grounds SuDS should
where possible, follow the
including SubDS drainage
for conveyance hierarchy
and they should and utilise
be included in the above
landscape grounds
strategy. SubDS
In particular, where
sites within a possible,
CDA should including
ensure areas of SuDS for
hardstanding are conveyanc
permeable, e and they
consider should be
rainwater included in
harvesting, as the
well as landscape
discharging strategy.
surface water at
the linlyear There are
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greenfield rate for seven
all events up to identified
the 1in100 event CDAs in
plus climate Castle
change. Sites Point
should follow the covering
drainage Most of the
hierarchy and Borough’s
utilise above land area.
grounds SuDS There are
where possible, as
including SuDS follows....
for conveyance
and they should
be included in the
landscape
strategy.
1 | Agent c/o c/o Taylor | Yes SD2 Yes No | Consistent with Policy SD2 will need to be Policy SD2 will No Not A Policy SD2 will Noted. N
0 agen | agent | Wimpe national policy updated, regarding the need to be Answ need to be Statements of
2 t v sequential test, following the | updated, ered updated, Common Ground
7- recent update to the PPG regarding the regarding the undertaken with
0 (dated 17.09.25). sequential test, sequential test, | Environemnt
0 following the following the Agency and ECC
0 recent update to recent update (Lead Local Flood
9 the PPG (dated to the PPG Authority).
17.09.25). (dated The LPA will ask the
17.09.25). Examining
Inspector to

recommend any
mods which they
believe are
necessary for
soundness.
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1 | Organisation | Tess | Saund | Anglia | Yes SD3 Yes No | Effective Anglian Water supports the We would No Not A Anglian Water Modification to Y -
0 a ers n policy requirements for SuDS | recommend a Answ supports the policy SD3 Modificatio
1 Water in principle. Whilst we policy ered policy n to policy
3- Service recognise thatthe LLFAis a modification to requirements for | 2. All major SD3
0 s Ltd statutory consultee for major | ensure that SuDSiin qualifying
0 planning applications, we drainage principle. Whilst | development, will 2. All majer
1 would seek drainage strategies will be we recognise be required to qualifying
1 strategies to be submitted for | submitted for all thatthe LLFAis a | submit a drainage developme
all major and minor major and minor statutory strategy to nt, will be
development to avoid any development to consultee for demonstrate that required to
cumulative impacts on avoid any major planning the surface water | submita
surface water flood risk, cumulative applications, we | hierarchy has been | drainage
particularly where smaller impacts on would seek followed, how both | strategy to
developments may seek to surface water drainage on and off-site demonstrat
connect to the public flood risk, strategies to be flood risk will be e that the
sewerage network. Thiswould | particularly submitted for all | managed and how | surface
be consistent with clause 9 of | where smaller major and minor | mitigation water
Policy SD2, and developments developmentto | measures shottd hierarchy
recommendation 5-13 in the may seek to avoid any will be has been
SFRA Level 1. connectto the cumulative satisfactorily followed,
public sewerage impacts on integrated into the how both
Our Surface Water Risk network. surface water design and layout on and off-
Management Guidance flood risk, of the site flood
provides comprehensive Anglian Water particularly development. risk will be
approach to how we will would seek to where smaller managed
assess different types of site ensure that our developments New paragraph and how
in terms of surface water surface water may seek to 21:35 mitigation
connections. guidance is connectto the Qualifying measures
https://www.anglianwater.co. | referencedinthe public sewerage | developmentis shotitd will
uk/siteassets/developers/dev | supporting text, network. This major be
elopment-services/aws- so that would be development (as satisfactori
surface-water-guide-sm.pdf developers/appli consistent with defined in the ly
cants are aware clause 9 of GPDO) and minor integrated
For new surface water of the approach Policy SD2, and | development into the
connections to an existing we use when recommendatio | which seeks to design and
surface water sewer Anglian considering n5-13inthe connect to the layout of
Water will need to ensure the | surface water SFRA Level 1. public sewerage the
surface water hierarchy has drainage for new For new surface | network. developme
been followed and require development. water nt.
developers to liaise with the connections to Consistency with
Lead Local Flood Authority an existing SFRA New
(LLFA) - this is an essential surface water recommendation paragraph
pre-requisite to Anglian Water sewer Anglian 5.13 21:35
accepting a surface water Water will need Qualifying
drainage strategy. If LLFA are to ensure the Part 1 of Policy SD3 | developme
satisfied that, based upon surface water requires all nt is major
evidence, no other option is hierarchy has development to developme
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feasible then a connection been followed reduce surface nt (as
point may be made to the and require water run-off which | defined in
surface water sewer at a rate developers to is considered to the GPDO)
agreed with LLFA, subjectto liaise with the reflect the SFRA and minor
there being existing capacity Lead Local Flood | recommendation. developme
or the provision of network Authority (LLFA) nt which
reinforcement to -thisisan seeks to
accommodate the flow. essential pre- connectto
requisite to the public
The developer is responsible Anglian Water sewerage
for providing the appropriate accepting a network.
surface water disposal surface water
infrastructure. As such, all the drainage Consistenc
work to determine the strategy. If LLFA y with SFRA
feasibility of a connection to are satisfied recommen
the existing surface water that, based upon dation 5.13
sewer complete with all evidence, no
upgrades to the consented other option is Part 1 of
outfallis to be carried out by feasible then a Policy SD3
the developer at their cost. connection point requires all
Anglian Water will request a may be made to developme
planning condition to ensure the surface ntto
no additional flow will be water sewer at a reduce
connected until, any identified rate agreed with surface
upgrades have been delivered LLFA, subject to water run-
and sufficient capacity in the there being off which is
network has been existing capacity considered
demonstrated. or the provision to reflect
of network the SFRA
Should network reinforcement reinforcement to recommen
be required because of accommodate dation.
additional surface water flow the flow.

to an existing public surface
water sewer, Anglian Water
will request a planning
condition to ensure no
additional flow will be
connected until sufficient
capacity in the network has
been demonstrated.
Reinforcement of the existing
network, when required as a
consequence of a new surface
water connection, is not
included within the
Infrastructure Charge. These
works may be requisitioned

Anglian Water
willrequest a
planning
condition to
ensure no
additional flow
will be
connected until,
any identified
upgrades have
been delivered
and sufficient
capacity in the
network has
been
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under Section 98 of the Water demonstrated.

Industry Act 1991 or
implemented by a self-lay
provider under Section 151 of
the Water Industry Act 1991,
with the capital cost fully
chargeable to the applicant. A
cost and time-scale estimate
can be provided for
requisitioned network
reinforcement.

Anglian Water would seek to
ensure that our surface water
guidance is referenced in the
supporting text, so that
developers/applicants are
aware of the approach we use
when considering surface
water drainage for new
development. We agree that
no developments should
connect surface water
discharge to the foul network.
Our surface water networks
are designed for the existing
catchment; therefore it is
assumed to have minimal
residual capacity for
additional flow. Once
approvalin principle has been
reached with LLFA, detailed
analysis can be undertaken to
establish the receiving surface
water network capacity.
Detailed analysis will be
required to establish whether
there is existing capacity to
accommodate the proposed
connection and if not, to
advise on the extent of
network reinforcement
required. The developer is
responsible for providing the
appropriate surface water
disposal infrastructure. As
such, all the work to

Should network
reinforcement
be required
because of
additional
surface water
flow to an
existing public
surface water
sewer, Anglian
Water will
request a
planning
condition to
ensure no
additional flow
will be
connected until
sufficient
capacity in the
network has
been
demonstrated.
Reinforcement
of the existing
network, when
required as a
consequence of
a new surface
water
connection, is
not included
within the
Infrastructure
Charge. These
works may be
requisitioned
under Section 98
of the Water
Industry Act
1991 or
implemented by
a self-lay
provider under
Section 151 of
the Water
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determine the feasibility of a Industry Act

connection to the existing
surface water sewer complete
with all upgrades to the
consented outfall is to be
carried out by the developer at
their cost. Anglian Water

21.37 Anglian Water supports
the link between SuDS and
water efficiency measures
through rainwater harvesting
and reuse. Anglian Water
works with a wide range of
partners through the Ofwat
Innovation Fund project -
Enabling Water Smart
Communities, which provides
useful information on
opportunities for integrated
water management including
water reuse in new
developments.

1991, with the
capital cost fully
chargeable to
the applicant. A
cost and time-
scale estimate
can be provided
for requisitioned
network
reinforcement.
Anglian Water
would seek to
ensure that our
surface water
guidanceis
referenced in the
supporting text,
so that
developers/appli
cants are aware
of the approach
we use when
considering
surface water
drainage for new
development.
We agree that no
developments
should connect
surface water
discharge to the
foul network.
Our surface
water networks
are designed for
the existing
catchment;
thereforeitis
assumed to have
minimal residual
capacity for
additional flow.
Once approvalin
principle has
been reached
with LLFA,
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detailed analysis
canbe
undertaken to
establish the
receiving
surface water
network
capacity.
Detailed
analysis will be
required to
establish
whether there is
existing capacity
to
accommodate
the proposed
connection and
if not, to advise
on the extent of
network
reinforcement
required. The
developeris
responsible for
providing the
appropriate
surface water
disposal
infrastructure.
As such, all the
work to
determine the
feasibility of a
connection to
the existing
surface water
sewer complete
with all
upgrades to the
consented
outfallis to be
carried out by
the developer at
their cost.
Anglian Water.
Anglian Water
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supports the link
between SuDS
and water
efficiency
measures
through
rainwater
harvesting and
reuse. Anglian
Water works
with a wide
range of
partners through
the Ofwat
Innovation Fund
project -
Enabling Water
Smart
Communities,
which provides
useful
information on
opportunities for
integrated water
management
including water
reuse in new
developments.
0 | Organisation | Pat Abbot | Enviro | Yes SD3 Yes Yes We welcome the inclusion of We welcome the | No Not A Supports policy | Support noted, see | 21.34
8 t nment policy SD3 regarding SuDS. inclusion of Answ SD3 proposed Essex
2 Agency We feel the policy policy SD3 ered modifications County
3- distinguishes the increased regarding SuDS. Reccomends Council
0 risk between shallow and We feel the policy this guidance be has
0 deep infiltration distinguishes the referred to prepared a
1 systems. For the benefit of increased risk The Environment SuDS
7 applicants, we recommend between shallow Agency's Design
that the following guidanceis | and deep Approach to Guide for
also referenced within this infiltration Groundwater Essex. This
policy: The Environment systems. For the Protection, not only
Agency's benefit of particularly addresses
Approach to Groundwater applicants, we statements G1 technical
Protection, particularly recommend that and G9to G13; requiremen
statements G1 and G9to G13; | the following National ts for SuDS,
National standards for guidance is also standards for but also
sustainable drainage systems | referenced within sustainable details how
on gov.uk. this policy: The drainage SuDS can
Environment be
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Agency's
Approachto
Groundwater
Protection,
particularly
statements G1
and G9to G13;
National
standards for
sustainable

drainage systems

on gov.uk.

systems on
gov.uk.

integrated
into the
design and
layout of
developme
nt to offer
wider
environme
ntal
benefits,
and form
part of the
multi-
functional
green
infrastructu
re
provision.
The
Environme
nt
Agency's
Approach
to
Groundwat
er
Protection
should
also be
considere
d,
particularl
y
statement
sGland
G9to G13
and
National
standards
for
sustainabl
e drainage
systems.
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes SD4 Not No Justified, ECC welcomes the inclusion ECC seek Policy Yes Not Yes, B Update the Accepted and text A) New
2 n County State Effective of Policy SD4 which is based SD4 is amended State | ECC policy to be amended to reflect | build
8 Counci d on the EPOA Planning Policy | toread: d suppli consistent with the recent EPOA developme
2- L Statement — Operational ed8 the latest model | Planning Policy nt
0 Energy and Carbon (Net Policy SD4 - addito policy draft Statementandthe | (residential
0 Zero), October 2025, which is | Operational nal within the EPOA | evidence base Net | and non-
6 based on strong evidence Energy and appen Planning Policy Zero Carbon residential)
8 available on the Essex Design | Carbon (Net dices Statement- Viability and Toolkit
Guide. Zero) contai Operational Study All new
ECC does not support the ning Energy and Accepted and text buildings
recommendation of the ECC seeks the variou Carbon (Net amended must shall
Sustainability Appraisal (page | policy is updated S Zero) (October Accepted and typo | be
611), which states that the to be consistent pieces 2025), which corrected designed
cost implications may be with the latest of has been and built to
significant in comparison to model policy eviden enhanced be Net Zero
other Development draft, which has ce following Energy and
Management policy been enhanced successful Carbonin
requirements and design following incorporation operation
improvements, and successful into recent Local at
potentially significant enough | incorporation Plans. ocetpation
affect viability in some into recent Local of i
circumstances. The policies Plans, which Requests that exceptionat
are modelled on what would | have been the cost eiretmstan
be most feasible for all major | adopted implications and ces; have
building typologies currently | (Tendring impact on anagreed
brought forward in Essex, Colchester viability within strategy-to
which have all been found to | Borders Garden the achievenet
be deliverable at minimal Community DPD) Sustainability zero-within
cost uplift by the Net Zero and been Appraisal are five-years
Carbon Viability and Toolkit examined at reviewed to of
Study that forms part of the examination to reflect the occupation
Essex evidence base. the satisfaction evidence from . They must
As these policy standards are | of the Inspector the Net Zero be ultra-
deliverable now, it is (Uttlesford Local Carbon Viability low energy
recommended that the Plan). The and Toolkit study buildings,
added stipulation in Part A, updated Policy which states fossil fuel
paragraph 1 that ‘in has been interventions free, and
exceptional circumstances, provided to CPBC provide minimal generate
have an agreed strategy to as part of this cost uplift. renewable
achieve net zero within five responsein energy on-
years of occupation’ be Appendix 2 ahead ECC welcome site to at
removed. This is not found in | of its formal the embedding least
the EPOA Planning Policy adoption and of the Essex match
Statement and would add publishing on the model policies predicted
unnecessary burden on Essex Design fornetzeroin annual
Planning Officers, who will Guide in Autumn the Plan. These energy use.
have to follow up on non- 2025 will require to be 3.
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compliant developments to updated by the Requireme
ensure that they achieve net | In addition, ECC latest policy nt 3: Energy
zero in operation within the require Part A, position to be Use
five-year window. paragraph 1is published in the Intensity
Achieving net zero in amended to Autumn 2025. (EUI) limits
operation during the post- delete “in
occupancy phase after exceptional To align with The
building completion would circumstances, recent evidence following
also be tantamount to have an agreed additional non-
retrofit. It is acknowledged strategy to criteria should residential
within this Plan that achieve net zero be added thaton buildings
‘retrofitting buildings is more | within five years large sites must
disruptive, costly and time of occupation’ to energy use achieve an
consuming than designing be consistent intensity can be Energy Use
buildings to be net zero with the latest represented as a Intensity
carbon in the first place.’ (p. EPOA Planning site wide (EUI) of no
181). To avoid such Policy Statement residential more than
disruption for residents, this | - Operational average to the
option to achieve the policy Energy and provide following
within five years should be Carbon (Net flexibility. (where
removed Zero), October technically
It should be noted that there | 2025 in Appendix Request that feasible) by
are already elements of 2: renewable building
flexibility within the EPOA energy must be type or
Planning Policy Statement, All new buildings generated on nearest
without the need for this must be designed site by roof top equivalent:
five-year extension. For and built to be solar PV energy
example, there is the option Net Zero Energy on all * Offices -
to pay into an offsetting fund | and Carbonin development 70 kWh/m2
should the renewable energy | operation at Typo GlA/year;
demands of Requirement 4 occupation or, in ¢ Schools -
not be met. exceptional 65 kWh/m2
The EPOA Planning Policy circumstances, GlA/year;
Statement will be further have an agreed e Light
updated in Autumn 2025 and | strategy to Industrial -
these revisions will also achieve net zero 35 kWh/m2
provide more flexibility. The | within five years GlAl/year;
latest version is attached in of occupation.
Appendix 2. These changes They must be On larger
are explained in greater ultra-low energy sitesin
detail in the comment for ‘p. | buildings, fossil exceptional
179-180, Policy SD4 — Net fuelfree, and circumstan
Zero Carbon Development (In | generate ces this
Operation)’ and it is renewable energy may be met
encouraged that they be on-site to at least oneach
incorporated into Policy SD4. | match predicted individual
With these provisions for annual energy phase as a
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flexibility and the evidence use. site-wide
that all the most prevalent residential
typologies are deliverable to | ECC welcome the average
these standards now, non- embedding of the (weighted
compliant developments Essex model by floor
should not be given a five- policies for net area)
year window to meet the zero in the Plan. provided
policy. This degree of These will require thatno
leniency is not expedient, to be updated by single
considering the urgency of the latest policy dwelling
the climate crisis and local position to be has an EUI
targets. It will ultimately published in the greater
delay the realisation of goals | Autumn 2025. than 45
set by the Essex Climate kWh/m2
Action Commission (ECAC), in | Inthe interim, GlAlyr
its Net Zero: Making Essex ECC require the
Carbon Neutral Report following 4.
(2021), that ‘All new homes amendments to Requireme
and all new commercial Policy SD4, which nt4:
buildings granted planning reflect the Renewable
permissions to be carbon upcoming energy
zero by 2025’ and ‘All new changes to the must be
homes and non-domestic Essex model net generated
buildings granted planning zero policy. on-site for
permission to be carbon Insert additional all new
positive by 2030.” 3. Effective | clause under developme
The updates to the EPOA Requirement 3b - nts by
Planning Policy Statement New whichever
are being made for the On larger sitesin ofthe
following reasons. The exceptional fotlowing
technical evidence (Essex Net | circumstances restttsin
Zero Policy Study 2023) this may be met thegreater
demonstrates that most oneach amotintof
residential typologies can individual phase rooftop
achieve the standards set in as a site-wide solar PV
the policy and generate residential energy
sufficient renewable energy average (electricity)
through rooftop solar PV on (weighted by floor generation:
the basis of each individual area) provided and
home / building. This that no single
ensures that all residents dwelling has an a. Tthe
have a home that meets the EUI greater than amount of
same standards and delivers | 45 kWh/m2 energy
the same benefits (e.g. GlA/yr. generated
healthy, energy efficient inayear
homes with low energy bills Amend should
which are more resilient toa | Requirement 4, match or

156



ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-name | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
changing climate). Paragraph 1 of exceed the
The only exception where a Policy SD4 to predicted
residential typology will find read: annual
it difficult to achieve all the energy use
policy requirements is the Renewable of the
high-rise block of flats, as energy must be building,
they would be unlikely to generated on-site i.e.
generate sufficient for all new Renewable
renewable energy to meet developments by energy
policy Requirement 4. In rooftop solar PV generation
those cases, the energy energy (kWh/m2/y
offsetting mechanism may (electricity) ear)=or>
justifiably be triggered and generation and predicted
used to achieve policy the amount of annual
compliance. Bungalows have | energy generated energy use
a slightly more relaxed in a year should (KWh/m2/y
standard for space heating in | match or exceed ear); or
recognition of their less the predicted b—the
efficient form. annual energy amotntof
In the Uttlesford Local Plan use of the energy
(June/July 2025) building, i.e. generated
examination, an exceptional | Renewable trayearis:
circumstances clause was energy —atteast
included in their equivalent generation B8oHWh/m2
policy to Policy SD4 which (kWh/m2/year) = btitding
allowed larger residential or > predicted footprint
schemes to achieve the annual energy per
energy use intensity target use anrtm>for
on a site average basis. ECC (kWh/m2/year)* attbuitding
commissioned further In terms of typesantd
evidence to explore the calculation *atteast
implications of the methods, the 120
exceptions clause (See pages | predicted annual KWhtm2
28-40 Appendix 4, ECC energy use of a btitding
Hearing Statement to Matter | building/ footprint
4, |ssue 1, Climate for development perannum
Uttlesford Local Plan would be for
Examination). The expected to be inetustriat
conclusion was that the calculated using btitdings:
clause enabled the flexibility | predictive energy B)
that developers desired but it | modelling, for Extensions
had significant negative residential and
impacts unless some buildings PHPP is Conversat
modifications were made. often used, and ons
The evidence report advised | for non- Conversion
on options that would modify | residential S

the clause that would still

buildings often
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allow flexibility but guard CIBSE TM54
against the worst impacts. methodology is
Therefore, the Climate and used. The annual
Planning Unit at ECC advise energy use of
that it would be pragmatic to | non-residential
include such a clause (with buildings can be
the recommended predictedina
modifications) as it brings the | similar way to
‘flexibility” which is residential
welcomed by Inspectors and | buildings by
Industry. making
Another amendment to assumptions
Policy SD4 should clarify based on the
what ‘maximised’ means as occupancy,
part of Requirement 4. The typical use and
renewable energy size of building.
requirement clause is also Amend Part B) to
proposed to be simplified so | read:
that it just relates to
achieving energy balance on- | Extensions and
site (including offsetting Conversations
where this is justifiably Conversions
triggered) and does not go
beyond this (unless a
developer wishes to).
There is a typo in Part B)
Extensions and
Conversations’. Amend to
read ‘Conversions’
0 | Agent Ben | Weed | Gladm SD4 Not | This No Not Stated B Policy SD4 As set out in N
3 all an State | policy Gladmandonot | reasoned
4 Develo d requires consider that the justification
3- pment all new Council’s policy | paragraphs to
0 sltd develop is necessary as Policy SD4, this
0 ment to thereis alreadya | has been
1 be fossil national informed by
0 fuel free approach setout | \work at County
and in Building level.
demonst Regulations and
rate net in the form of the
zZero Future Homes
operatio Standard and
n carbon may also be
onsite, covered through
by the National
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achievin
gan
energy
use
standard
of
35kwh/
m2/year
for all
new
dwelling
s. These
new
dwelling
sare
also
identifie
das
having a
space
heating
demand
of less
than 15
kwh/mw
/year.
Gladma
n agree
that
thereisa
need to
reduce
carbon
emission
sin both
the
construc
tionand
use of
residenti
al
develop
ment.
However

Gladma
n do not

Development
Management
policies which
are being drawn
up. By utilising a
national rather
than local
approach ensure
uniformity
across the whole
country rather
than a variety of
different
approaches
which differ
between local
authority areas.
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consider
that the
Council’
s policy
is
necessa
ry as
thereis
already a
national
approac
h set out
in
Building
Regulati
ons and
inthe
form of
the
Future
Homes
Standar
dand
may also
be
covered
through
the
National
Develop
ment
Manage
ment
policies
which
are
being
drawn
up. By
utilising
a
national
rather
than
local
approac
h ensure
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uniformi
ty across
the
whole
country
rather
thana
variety of
different
approac
hes
which
differ
between
local
authority
areas.
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1 | Organisation | Mar | Behre | Home | Yes SD4 No See No | Justified, The proposed policy position Yes | Not Yes A Whilst the HBF Noted N
0 k ndt Builder commen Consistent with would require all new Answ would agree with
2 s ts on SA national policy development to fossil fuel free ered the Council that
0- Federa and DtC and demonstrate net zero thereis aneed
0 tion operational carbon onsite by to acttoreduce
0 ensuring energy use standard carbon
0 for all new dwellings of emissions we
7 35kwh/m2/year and space would disagree

heating demand of less than
15 kwh/m2/year (20
kwh/m2/year for bungalows).
This would be demonstrated
through an Energy
Assessment, which for major
applications must be a full
energy strategy utilising
accurate methods for
operational energy use
prediction, such as
Passivhaus Planning Package
(PHPP) or CIBSE TM54.Whilst
the HBF would agree with the
Council that there is a need to
actto reduce carbon
emissions we would disagree
that this needs to be
undertaken through the local
plan given that there is already
a national approach, the
Future Homes Standard
(FHS), being taken forward to
achieve the same goal.
Delivering these
improvements through
building regulations has a
distinct advantage over
delivering a variety of different
approaches across the
county, in that it provides a
single approach that all
developers understand and
can be rolled out at scale. This
allows supply chains and
skills to be improved prior to
implementation and ensures
that improvements to building
standards are actually

that this needs
to be undertaken
through the local
plan given that
thereis already a
national
approach, the
Future Homes
Standard (FHS),
being taken
forward to
achieve the
same goal.
Delivering these
improvements
through building
regulations has
a distinct
advantage over
delivering a
variety of
different
approaches
across the
county, in that it
provides a single
approach that all
developers
understand and
can be rolled out
at scale. This
allows supply
chains and skills
to be improved
prior to
implementation
and ensures that
improvements to
building
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deliverable from the point at
which they are
introduced.However, if the
Council chooses to go beyond
current or future standards it
must be done in a way that is
consistent with national policy
and robustly assesses its
consequences and gives
consideration as to how the
requirements are consistent
with the written ministerial
statement (WMS) on local
energy efficiency standards
published on the 13th of
December 2023. Before
considering the content of the
WMS itself it is important to
note the High Court
judgement from the 2nd of
July 2024 ([2024] EWHC 1693
Admin). This judgement was
on the challenge to the WMS
made by Rights Community
Action on three grounds,
including that the WMS
restricted exercise by local
authorities of powers
conferred on them. The
judgment made by Justice
Lieven was that the claim
failed on all three grounds.
This judgment was then
appealed by Rights
Community Action on the
grounds that the judge erred in
her interpretation of s19 of the
Environment Act 2021 and s1
of the Planning and Energy Act
2008. Both these were
dismissed with the decision
notably stating with regard to
the second ground of appeal
that there was no support for
the appellants argument that
the WMS unlawfully cuts
across the PEA 2008.The WMS

standards are
actually
deliverable from
the point at
which they are
introduced.Sugg
ests
inconsitency
with written
ministerial
statement
(WMS) on local
energy efficiency
standards
published on the
13th of
December
2023.HBF does
not consider the
approach set out
in SD4 to be
consistent with
the WMS nor
that the
implications of
such a policy
have been
properly
assessed in the
supporting
evidence base.
More detailed
points
provided.HBF
would also
recommend that
thatif a net zero
policyisto be
included in the
local planit
should require a
development to
be net zero
rather than for
individual
homes. As the
council will be
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is therefore compliant with aware, some

the intention of Planning and
Environment Act 2008 which,
whilst allowing LPAs to set
standards beyond building
regulations, also enables
government to establish the
approach that should be
taken in setting those
standards. Local plan policies
which seek to apply an
alternative approach to
setting standards not defined
within building regulations, in
this case Target Emissions
Rates (TER), are therefore
inconsistent with the WMS.
HBF recognise that LPAs can
depart from national policy
where justified but as the
Council will be aware the
WMS must be treated as
national policy and as such
there is a high bar for
departing from the approach it
advocates. Moving to the
WMS. It states that
“Compared to varied local
standards nationally applied
standards provide much-
needed clarity and
consistency for businesses,
large and small, to invest and
prepare to build net-zero
ready homes” and that local
standards can “add further
costs to building new homes
by adding complexity and
undermining economies of
scale”. After noting these
concerns, the 2023 WMS goes
on to state that any standard
that goes beyond building
regulations should be rejected
at examination if the LPA does
not have a well-reasoned and
robustly costed rationale that

homes, such as
terrace houses
and flats, are
more
intrinsically
energy efficient
and emit less
carbon
compared to
detached homes
and bungalows.
As such it may
be difficult for
some individual
homes to be net
zero but where
there is a mix of
development the
site as awhole
to achieve the
required
standard.
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ensures:® That development
remains viable, and the
impact on housing supply and
affordability is considered in
accordance with the National
Planning Policy Framework.e
The additional requirement is
expressed as a percentage
uplift of a dwelling’s Target
Emissions Rate (TER)
calculated using a specified
version of the Standard
Assessment Procedure
(SAP).HBF does not consider
the approach setoutin SD4 to
be consistent with the WMS
nor that the implications of
such a policy have been
properly assessed in the
supporting evidence base.
Our detailed points are set out
below.The approach proposed
by the Council based on
energy use is inconsistent
with the approach set outin
the WMS and as such is
unsound. It should be noted
that the Government have
considered whether it was
appropriate to use a delivered
energy metric such as the one
being proposed in the policy
position paper and have
concluded that these do not
offer any additional benefits to
those being taken forward by
Government. Therefore, if the
Council are to require
standards above those set out
in building regulations they
must be expressed as a
percentage of the target
emission rate and not as an
energy use targetin order to
avoid fragmentation of the
standards with different
requirements being setin
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different areas which it must
be recognised was not only an
expectation of the WMS but
also of the legislation that
permits council to adopt
higher standards in local plan
in the first place. As such the
HBF does not consider the
council to be justified in
departing from either the WMS
or the Planning and Energy Act
(2008) and considers the
energy use requirements to be
deleted from this policy. While
HBF do not consider the
policy to be consistent with
national policy we are also
concerned that the Council
has not properly considered
the impact on viability or the
deliverability of development.
The Council will need to
ensure the costs and
deliverability of this policy are
fully and robustly tested. In
preparing its viability
assessment HBF suggests the
Council consider costs
published by the Future
Homes Hub (FHH) as part of
their work to support and
inform the implementation of
the Future Homes Standard.
The costs for similar
standards to those being
proposed can be found in the
FHH report ‘Ready for Zero’.
This study tests a number of
archetypes against a range of
specifications from the
current standards set out in
the 2021 Building Regulations
through to standards that will
achieve similar standards to
those proposed by the
Council. The various
specifications and costs
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considered are summarised in
Figure 8 of ‘Ready for Zero’
and indicates that in order to
deliver standards above the
FHS on a three bedroomed
end of terrace house
(specifications CS3, CS4 and
CS5in the FHH report) would
be around 15-19% higher than
the 2021 Building Regs,
around £17,000 to £22,000
more per unit. The council’s
Viability Assessment states at
paragraph 5.79 that the costs
of achieving its proposed
policy to be 6.3% above
current regulations for houses
and 6.9% for flats. HBF
recognise that the
specifications are not direct
comparison, but it does give
anindication as to the
potential cost and that the 6-
7% increase in built cost
proposed by the Council
appears low. Given that there
is still significant uncertainty
as to the cost of delivering the
standards being proposed and
that much of the development
being proposed by the Council
will also face high costs site
costs given that these are
currently in employment and
industrial uses the Council
will need ensure that further
sensitivity testing is
undertaken in the viability
study. There is clearly a risk
that higher energy efficiency
standard such as the ones
being proposed could impact
on viability and the delivery of
allocated sites. With regard to
deliverability of zero carbon
homes HBF would not
disagree that the proposed
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standards are technically
feasible. However, HBF are
concerned as to the impact
these requirements will have
on the rates at which sites can
deliver new homes on all
types of sites. Given that the
standards proposed are
higher than those proposed in
the Future Homes Standard
and will require higher levels
of fabric efficiency, which in
turn will require new skills and
materials that may not be
readily available, HBF are
concerned this could slow
delivery in the short to
medium term as supply
chains are developed.It has
been recognised by the FHH
that to deliver higher
standards will require phased
transitional arrangements to
enable a steady build-up of
skills and ensure quality. The
FHH also notes in its report
Ready for Zero that evenif a
short transition period
between current standards
and those similar to the
Council are proposing that
this would “... create a high
risk of quality problems,
inflated costs and, potentially,
stalled build programmes.”
However, HBF can find no
evidence that the Council has
considered whether its
proposed standard will impact
on the rate at which new
homes can be built. The
Councilwill need to speak
directly to a range of
housebuilders operating in
Castle Point to understand the
impact of its policy on the rate
atwhich homes will be
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delivered on its allocated
sites. Without any
consideration of delivery then
the Council’s decision to go
beyond what is required by
building regulations is clearly
unjustified While HBF
understands the desire for
LPAs to go further, current
policy recognises that even
where development can viably
implement higher standards
this must be within a
consistent technical
framework and approach to
assessing building
performance against those
technical standards. Indeed,
this has long been the case in
planning policy with
paragraph 159b of the NPPF
stating that “Any local
requirements for the
sustainability of buildings
should reflect the
Government’s policy for
national technical
standards”.If the Council have
the evidence to show that the
policy is deliverable the
Council will need to ensure
that all other policies in the
local plan are consistent with
delivering the levels of
embodied carbon being
proposed. The most energy
efficient design will inevitably
lead to less variety in the built
form in order to reduce the
surface area of the building.
This will need to be reflected
in design policies and any
design codes that are
produced to ensure that
developmentis not refused
for seeking to meet energy
efficiency standards but, for
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example, not being designed
in the character of the local
area.HBF would also
recommend that that if a net
zero policy is to be included in
the local plan it should require
a development to be net zero
rather than for individual
homes. As the council will be
aware, some homes, such as
terrace houses and flats, are
more intrinsically energy
efficient and emit less carbon
compared to detached homes
and bungalows. As such it
may be difficult for some
individual homes to be net
zero but where there is a mix
of development the siteas a
whole to achieve the required
standard.
0 | Organisation | Hyac | Cabil | NHS SD4 Draft A Draft Policy SD4 | Support noted N
3 ynth | es Propert Policy focuses on the
5 y SD4 ways in which
3- focuses new
0 onthe developments
0 ways in would need to
0 which be builtto be
4 new net-zero carbon
develop from the outset.
ments The NHS
would requires all new
need to development
be built projects to be
to be net zero carbon,
net-zero and NHSPS fully
carbon support policies
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from the that promote
outset. carbon neutral
The NHS development. In
requires considering the
all new implementation
develop of policies
ment related to net
projects zero, we would
to be net highlight that
Zero NHS property
carbon, could benefit
and from carbon
NHSPS offset funds
fully collected where
support on-site carbon
policies mitigation
that requirements
promote cannot be met.
carbon This would
neutral support the NHS
develop to reach the goal
ment. In of becoming the
consider world’s first net
ing the zero healthcare
impleme provider.
ntation
of
policies
related
to net
zero, we
would
highlight
that NHS
property
could
benefit
from
carbon
offset
funds
collecte
d where
on-site
carbon
mitigatio
n
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require
ments
cannot
be met.
This
would
support
the NHS
toreach
the goal
of
becomin
gthe
world’s
first net
Z€ero
healthca
re
provider.

% 0 © o

00 O O O

Agent

Persim
mon
Homes
Ltd c/o
Pegasu
s
Group

Yes

Sb4

No

No

Positively
prepared,
Effective,
Justified,
Consistent with
national policy

8.1. Persimmon Homes
considers that a policy
seeking to go beyond the
sustainability standards set
out in Building Regulations
would not be effective.
Building Regulations provide a
national set of standards that
allows housebuilders to plan
with certainty, and ensures a
national route towards
building sustainable and
energy efficient homes.

8.2. Regard should be had of
the Housing Minister’s Written
Ministerial Statementin
January 2023 which set out
that the Government does ‘not
expect plan makers to set
local energy efficiency
standards for buildings that go
beyond current or planned
building regulations’. The
importance of the WMS was
confirmed by a recent High
Court judgement, which
emphasised that new local

Yes

Not
Answ
ered

Yes

a policy seeking
to go beyond the
sustainability
standards set
outin Building
Regulations
would not be
effective.

Regard should
be had of the
Housing
Minister’s
Written
Ministerial
Statementin
January 2023
which set out
that the
Government
does ‘not expect
plan makers to
set local energy
efficiency
standards for
buildings that go
beyond current
or planned

The council has
written SD4 based
on robust evidence
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plan policies must be building
reasonable and need to be regulations’. The
drafted with due regard to the importance of
potential forimpact on the the WMS was
deliverability and viability of confirmed by a
new housing. The Council recent High
should therefore reconsider Court
the inclusion of any policy judgement,
requiring ‘net zero’ homes. which
emphasised that
new local plan
policies must be
reasonable and
need to be
drafted with due
regard to the
potential for
impact on the
deliverability
and viability of
new housing.
The Council
should therefore
reconsider the
inclusion of any
policy requiring
‘net zero’
homes.
1 | Organisation | Joes | Beale | RSPB Yes SD4 | Yes Yes There are several good parts Itis suggestedto | No There are Noted N
4 eph to this Policy. use recycled several good
4 Itis suggested to use recycled | materials as soil parts to this
0- materials as soil substrate substrate with Policy.
0 with drought tolerant beds drought tolerant Itis suggested to
0 and planting. A mention of beds and use recycled
2 pollen and nectar rich plants planting. A materials as soil
1 and shrubs mention of pollen substrate with

(pollinator planting) would be
a welcome addition. The Beth
Chatto housing estate model -
dry gardens with planting of
native (and potentially
non-native) plants, could be
referenced.

and nectarrich
plants and
shrubs
(pollinator
planting) would
be a welcome
addition. The
Beth Chatto
housing estate
model - dry
gardens with

drought tolerant
beds and
planting. A
mention of
pollen and
nectarrich
plants and
shrubs
(pollinator
planting) would
be awelcome
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planting of native addition. The
(and potentially Beth Chatto
non-native) housing estate
plants, could be model - dry
referenced. gardens with
planting of
native (and
potentially
non-native)
plants, could be
referenced.
1 | Agent c/o c/o Taylor | Yes SD4 Yes No | Justified, Taylor Wimpey is in general see above - No Not A Taylor Wimpey | Noted N
0 agen | agent | Wimpe Consistent with support of progress towards | overall, Policy Answ is in general
2 t % national policy the Future Homes standard SD4 should be ered support of
7- and net zero ready housing. carefully progress
0 This is in the context of the reviewed and re- towards the
0 NPPF (para 161) which is drafted so that Future Homes
1 clear that ‘the planning the standard and
0 system should support the requirements are net zero ready

transition to net zero to
2025." However, Policy SD4 is
not sound on the basis that it
goes beyond national
standards and requirements
in building regulations and
there does not appear to be
robust justification for this.

As the Council will be well
aware, the technology of net
zero ready housing remains
at an early stage, and is being
worked through at both the
national level, by the
government, and through the
planning and operational
stages of emerging
developments, by the
housebuilding sector and
Local Planning Authorities.

New build homes in the UK
are already built to high
energy efficiency standards,
and the forthcoming Future
Homes Standard (FHS) will
provide a consistent,

brought in line
with building
regulations and
national
requirements
(cosnistent with
national policy).
The Policy must
be robustly
tested for
practicability,
deliverability and
feasibility.

housing. This is
in the context of
the NPPF (para
161) which is
clear that ‘the
planning system
should support
the transition to
net zero to
2025.” However,
Policy SD4 is not
sound on the
basis that it
goes beyond
national
standards and
requirements in
building
regulations and
there does not
appear to be
robust
justification for
this.

Objects to this
policy on the
following basis:
¢ The energy
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nationally regulated
framework that supports
scalable delivery of low-
carbon housing. For volume
developers, this consistency
is critical, it enables
streamlined design,
procurement, and
construction processes while
avoiding the complexity and
constraints associated with
bespoke standards such as or
equivalent to Passivhaus. FHS
offers a pragmatic pathway
to decarbonisation that
balances performance with
buildability, supply chain
resilience, and placemaking
flexibility. It is important that
Local Authorities (LA) should
not independently set
standards that deviate from
the requirements outlined in
the building regulations.
Building regulations are
established at a national level
to ensure consistency, safety
and compliance across the
country. LA's are responsible
for enforcing these
regulations and can provide
guidance or supplementary
requirements specific to local
conditions, but these should
align with national standards
to ensure clarity, consistency
and certainty.

TW therefore objects to this
policy on the following basis:
¢ The energy levels stated in
‘Requirement 1’ seem to
align with Passivhaus
standards which require
(inter alia) an airtight
building and are above the
requirements of building

levels stated in
‘Requirement 1’
seem to align
with Passivhaus
standards which
require (inter
alia) an airtight
building and are
above the
requirements of
building
regulations
(whichis a
challenge in
particular for
volume
housebuilders,
as above).

* The energy
use intensity
limits in
‘Requirement 3’
are too onerous
and are not
aligned to
national
requirements
(building
regulations).
Stringent EUI
targets restrict
flexibility in
design. This can
compromise
placemaking,
reduce density,
and limit the
ability to
respond to local
character or
market
preferences.

¢ ‘Requirement
4’ seeks that
renewable
energy must be
generated on-
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regulations (which is a
challenge in particular for
volume housebuilders, as
above).

¢ The energy use intensity
limits in ‘Requirement 3’ are
too onerous and are not
aligned to national
requirements (building
regulations). Stringent EUI
targets restrict flexibility in
design. This can compromise
placemaking, reduce density,
and limit the ability to
respond to local character or
market preferences.

¢ ‘Requirement 4’ seeks that
renewable energy must be
generated on-site for all new
developments — however,
forthcoming building
regulations will mandate PVs
and the levels stated in the
policy, are unlikely to fit on
standard residential roofs. It
is noted that the policy
includes the flexibility where
this requirement is not
‘technically feasible’ then
there is the opportunity for
offset payments. This general
approach is supported;
however, as above — such
calculations can have a large
impact on development
viability.

e Further, TW would
guestion the evidence base
behind ‘Requirement 5’
which requires that ‘In-use
energy monitoring is
required on a minimum of
10% of dwellings for
development proposals of
100 dwellings or more, for
the first 5 years of
operation.” Further, it is not

site for all new
developments —
however,
forthcoming
building
regulations will
mandate PVs
and the levels
stated in the
policy, are
unlikely to fit on
standard
residential
roofs. It is noted
that the policy
includes the
flexibility where
this
requirement is
not ‘technically
feasible’ then
there is the
opportunity for
offset
payments. This
general
approach is
supported;
however, as
above —such
calculations can
have a large
impact on
development
viability.

e Further, TW
would question
the evidence
base behind
‘Requirement 5’
which requires
that ‘In-use
energy
monitoring is
required on a
minimum of
10% of
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clear what constitutes “as-
built performance” - the
policy needs to be clear what
is being proposed to prevent
inconsistent interpretation.
Adding further as-built
requirements risks
duplication, increasing cost
and administrative burden
without clear added value.
Further, with regard to part b
- requiring in use energy
monitoring on 10% of
dwellings in large
developments could raise
challenges around both
GDPR compliance and
consumer acceptance.

Overall, Policy SD4 should be
carefully reviewed and re-
drafted so that the
requirements are brought in
line with building regulations
and national requirements
(cosnistent with national
policy). The Policy must be
robustly tested for
practicability, deliverability
and feasibility.

dwellings for
development
proposals of
100 dwellings or
more, for the
first 5 years of
operation.’
Further, it is not
clear what
constitutes “as-
built
performance” -
the policy needs
to be clear what
is being
proposed to
prevent
inconsistent
interpretation.
Adding further
as-built
requirements
risks
duplication,
increasing cost
and
administrative
burden without
clear added
value. Further,
with regard to
partb -
requiring in use
energy
monitoring on
10% of
dwellings in
large
developments
could raise
challenges
around both
GDPR
compliance and
consumer
acceptance.
Overall, Policy
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SD4 should be
carefully
reviewed and
re-drafted so
that the
requirements
are brought in
line with
building
regulations and
national
requirements
(cosnistent with
national policy).
The Policy must
be robustly
tested for
practicability,
deliverability
and feasibility.
0 | Organisation | Alex | Savin | Thurro SD4 Yes | Thurrock | Yes TC supportsthe | CPBCandTC agree | N
3 e ck Council Net Zero Carbon | thatitis
3 Counci welcom Development appropriate to
7- l es the policies SD4 In pursue a Climate
0 inclusio operation and Responsive Design
0 n of SD5 Embodied approach in their
0 Policy Carbon as respective local
3 SD4 (Net policies that plans, while
Zero representa acknowledging that
Carbon substantial step | detailed policyin
in in addressing the Thurrock Local
Operatio climate change Plan will be subject
n) across South to confirmation of
requiring Essexand evidence and
new providing testing.
develop certainty and
ment clarity to
within developers.
the
borough
to be
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ultra-low
energy
building
s, fossil
fuel free,
and
generate
renewab
le energy
on-site
to at
least
match
annual
energy
use.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes SD5 Not No Justified, ECC welcomes the inclusion ECC require the Yes Not Yes, B New evidence Accepted and Policy SD5
2 n County State Effective of Policy SD5, which is based | policy title is State | ECC EPOA Planning policy title updated | —Net Zero
8 Counci d on Policy NZ2 in the EPOA amended to read: d suppli Statement- Carbon
2- ( Planning Policy Position for ed8 Embodied Developme
0 Net Zero Homes and Policy SD5 - addito Carbon and nt
0 Buildings in Greater Essex. Embodied nal Circular (Embodied
7 Policy NZ2 was a ‘placeholder | Carbon and appen Economy Carbon and
0 policy for consultation Circular dices October 2025. Circular
purposes’ until an Essex Economy contai Policy SP5 Economy)
specific planning policy ning should be
position for embodied ECC require the variou updated to
carbon was prepared. “placeholder S “Embodied
policy’ Policy SD5 pieces Carbon and
The technical evidence to is replaced with of Circular
support an Essex specific the Policy GE2 eviden Economy”
embodied carbon policy was | setoutinthe ce reflect this new
published in June 2024 (Essex | EPOA Planning evidence.

Embodied Carbon Policy
Study — available on the
Essex Design Guide), and the
EPOA Planning Policy
Statement — Embodied
Carbon and Circular
Economy, October 2025 has
recently been made available
(see Appendix 3) and is likely
to be finalised by the Autumn
2025.

The EPOA Planning Policy
Statement Embodied Carbon

Policy Statement
- Embodied
Carbon and
Circular
Economy,
October 2025.
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and Circular Economy is
recommended to form the
basis for SD5. This will ensure
that SD5 is supported and
justified by the technical
evidence established for
Greater Essex and also
ensure SD5 is consistent with
planning policies being
developed across Greater
Essex.
0 | Agent Ben | Weed | Gladm SD5 Not | This Not B Policy SD5 As As set out in N
3 all an State | policy Stat with policy SD4 | reasoned
4 Develo d requires | ed this is a matter justification
3- pment proposal which best paragraphs to
0 s ltd s for addressed atthe | Policy SD5, this
0 large national, rather | has been
1 scale than locallevel, | informed by
1 new- to ensure that work at County
build high standards level.
develop are met across
ments, the entire
for country and
residenti avoid any
al confusion and
scheme repetition
sthisis between local
minimu and national
m of 100 policies.
dwelling
s, to
submita
Whole
Life-
Cycle
Carbon
Assessm
ent that
demonst
rates
develop
ment
meets
the
identifie
d
targets.
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As with
the
above
policy
thisisa
matter
which
best
address
ed at the
national,
rather
than
local
level, to
ensure
that high
standard
sare
met
across
the
entire
country
and
avoid
any
confusio
nand
repetitio
n
between
local
and
national
policies.

IONOI—\

00 O O O

Organisation

Mar

Behre
ndt

Home
Builder
S
Federa
tion

Yes

SD5

No

No

Justified

As with reducing carbon
emissions from operational
energy use HBF considers it
best that such matters
addressed at a national level
to avoid different approaches
and standard being setin
different areas. The
housebuilding industry is
working with the Future
Homes Hub it to develop a

Yes

Not
Answ
ered

Yes

As with reducing
carbon
emissions from
operational
energy use HBF
considers it best
that such
matters
addressed at a
national level to
avoid different

Noted
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roadmap to reducing
embodied carbon and whilst
Council’s may want to go
further faster HBF have
concerns that this will impact
on the deliverability of
development with a
disproportionate impact on
SME developers. No evidence
has been presented by the
Council as to the potential for
this to impact on the rate at
which new homes are
delivered and whether the
proposed standard can be
achieved on adoption of this
local plan.

Without evidence from the
development industry that
these standards can be met,
the HBF considers the policy
to be unjustified, and that it
should be deleted from the
local plan.

approaches and
standard being
setin different
areas. The
housebuilding
industry is
working with the
Future Homes
Hub it to develop
aroadmapto
reducing
embodied
carbon and
whilst Council’s
may want to go
further faster
HBF have
concerns that
this will impact
onthe
deliverability of
development
with a
disproportionate
impact on SME
developers. No
evidence has
been presented
by the Council
astothe
potential for this
to impact on the
rate at which
new homes are
delivered and
whether the
proposed
standard can be
achieved on
adoption of this
local plan.
Without
evidence from
the development
industry that
these standards
can be met, the
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HBF considers
the policy to be
unjustified, and
that it should be
deleted from the
local plan.
0 | Agent Persim | Yes SD5 No No | Positively 8.1. Persimmon Homes Yes | Not Yes A Persimmon Noted N
9 mon prepared, considers that a policy Answ Homes
8 Homes Effective, seeking to go beyond the ered considers thata
8- Ltd c/o Justified, sustainability standards set policy seeking to
0 Pegasu Consistent with outin Building Regulations go beyond the
0 s national policy would not be effective. sustainability
0 Group Building Regulations provide a standards set
9 national set of standards that out in Building

allows housebuilders to plan
with certainty, and ensures a
national route towards
building sustainable and
energy efficient homes.

8.2. Regard should be had of
the Housing Minister’s Written
Ministerial Statement in
January 2023 which set out
that the Government does ‘not
expect plan makers to set
local energy efficiency
standards for buildings that go
beyond current or planned
building regulations’. The
importance of the WMS was
confirmed by a recent High
Court judgement, which
emphasised that new local
plan policies must be
reasonable and need to be
drafted with due regard to the
potential for impact on the
deliverability and viability of
new housing. The Council
should therefore reconsider
the inclusion of any policy
requiring ‘net zero’ homes.

Regulations
would not be
effective.
Building
Regulations
provide a
national set of
standards that
allows
housebuilders to
plan with
certainty, and
ensures a
national route
towards building
sustainable and
energy efficient
homes.

Regard should
be had of the
Housing
Minister’s
Written
Ministerial
Statementin
January 2023
which set out
that the
Government
does ‘not expect
plan makers to
set local energy
efficiency
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standards for
buildings that go
beyond current
or planned
building
regulations’. The
importance of
the WMS was
confirmed by a
recent High
Court
judgement,
which
emphasised that
new local plan
policies must be
reasonable and
need to be
drafted with due
regard to the
potential for
impact on the
deliverability
and viability of
new housing.
The Council
should therefore
reconsider the
inclusion of any
policy requiring
‘net zero’
homes.

(IJ\L»OI—‘

N O OO

Not
Answered

Allan

Edwar
ds

Not
Answer
ed

SD5

Yes

Yes

SD5 - Net Zero Carbon
Development (Embodied
Carbon) is sound. However,
given the plan seeks to
maximise the delivery of
homes by increased
urbanisation and hence in
some cases use smaller sites
there is a missed opportunity
to seek areductionin
embodied carbon across the
borough by applying the policy
to smaller sites.

Expanding the
scope of the SD5
- Net Zero Carbon
Development
(Embodied
Carbon) policy to
residential sites
of greater than 24
homes and an
appropriately
smaller area of
commercial
space, would
deliver greater
sustainability

No

Not
Answ
ered

Supports policy
SD5 but
identifies a
missed
opportunity in
smaller sites so
requests it be
applicable to
sites of 24
homes or more

Noted
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across the
borough.

TICA)OOO

A O OO

Organisation

Alex

Savin

Thurro
ck
Counci
L

SD5

Yes

Similarly
, the
inclusio
n of
Policy
SD5
(Embodi
ed
Carbon)
follows,
requiring
Whole
Life
Cycle
Carbon
Assessm
ents.
These
policies
are
consider
edto be
a
substant
ial
positive
stepin
addressi
ng
climate
change
which
requires
all
authoriti
esto
act.
Progress
ing with
a similar
policy
stance
across
Greater

Yes

TC supports the
Net Zero Carbon
Development
policies SD4 In
operation and
SD5 Embodied
Carbon as
policies that
represent a
substantial step
in addressing
climate change
across South
Essex and
providing
certainty and
clarity to
developers.

CPBC and TC agree
thatitis
appropriate to
pursue a Climate
Responsive Design
approach in their
respective local
plans, while
acknowledging that
detailed policyin
the Thurrock Local
Plan will be subject
to confirmation of
evidence and
testing.
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Essex
will
ensure a
coordina
ted
approac
h by
Local
Planning
Authoriti
es to this
Cross-
boundar
yissue
and
provides
clarity
and
certainty
forthe
develop
ment
industry
on
energy
standard
sand
planning
applicati
on
submissi
on
require
ments.
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1 | Organisation | Davi | Barto | Traditio | Not SD5 Not Not Pleased to note that LAs Not | Not Not Calls for Noted N
4 d n nal Stated State Stat broadly acknowledge and Stat | State | Stated increasing
4 Vernac d ed grasp this concept therefore ed d carbon-rich old
8- ular the aim should be to increase builds through
0 Archite the net number of carbon-rich support
0 cture Old Builds long-term through packages to
0 support packages that will combat climate
5 combat the Climate Crisis, change and
provide economic benefit and improve
improve Conservationin a conservation.
pioneering fashion that may Recommends
draw wider funding retrofit
opportunities for the area. ventilation in
2. Retrofit Ventilation is a key reconstructed
point that should warrant old builds,
future new construction prioritisation of
utilising higher ceilings embodied
through the reconstruction of energy and
Old Builds outfitted for the carbon,

modern day with retrofitted
energy supplies, etc that will
also serve to break down
societal dives regarding
perceived good and bad areas
where streetscapes are
harmonious yet distinctly
unique in beauty like any one
Conservation Area.

3. Embodied energy and
embodied carbon- must
remain a central priority and
so influence new construction
to readopt TVA principles as
this will be pivotal towards the
area’s future green
credentials as outlined in
many existing auxiliary
planning documents
approved presently with
Carbon Studies taken of
existing architecture, notably
buildings saved from
demolition.

4. A brick by brick case study
of as many buildings as
possible may warrant
invitation of national and

brick-by-brick
case studies
inviting
academic
institutions,
provision of
sustainable
materials
directories or
guides, and
financial
incentives to
demolish
carbon-poor
towers to restore
skylines.
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international academic
institutions to undertake a
regional or national Carbon
Study further justifying the
retention of prized Old Builds
elsewhere across the area,
region and the UK.

5. Sustainable Materials- an
approved contractor directory
that could readily advise and
source the necessary raw
materials with realistically
reduced costs substantially
Page 13 0f 18

again deterring potential
demolition-driven applicants
from consuming workload
time of the Planning
Department. If a Directory
cannot be provided then
specific wording and guides
on esoteric restoration and
new traditional building styles
that would see modern-day
use of sustainable materials
must be provided by the Local
Council.

Financial Incentives for the
demolition of Carbon-poor
Glass Towers and
contemporary construction
should be utilised to restore
the skylines across any one
area whilst providing better
mathematical application of
the space for residential and
commercial use, such as
larger tenement buildings or
the original streetscape
reinstated yet designated
specifically for housing where
there may be a deficit.
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1 | Organisation | Tess | Saund | Anglia | Yes SD6 Yes Yes Anglian Water supports the No Not A Anglian Water Modification: New | Y-
0 a ers n policy to manage and reduce Answ supports the paragraph Modificatio
1 Water pollution, particularly through ered policy to n: New
3- Service water efficient design and the manage and 21.56 paragraph
0 s Ltd installation of SuDS and reduce Development
0 delivery of multi-functional pollution, proposals should 21.56
1 green infrastructure. We particularly be mindful of Developm
2 welcome clause 2 which through water proximity to ent
includes reference to new efficient design wastewater proposals
development being affected and the infrastructure should be
by an adverse effect on the installation of facilities such as mindful of
environment. We deduce from SuDS and pumping stations proximity
this statement, that this delivery of multi- | and water to
includes introducing an 'agent functional green | recycling centres wastewate
of change' to an area, infrastructure. due to the r
something which is also We welcome presence of infrastruct
alluded toin clause 3 clause 2 which sensitive ure
regarding impacts on existing includes receptors and facilities
businesses and community reference to new | potential loss of such as
facilities. development amenity due to pumping
being affected odour and/or noise | stations
NOTE: Anglian Water would by an adverse arising from the and water
suggest the supporting text effect on the operation of recycling
could include specific environment. essential centres
reference to wastewater We deduce from | infrastructure. due to the
infrastructure facilities such this statement, presence
as pumping stations and our that this of
water recycling centres where includes sensitive
we seek to recommend new introducing an receptors
development (particularly 'agent of change' and
residential development) to an area, potential
avoids encroachment on our something loss of
assets due to the proximity of which is also amenity
sensitive receptors and alluded toin due to
potential loss of amenity due clause 3 odour
to odour and/or noise arising regarding and/or
from the operation of our impacts on hoise
essential infrastructure. existing arising
businesses and from the
community operation
facilities. of
essential
NOTE: Anglian infrastruct
Water would ure.
suggest the

supporting text

could include
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specific
reference to
wastewater
infrastructure
facilities such as
pumping
stations and our
water recycling
centres where
we seek to
recommend hew
development
(particularly
residential
development)
avoids
encroachment
on our assets
due to the
proximity of
sensitive
receptors and
potential loss of
amenity due to
odour and/or
noise arising
from the
operation of our
essential
infrastructure.

II\)NLDO

N O OO

Organisation

Mich
ael

Bevin
gton

Electro
sensiti
vity UK

Yes

SD6

Yes

No

Effective

Some people, including those
with specific health
conditions, are adversely
affected by LED streetlights
which have too much blue
light. Street lighting should
follow best practice for these
health conditions. See
information from LightAware
on Streetlights and legal
cases in the UK requiring
local authorities to substitute
safe lighting for harmful
LEDs.

§21.56. Add:
Best practice
should be
followed in
providing LED
lighting suitable
for people

sensitive to LEDs.

No

Not
Answ
ered

Some people,
including those
with specific
health
conditions, are
adversely
affected by LED
streetlights
which have too
much blue light.
Street lighting
should follow
best practice for
these health
conditions. See
information
from

Noted
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LightAware on
Streetlights and
legal cases in
the UK requiring
local authorities
to substitute
safe lighting for
harmful LEDs.
0 | Organisation | Pat Abbot | Enviro | Yes SD6 Yes Yes We are pleased to see an We are pleased No Not A Supports policy | Support noted, see | 2.
8 t nment overall policy on Pollution to see an overall Answ SD6 but proposed Developme
2 Agency Control (SD6). While we policy on ered requests some modifications nt
3- support Policy SD6, the Pollution Control modifications: proposals
0 section on Industrial (SD6). While we Point 2 — states shotited
0 Development could go further | support Policy development must be
1 to SD6, the section proposals located,
8 encourage remediation of on Industrial should be designed
previously developed land. Development located, and
This is a sustainable approach | could go further designed and constructe
which provides an opportunity | to encourage constructedin dinsucha
for environmental remediation of such a manner manner as
improvementvia previously as to not be put to not be
remediation. developed land. atunacceptable put at
Point 2 — states development | Thisisa risk from, be unaccepta
proposals should be located, | sustainable adversely ble risk
designed and constructed in approach which affected by, or from, be
such a manner as to not be provides an causea adversely
put at unacceptable risk from, | opportunity for significant affected
be environmental adverse effect by, or
adversely affected by, or improvement via upon the causea
cause a significant adverse remediation. environment, significant
effect upon the environment, Point 2 - states the health of adverse

the health of new and existing
residents or surrounding
residential

amenity. This may include by
reason of pollution to land, air
or water, or because of any
form of disturbance including,
but not limited to
unacceptable

levels of noise, light, odour,
heat, dust and vibration.
Whilst we support this part of
the policy, we feel it would be
strengthened if “should” was
replaced with “must”.

SP4 ensures physical

development
proposals should
be located,
designed and
constructed in
such a manner as
to not be put at
unacceptable
risk from, be
adversely
affected by, or
causea
significant
adverse effect
upon the
environment, the

new and existing
residents or
surrounding
residential
amenity. This
may include by
reason of
pollution to land,
air or water, or
because of any
form of
disturbance
including, but
not limited to
unacceptable
levels of noise,

effect upon
the
environme
nt, the
health of
new and
existing
residents
or
surroundin
g
residential
amenity.
This may
include by
reason of
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infrastructure will support health of new and light, odour, pollution to
environmental objectives existing residents heat, dust and land, air or
which will include the WFD or surrounding vibration. water, or
requirement for no residential Whilst we because of
deterioration, therefore new amenity. This support this part any form of
developments will mitigate may include by of the policy, we disturbanc
pollution to water under SP4. reason of feel it would be e including,
Point 4 - We support the pollution to land, strengthened if but not
inclusion of this part of the air or water, or “should” was limited to
policy which states ‘major because of any replaced with unaccepta
development applications form of “must”. ble levels
require a CEMP including disturbance SP4 ensures of noise,
prevention of including, but not physical light,
pollution to watercourses.’ limited to infrastructure odour,
Paragraphs 21.52 and 21.53 - | unacceptable will support heat, dust
In the reasoned justification levels of noise, environmental and
for policy SD6, we would like light, odour, heat, objectives which vibrations.
to see a merging of points dust and willinclude the
21.52 and 21.53 to prevent vibration. WEFD 21.52The
misunderstanding of the Whilst we requirement for Environme
information. The AMP support this part no deterioration, nt Agency’s
programme and SUDs provide | of the policy, we therefore new Thames
improvements to water feel it would be developments River Basin
quality, but they are not strengthened if will mitigate Manageme
limited to improvements “should” was pollution to nt Plan
under the Habitats replaced with water under identifies
Regulations. “must”. SP4. that the
Paragraph 21.54 - We support | SP4 ensures Point4-We lower
the inclusion in the reasoned physical support the Thames
justification that infiltration infrastructure will inclusion of this Estuary is
SuDS are not appropriate on support part of the policy ofa
all locations, and the environmental which states moderate
reference to objectives which ‘major quality in
CIRIA C753 SuDS Manualin willinclude the development terms of its
design (21.54,21.57). We WEFD requirement applications ecological
further recommend that the forno require a CEMP status and
following guidance is deterioration, including is failing to
referenced within this policy: therefore new prevention of achieve a
National standards developments pollution to good
for sustainable drainage will mitigate watercourses.’ chemical
systems on gov.uk, pollution to water Paragraphs status. The
particularly Standard 4 water | under SP4. 21.52 and 21.53 Water
quality; The Environment Point 4 -We - Inthe reasoned Environme
Agency's Approach to support the justification for nt (Water
Groundwater Protection, inclusion of this policy SD6, we Framework
particularly statements G1 part of the policy would like to see Directive)
and G9to G13. which states a merging of Regulation
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Paragraph 21.54 - reads, ‘major points 21.52 and $2017
‘Currently, the LLFA does not | development 21.53 to prevent aims to
supportinfiltration applications misunderstandi secure no
basins/features within require a CEMP ng of the further
contaminated ground, including information. The deterioratio
however there is the option for | prevention of AMP programme n of
lined SuDS features to be pollution to and SUDs waterbodie
installed, should site watercourses.’ provide sandto
conditions allow.’” For clarity Paragraphs 21.52 improvements to ensure that
we would recommend and 21.53 - Inthe water quality, the status
stronger wording of this reasoned but they are not of
sentence. This is suggested justification for limited to waterbodie
as, policy SD6, we improvements sis
‘Infiltration SuDS mustnot be | would like to see under the improved.
constructed in contaminated | a merging of Habitats Whilst the
ground as they have the points 21.52 and Regulations. Thames
potential to provide a pathway | 21.53 to prevent Paragraph 21.54 Estuaryis
for pollutants. However, there | misunderstandin - We support the the main
is the g of the inclusionin the waterbody
option for lined SuDS features | information. The reasoned in Castle
to be installed, should site AMP programme justification that Point to
conditions allow.’ and SUDs provide infiltration SuDS which this
Paragraph 21.57 - The current | improvements to are not applies, it
wording in this paragraph water quality, but appropriate on also
reads ‘implementation of they are not all locations, appliesto
SuDS in non-residential limited to and the all other
development proposals needs | improvements reference to main rivers
to be carefully under the CIRIAC753 inthe
considered, to ensure any Habitats SuDS Manualin Borough.
pollutants carried in surface Regulations. design (21.54, 2453 The
water do not resultin the Paragraph 21.54 - 21.57). We Habitats
contamination of land or local | We support the further Regulation
water courses nearby, or inclusionin the recommend that S
further afield, or reasoned the following Assessmen
result in adverse impacts to justification that guidance is tidentifies
human health and residential | infiltration SuDS referenced that new
amenity’ We recommend a are not within this developme
revision of the wording to appropriate on all policy: National ntis likely
include ‘ensure any pollutants | locations, and standards to impact
carried in the reference to for sustainable on water
surface water do notresultin | CIRIA C753 SuDS drainage quality...
contamination of land or local | Manualin design systems on
water courses’ to include (21.54, 21.57). gov.uk, 21.54ECC
ground water (21.57). We further particularly asthe LLFA
recommend that Standard 4 will not
the following water quality; support
guidance s The Environment developme
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referenced within Agency's nts that
this policy: Approach to propose to
National Groundwater connect
standards for Protection, surface
sustainable particularly water to
drainage systems statements G1 foul sewers
on gov.uk, and G9 to G13. as these
particularly Paragraph 21.54 systems
Standard 4 water - reads, can
quality; The ‘Currently, the become
Environment LLFA does not overwhelm
Agency's support ed,
Approachto infiltration increasing
Groundwater basins/features the risk of
Protection, within flooding
particularly contaminated and
statements G1 ground, however pollution
and G9to G13. there is the occurring.
Paragraph 21.54 - option for SuDS
reads, ‘Currently, lined SuDS features
the LLFA does not features to be should be
support installed, should designedin
infiltration site conditions line with
basins/features allow.’ For the
within clarity we would updated
contaminated recommend Constructi
ground, however stronger wording on Industry
there is the of this sentence. Research
option for lined This is suggested and
SuDS features to as, Information
be installed, ‘Infiltration SuDS Association
should site must not be (CIRIA)
conditions allow.’ constructed in SuDS
For clarity we contaminated Manual
would ground as they (CIRIA
recommend have the C753) and
stronger wording potential to National
of this sentence. provide a standards
This is suggested pathway for for
as, ‘Infiltration pollutants. sustainabl
SuDS must not be However, there e drainage
constructed in is the systems,
contaminated option for lined particularl
ground as they SuDS features to y Standard
have the be installed, 4 water
potential to should site quality and
provide a conditions The
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pathway for allow.’ Environme
pollutants. Paragraph 21.57 nt
However, there is -The current Agency's
the option for wording in this Approach
lined SuDS paragraph reads to
features to be ‘implementation Groundwat
installed, should of SuDS in non- er
site conditions residential Protection,
allow.’ development particularl
Paragraph 21.57 proposals needs y
—-The current to be carefully statement
wording in this considered, to sGland
paragraph reads ensure any G9to G13.
‘implementation pollutants Water
of SuDS in non- carried in quality
residential surface water do Manageme
development notresultin the nt guidance
proposals needs contamination can be
to be carefully of land or local found
considered, to water courses within
ensure any nearby, or Chapter 26
pollutants carried further afield, or of the
in surface water resultin adverse manual.
do notresultin impacts to When
the human health choosing
contamination of and residential potential
land or local amenity’ We SubDS
water courses recommend a features,
nearby, or further revision of the considerati
afield, orresultin wording to on around
adverse impacts include ‘ensure ground
to human health any pollutants conditions
and residential carried in and
amenity’ We surface water do contaminat
recommend a not resultin ionis
revision of the contamination paramount
wording to of land or local Infiltratio
include ‘ensure water courses’ nh SuDS
any pollutants to include must not
carried in surface ground water be
water do not (21.57). constructe
resultin din
contamination of contamina
land or local ted ground
water courses’ to as they
include ground have the
water (21.57). potential

195



ef

Individual/Or
ganisation/A
gent?

First
Nam

Last
Name

If

organi
sation
- name

Has
agreed
to
publica
tion of
Name/
Comme
nts?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Lega
Ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explanat
ion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effectiv
e/Justified/Consi
stent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
h to
parti
cipa
tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods
Required

to provide
a pathway
for
pollutants.
Currently,
the LLFA
does not
support
infiltration
basins/feat
ures within
contaminat
ed ground,
however
thereisthe
option for
lined SuDS
features to
be
installed,
should site
conditions
allow.
Evidence of
pollution
mitigation
supplied
must be
demonstrat
ed.

21.57
Industrial
developme
nt may give
rise to
pollution to
land and
water,
and/or
resultin
disturbanc
e to habitat
sites. Due
to the
limited
scale of
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industrial
developme
nt,
proposed
studies
have not
focused on
the
impacts of
this type of
developme
ntinthe
Borough.
These will
be dealt
withon a
case-by-
case basis
in order to
ensure that
activities
do not have
an adverse
impact on
the
environme
ntor
residential
amenity. In
particular,
the
implement
ation of
SuDSin
non-
residential
developme
nt
proposals
needs to be
carefully
considered
,to ensure
any
pollutants
carried in
surface

197



ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
water do
not result
inthe
contaminat
ion of land,
ground
water or
local water
courses
nearby, or
further
afield, or
resultin
adverse
impacts to
human
health and
residential
amenity.
1 | Agent Arun | Sriska | Oikos Yes SD6 Yes Yes Oikos welcome and supports Yes Not Yes A Oikos welcome Support noted N
0 nda Storag the inclusion of criterion 3 Answ and supports the
1 e Ltd within the Policy, which ered inclusion of
2- c/o relates to the principle of the criterion 3 within
0 Adams agent of change and requires the Policy, which
0 Hendry development proposals relates to the
1 Consul adjacent to or in the vicinity of principle of the
2 ting existing businesses to agent of change
Ltd demonstrate that they will not and requires

prejudice the continuing
operations of those existing
businesses.

development
proposals
adjacenttoorin
the vicinity of
existing
businesses to
demonstrate
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that they will not
prejudice the
continuing
operations of
those existing
businesses.
0 | Organisation | Mich | Atkins | Port of SD6 Policy SD6 - Policy SD6: Support | N
3 ael London Pollution and points noted
2 Authori Control:
3- ty Support part 3 of
0 the policy which
0 states that
1 development
1 proposals

adjacentto, orin
the vicinity of,
existing
businesses or
community
facilities will
need to
demonstrate
that the ongoing
use of the
existing
businesses or
community
facilities would
not be
prejudiced by
the proposed
development,
and that the
impact of the
continuing
operation of the
existing
businesses or
community
facilities on the
amenity of
occupiers of the
new
development
canbe
satisfactorily
mitigated
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through the
development
proposals. This
is particularly
relevant with
regard to any
potential future
development
located in
proximity to
Canvey’s port
facilities, and
the need for
these to be able
to continue to
operate over 24
hours a day as
nationally
importance
facilities.

To strengthen
this policy
further specific
reference should
be given to the
‘Agent of
Change’
principle that
part 3 of the
policy sets out.

Io-b-bn—\

A O OO

Organisation

Joes
eph

Beale

RSPB

Yes

SD6

Yes

Yes

Given the important

invertebrate populations in
Castle Point, further reference
to the impact of artificial light
on invertebrate populations
would be welcome here.

Modifications::
Section 21.56
addition - given
the important
invertebrate
populationsin
Castle Point,
further reference
to the impact of
artificial light on
invertebrate
populations
would be
welcome here.

No

Requested
Modifications:
Section 21.56
addition - given
the important
invertebrate
populationsin
Castle Point,
further reference
to the impact of
artificial light on
invertebrate
populations
would be
welcome here.

21.56 already
highlights the
impacts of light
pollution on 'nature
conservation'. This
would include
invertibrates but
also other species
that are negatively
affected, such as
bats.
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0 | Organisation | Pat Abbot | Enviro | Yes SD7 Yes Yes We are pleased to see an We are pleased Not | Not A Supports policy | Support noted, see | 21.62
8 t nment overall policy SD7 for dealing | toseeanoverall | Ans | Answ SD7 but proposed Contamina
2 Agency with land affected by policy SD7 for wer | ered suggests the modifications ted land
3- contamination. We welcome dealing with land | ed following could be
0 the specific affected by ammendments: created as
0 acknowledgement of ground contamination. but we suggest a result of
1 water We welcome the reference is uses such
9 as areceptor. The specific added to as petrol
requirement to manage acknowledgemen published stations,
contamination during t of ground water guidance: car
developmentis clearly as a receptor. The ‘Developers washes,
referenced in the desktop requirementto should follow sites used
study and potential intrusive manage the risk for
site contamination management industrial
investigation, but we suggest | during framework and
reference is added to developmentis provided in commercia
published guidance: clearly ‘Land L storage,
‘Developers should follow the | referenced inthe Contamination: and
risk management framework desktop study Risk agriculture
providedin ‘Land and potential Management’, due to
Contamination: Risk intrusive site when dealing pollutants
Management’, when dealing investigation, but with land produced
with land affected by we suggest affected by by the
contamination.’ reference is contamination.’ previous or
Paragraph 21.62 - For clarity added to Paragraph 21.62 existing
we recommend an additionto | published - For clarity we site uses. It
the reasoned justification to guidance: recommend an is
paragraph 21.62 and/or point | ‘Developers addition to the important
21.57 that ‘The responsibility | should follow the reasoned to ensure
for risk management justification to pollutants
securing safe developmenton | framework paragraph 21.62 do not
land affected by provided in ‘Land and/or point harm the
contamination rests with the Contamination: 21.57 that ‘The health of
developer and/or landowner.” | Risk responsibility for the public
Management’, securing safe or
when dealing development on environme
with land land affected by nt and that
affected by contamination future
contamination.’ rests with the developme
Paragraph 21.62 developer nt does not
- For clarity we and/or exacerbate
recommend an landowner.’ these
addition to the issues.Dev
reasoned elopers
justification to should
paragraph 21.62 follow the
and/or point risk
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21.57 that ‘The manageme
responsibility for nt
securing safe framework
development on providedin
land affected by ‘Land
contamination Contamina
rests with the tion: Risk
developer and/or Manageme
landowner.’ nt’, when
dealing
with land
affected by
contamina
tion.The
responsibil
ity for
securing
safe
developme
nton land
affected by
contamina
tion rests
with the
developer
and/or
landowner.
1 | Organisation | Joes | Beale | RSPB Yes SD7 Yes No | Justified Contaminated land can be Add a new No Contaminated Noted N
4 eph biodiverse brownfield habitat, | sentenceto land can be
4 and can have good floral clarify that biodiverse
0- diversity and invertebrate contaminated brownfield
0 interest. In additional to sites can be habitat, and can
0 broader biodiverse have good floral
1 environmental or pollution brownfield diversity and
7 hazards, this fact should be habitat. For invertebrate
acknowledged in this Policy. example: interest. In
The Essex LNRS mentions "Where a site is additional to
repeatedly the potential for contaminated the broader

brownfield sites to be
biodiverse and hold scarce
species. For example, 6.6,
Urban p.136:

brownfield sites — ‘disused
developed land’ can serve as
both a valuable wild space for
nearby communities and a
refuge for a variety of priority

Councilwill not
permit
development if it
of biodiversity
value."

environmental
or pollution
hazards, this
fact should be
acknowledged in
this Policy.

The Essex LNRS
mentions
repeatedly the
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invertebrates.

Also 14. Understand existing
local habitats and species,
p.140: 'Assess the existing
biodiversity and connectivity
of areas under your
management as an
important first step to creating
new spaces for wildlife and
protecting the wider
environment. Monitor
biodiversity on brownfield
sites as they can often
become important habitats
for invertebrates and early
successional communities.'
Also, Priority Species - Shrill
Carder Bee, p.194: 'Manage
and protect brownfield sites,
and maintain mosaic of
habitats within them by
rotational

clearance of vegetation.'
Also: 8.2 Grassland and
Meadows, p.202: 'Flower-rich
grassland is often an
important component of open
mosaic habitats, such as
those found on

aggregates sites and
previously developed land
(brownfield).'

potential for
brownfield sites
to be biodiverse
and hold scarce
species. For
example, 6.6,
Urban p.136:
brownfield sites
— ‘disused
developed land’
can serve as
both avaluable
wild space for
nearby
communities
and a refuge for
avariety of
priority
invertebrates.
Also 14.
Understand
existing local
habitats and
species, p.140:
'Assess the
existing
biodiversity and
connectivity of
areas under your
management as
an important
first step to
creating new
spaces for
wildlife and
protecting the
wider
environment.
Monitor
biodiversity on
brownfield sites
as they can often
become
important
habitats for
invertebrates
and early
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successional
communities.'
Also, Priority
Species - Shrill
Carder Bee,
p.194: 'Manage
and protect
brownfield sites,
and maintain
mosaic of
habitats within
them by
rotational
clearance of
vegetation.'
Also: 8.2
Grassland and
Meadows,
p.202: 'Flower-
rich grassland is
often an
important
component of
open mosaic
habitats, such
as those found
on

aggregates sites
and previously
developed land
(brownfield).'
Add a new
sentence to
clarify that
contaminated
sites can be
biodiverse
brownfield
habitat. For
example:
"Where a site is
contaminated
the Council will
not permit
development if it
of biodiversity
value."
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1 | Organisation | Tess | Saund | Anglia | Yes SD9 Yes Yes Anglian Water strongly No Not A Anglian Water Modififications Y-
0 a ers n supports the policy Answ strongly agreed as setoutin | Modifificati
1 Water requirements. In addition to ered supports the Schedul of ons agreed
3- Service the publications referenced in policy Modifications and as setout
0 s Ltd the supporting text, the tighter requirements. In | the Statements of in Schedul
0 water efficiency standard of addition to the Common Ground of
1 90 litres per person per day publications of the Water Modificatio
3 (/p/d) aligns with the Shared referenced in the | Copanies and ns and the
Standards for Water Efficiency supporting text, | Essex CC. Statements
in Local Plans, which was the tighter water of
published in June 2025. These efficiency Common
Shared Standards setout a standard of 90 Ground of
collaborative and collective litres per person the Water
approach by Anglian Water, per day (l/p/d) Copanies
Cambridge Water, Essex & aligns with the and Essex
Suffolk Water, Affinity Water, Shared CC.
the Environment Agency and Standards for

Natural England, with the full
endorsement of Water
Resources East (WRE) as part
of strengthening the Regional
Water Resources Plan for
Eastern England. It
recommends that Local
Planning Authorities (LPAs)
include tighter water
efficiency standards in Local
Plan policies to support a
clean and sustainable supply
of water - essential for growth
and nature recovery.
https://www.anglianwater.co.
uk/siteassets/developers/new
-content/p--c/shared-
standards-in-water-efficiency-
for-local-plans.pdf

The Shared Standards
recommend that LPAs include
Local Plan Policies that:

Require new homes to be built
to more stringent standards
for water efficiency than the
optional Building Regulations
(part G) standard of 110 litres
per person per day (I/p/d).

Water Efficiency
in Local Plans,
which was
published in
June 2025.
Reference to
shared
standards amd
BREEM.
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Evidence indicates that a
design standard of up to 85
litres/person/day (l/p/d) for
residential developments is
feasible (suggests a range
between 85-95 l/p/d subject
to viability and feasibility).

Require new, extended or
redeveloped non-domestic
development to aim to
achieve full credits in the
BREEAM water calculator.

Require new major non-
domestic developments to
include water saving
measures and water reuse in
their design.

These standards provide
guidance and local evidence
to help LPAs make a case that
more stringent water
efficiency policies are
justified, feasible and viable
as part of Water Cycle Studies
and Integrated Water
Management Plans that
effectively manage a range of
challenges across the water
environment and aid nature
recovery. Local Plans have a
significant role in helping to
deliver the sustainable use of
water resources and address
shorter-term water scarcity
issues. LPAs can help ensure
the risk of harm to habitats
and deterioration to water
bodies due to water scarcity is
minimised by setting more
ambitious, tighter water
efficiency standards for new
residential and non-domestic
developments in local
planning policy.
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Whilst Anglian Water is not the
statutory water undertaker for
Castle Point, tighter water
efficiency standards mean
lower flows of wastewater that
consequently result in less
operational carbon being
expended in pumping flows
through our networks and
treatment at our WRCs. As a
partner to the Shared
Standards, we endorse the
requirement for 90 l/p/d for
new residential development
and for all new non-household
(commercial development) to
meet the full credits in
BREEAM's WAT 01 calculator.

In terms of wastewater and
policy clause 4 - we endorse
this policy approach for
wastewater infrastructure
which aligns with similar
policies in other Local Plans
across our region. Anglian
Water advises developers to
seek early engagement on
their proposals for wastewater
connections. For example, we
may require a sustainable
point of connection to our
network, particularly where a
site may trigger a number of
risks - such as pollution risks
and CSO spills, surcharges of
our network, existing flood
potential and excess surface
water flooding.

We welcome the supporting
text set out in paragraphs
21.72 - 21.76 which clearly
define our role and investment
in sewerage infrastructure.
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0 | Organisation | Pat Abbot | Enviro | Yes SD9 Yes Yes We acknowledge that the We acknowledge | Not | Not A Requests The shared water N
8 t nment recent Future Homes Hub that the recent Ans | Answ adoption of standards has been
2 Agency Water Efficiency report (Water | Future Homes wer | ered shared water adopted and
3- Ready) (April 2024) (Future Hub Water ed standards and ammendments
0 Homes Hub Water Efficiency Efficiency report ammendments have been made to
0 Report), has (Water Ready) to the policy to the policy as
2 been used to demonstrate the | (April 2024) reflect these required (please
0 water efficiency reasoning (Future Homes see mods list).
within the draft Local Plan. Hub Water
Point 1 of the policy will Efficiency

require all new residential
development to achieve a
water efficiency standard of
90 litres person per day.
Where it can be
demonstrated this is not
feasible part 2g and
regulations 36(2) (b) of the
building regulations will apply.
We would recommend a clear
definition of ‘non feasibility’ is
include in the reasoned
justification. A description of
evidence required to show the
non-feasibility should be
included. Consideration
needs to be given to how
water use will be monitored
against the 90 l/p/d target. We
recommend you

require a Water Efficient
Design Statement to be
submitted with the
development application at
the early stage

Paragraph 21.70 - Provides
the reasoned justification for a
residential water efficiency
target of 90 litres per person
per day (/p/d) in Castle Point,
above

the national baseline of 125
/p/d and the optional higher
standard of 110 U/p/d. The
Water Ready report and the
Shared Standards in Water
Efficiency for

Report), has been
used to
demonstrate the
water efficiency
reasoning within
the draft Local
Plan.

Point 1 of the
policy will require
all new
residential
development to
achieve a water
efficiency
standard of 90
litres person per
day. Where it can
be demonstrated
this is not
feasible part 2g
and regulations
36(2) (b) of the
building
regulations will
apply.

We would
recommend a
clear definition of
‘non feasibility’ is
include in the
reasoned
justification. A
description of
evidence
required to show
the non-
feasibility should
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Local Plans both show that
this levelis technically
achievable through a fittings
based approach, reduced
demand, and, where
appropriate, water reuse
systems. We support this
aspiration given the stresses
on water supply in the area.
Section 21.743 - States
‘growth locations are known
through this plan, Anglian
Water can plan for that growth
through their five-year Asset
Management

Plan’. It should be noted that
the current AMP period,
AMPS8, runs from 2025-2030
and may not be able to
incorporate new
infrastructure improvements.
Itis important that where
sufficient capacity is not
available, construction or
occupation phasing occurs, in
line with policy SP4.

Point 4 — States ‘All new
development should
demonstrate that adequate
foul water treatment and
drainage already exists or can
be provided in time to

serve the development. This
must include confirmation
that there is adequate
guantitative and qualitative
capacity at the Water
Recycling Centre that will
serve the development’. We
feel that “must” should be
used in place of “should” in
the first line. This will
strengthen the policy and
ensure that developers

meet their requirements
under the WFD legislations,
ensuring no deterioration of

be included.
Consideration
needs to be given
to how water use
will be monitored
againstthe 90
/p/d target. We
recommend you
require a Water
Efficient Design
Statement to be
submitted with
the development
application at the
early stage
Paragraph 21.70
- Provides the
reasoned
justification for a
residential water
efficiency target
of 90 litres per
person per day
(Up/d) in Castle
Point, above the
national baseline
of 125 l/p/d and
the optional
higher standard
of 110 Up/d. The
Water Ready
report and the
Shared
Standards in
Water Efficiency
for Local Plans
both show that
this level is
technically
achievable
through a fittings
based approach,
reduced demand,
and, where
appropriate,
water reuse
systems. We
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watercourses through
development.

We support the wording that
development applications
‘Must include confirmation of
... capacity at the WRC that
will serve the development’.
And that

confirmation of this must
come from Anglian Water, the
foul water undertaker.

support this
aspiration given
the stresses on
water supplyin
the area.

Section 21.743 -
States ‘growth
locations are
known through
this plan, Anglian
Water can plan
for that growth
through their five-
year Asset
Management
Plan’. It should
be noted that the
current AMP
period, AMPS,
runs from 2025-
2030 and may
not be able to
incorporate new
infrastructure
improvements. It
is important that
where sufficient
capacity is not
available,
construction or
occupation
phasing occurs,
in line with policy
SP4.

Point 4 - States
‘All new
development
should
demonstrate that
adequate foul
water treatment
and drainage
already exists or
can be provided
in time to serve
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the development.
This mustinclude
confirmation that
there is adequate
guantitative and
qualitative
capacity at the
Water Recycling
Centre that will
serve the
development’.
We feel that
“must” should be
used in place of
“should” in the
first line. This will
strengthen the
policy and ensure
that developers
meet their
requirements
under the WFD
legislations,
ensuring no
deterioration of
watercourses
through
development.
We support the
wording that
development
applications
‘Mustinclude
confirmation of ...
capacity at the
WRC that will
serve the
development’.
And that
confirmation of
this must come
from Anglian
Water, the foul
water undertaker.
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0 | Organisation | Sara | Bower | Essex SD9 Yes We Yes At presentitis feasible to A Welcome Policy | Mod agreed with Y
3 h man and welcom achieve a total consumption SD9 Water Essex CC as set out
3 Suffolk e Policy of 85 litres/person/day by Supply and in the Scghedule of
9- Water SD9 taking a fittings-based Waste Water. Mods and
0 Water approach using product types Refers to the Statements of
0 Supply outlined in the Shared Shared Common Ground
0 and Standards Annex C - Section Standards for with ECC and Essex
3 Waste C2, which can be achieved at Water Efficiency | and Suffolk Water
Water. relatively low cost. in Local Plans
While we These standards aim to drive was published in
acknowl meaningful progress in water June 2025.
edge efficiency. Achieving this
that this enhanced level of
policy performance not only
states contributes to environmental
that all sustainability but also
new strengthens the resilience of
residenti future developments in the
al face of growing pressures on
develop water resources, driven by
ments climate change and
will be population growth.
required Whilst we recognize that an 85
to litres/person/day PCC target,
achieve explained in the shared
a water standards, may be
efficienc challenging, we expect it to be
y very achievable within the
standard timeframe of
of 90 this plan and so we will be
litres per encouraging this target
person through our financial reward
per day scheme of environmental
(PCC), incentives for developers.
we wish These are tied into Company
to Business Plans that are
formally published every five years with
draw the latest being published in
your 2025.
attention Policy SD9 will support
to the sustainable growth in Castle
recently Point by promoting greater
publishe water efficiency in new
d developments, while longer-
regional term water supply solutions
shared are planned and delivered.
standard Water efficient new
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s for
water
efficienc
yinlocal
plans,
Shared
Standar
dsin
Water
Efficienc
y for
Local
Plans.
The
Shared
Standar
ds for
Water
Efficienc
yin
Local
Plans
was
publishe
dinJune
2025.
These
Shared
Standar
ds set
outa
collabor
ative and
collectiv
e
approac
h by
Anglian
Water,
Cambrid
ge
Water,
Essex &
Suffolk
Water,
Affinity
Water,

development means demands
will be less than otherwise
would be the case, whichin
turn means the quantity of
water we need to abstract
from the environment is also
less. This supports national
objectives for sustainable
abstraction as set outin the
National Framework for Water
Resources 2025.
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the
Environ
ment
Agency
and
Natural
England,
with the
full
endorse
ment of
Water
Resourc
es East
(WRE) as
part of
strength
ening
the
Regional
Water
Resourc
es Plan
for
Eastern
England.
It
recomm
ends
that
Local
Planning
Authoriti
es
(LPASs)
include
tighter
water
efficienc
y
standard
sin
Local
Plan
policies
to
support
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aclean
and
sustaina
ble
supply of
water -
essential
for
growth
and
nature
recovery
.The
Shared
Standar
ds
recomm
end that
LPAs
include
Local
Plan
Policies
that:
Require
new
homes
to be
built to
more
stringent
standard
s for
water
efficienc
y than
the
optional
Building
Regulati
ons (part
G)
standard
of 110
litres per
person
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Wis
h to
parti
cipa
tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

per day
(Up/d).
Evidenc
e
indicate
sthata
design
standard
ofupto
85
litres/pe
rson/day
(Up/d)
for
residenti
al
develop
ments is
feasible.
Require
new,
extende
dor
redevelo
ped non-
domesti
C
develop
ment to
aimto
achieve
full
credits
inthe
BREEAM
water
calculat
or.
Require
new
major
non-
domesti
o
develop
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h to
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tein
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rting
Evide
nce
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ed?
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A,B
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Summary

Officer Response
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Required

ments to
include
water
saving
measure
sand
water
reusein
their
design.
These
standard
s provide
guidanc
e and
local
evidence
to help
LPAs
make a
case
that
more
stringent
water
efficienc
y
policies
are
justified,
feasible
and
viable as
part of
Water
Cycle
Studies
and
Integrate
d Water
Manage
ment
Plans
that
effective
ly
manage
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on

A,B
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Summary

Officer Response
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Required

arange
of
challeng
es
across
the
water
environ
ment
and aid
nature
recovery
. Local
Plans
have a
significa
ntrolein
helping
to
deliver
the
sustaina
ble use
of water
resource
s and
address
shorter-
term
water
scarcity
issues.
LPAs
can help
ensure
the risk
of harm
to
habitats
and
deteriora
tionto
water
bodies
dueto
water
scarcity
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No,
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3a.
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nd?

3b.
Positive/Effectiv
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stent?
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modifications

Wis
h to
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cipa
tein
exa
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Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

is
minimis
ed by
setting
more
ambitiou
s, tighter
water
efficienc
y
standard
s for new
residenti
aland
non-
domesti
C
develop
mentsin
local
planning
policy.
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ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-name | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
0 | Organisation Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes SD9 Not No Justified, Essex is a seriously water ECC seek thatthe | Yes Not Yes, B Essexis awater | CPBC has 1. All new
2 n County State Effective stressed area and it is model policies in State | ECC stressed area, integrated the residential
8 Counci d important to maximise water | the Shared d suppli recommends a Shared Standard in | developme
2- L efficiency in all new Standards in ed8 water cycle Water Efficiency ntwill be
0 residential and non- Water Efficiency addito study. into SD9. These required to
0 residential development for Local Plans be nal Recommends standards are achieve a
7 consistent with standards reviewed and appen that that the supported by the water
4 evidenced through a Water incorporated in dices model policies research by Water efficiency
Cycle Study and the water Policy SD9, as contai in the Shared Resources East, standard of
industry. appropriate. ning Standards in which also covers 85996 litres
The Shared Standards in ECC recommend variou Water Efficiency | South Essex per person
Water Efficiency for Local CPBC prepares S for Local Plans Water Resources per day of
Plans (June 2025) is part of a | an up-to-date pieces be reviewed and | Eastas an mains
joint initiative by Natural Water Cycle of incorporated in organisation supplied
England, the Environment Study to compile eviden Policy SD9, as covered the East of | water/pota
Agency, and water local evidence ce appropriate. England including ble water
companies (Anglian Water, that Recommendsa | Essexand did Where-it
Cambridge Water, Essex and | demonstrates water cycle extensive research | eafrbe
Suffolk Water and Affinity that water study to into water demonstrat
Water) endorsed by Water scarcity is having establish water resources in the et-thatthis
Resources East to support oris likely in the efficiency region and their tsho
Local Planning Authorities future to have an standardstobe | evidence base feasibte
(LPAs) to deliver sustainable | adverse impact consistent with supports the partG2-and
growth. The Shared onthe the shared efficiency standard | regttation
Standards provide advice and | environment and standards in of 85lppd to be 36{2)tb)of
evidence to LPAs on how how water water efficiency | applied acrossthe | the
they can secure higher water | efficiency can developed by region. CPBC has Buitding
efficiency standards for new | protect the the water adopted the higher | Regtitation
homes and commercial environment and authorities, water efficiency swittappty:
developments. support nature Environment standard of 85lppd | 2. Atthon-
Suggested model policy recovery, whilst Agency and within its policies residentiat
wording is provided under not adversely Natural England | as recommended tevetopme
the heading ‘Draft policy: affecting viability and endorsed by | by the Shared fatshottd
Water Resources and of development. Eater Resources | Standards in Water | achievefutt
Sustainable Growth’ (page 7). | CPBC should Eastto address | Efficiency endorsed | ereditsfor
It is sought that these prepare an up-to- any water by Natural England, | Wat81of
recommended policies be date Water Cycle resources issues | Environment BREEAM.
reviewed for potential Study to help in Essex Agency and Water New,
inclusion in Policy SD9 to evidence a Recommends Resources East. extended
ensure it is more robust. potential water the preparation | Amended text but or
2.Justified efficiency of awater cycle | included the higher | redevelope
CPBC should prepare an up- standard of 85 study to efficiency d non-
to-date Water Cycle Study to | U/p/d of mains evidence a standard. CPBC household
help evidence a potential supplied potential water has commissioned | (‘non-
water efficiency standard of | water/potable efficiency some additional household’
85 |/p/d of mains supplied water per person standard of work on Waste means all
water/potable water per per day. The 85lppd as Water Treatment developme
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-name | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
person per day. The water water efficiency recommended Work Capacity nt except
efficiency standard of 90 standard of 90 by the Shared within the Borough | residential
I/p/d, is welcomed, but is Up/d, is Standards. which will be dwellings.)
higher than the welcomed, butis Recommends implemented into buildings
recommended East of higher than the removal of the the submitted plan. | aimto
England 85 |/p/d Shared recommended option to provide | CPBC has adopted | achieve full
Standards in Water Efficiency | East of England current building | the higher water credits
for Local Plans. ECC seek no 85 l/p/d Shared regulation water | efficiency standard | withinthe 4
change to the 90 I/p/d target | Standardsin efficiency of 85lppd withinits | water
set in Policy SD9, as it is Water Efficiency standards policies as categories
within the range suggested for Local Plans. Recommended recommended by (WATO01,
by the Shared Standards (p. that the Shared | the Shared WATO02,
17), subject to any evidence ECC require Standards Standards in Water | WATO03,
provided through a water Criteria 1is recommendatio | Efficiency and is and
cycle study. amended to read: ns for water endorsed by WATO04) for
However, the second efficiency is Natural England, BREAAM
sentence should be deleted All new applied to non- Environment standard
as it weakens the policy residential residential Agency and South within a
intent to strengthen water developments buildings. Essex water minimum
efficiency. CPBC should will be required to All development | authorities. Water score of 3
prepare an up-to-date Water | achieve a water proposals to Resources East credits
Cycle Study to compile local efficiency provide a Water | prepared evidence | within
evidence that demonstrates | standard of 90 Efficient Design | onwaterresources | WAT01
that water scarcity is having litres per person Statement which | for the East of Water
oris likely in the future to per day of mains should provide England including Consumpti
have an adverse impact on supplied water/ baseline Essex and supports | onissue
the environment and how potable water per information pre- | awater efficiency category,
water efficiency can protect person perday. development standard of 85llpd. | oran
the environment and support | Where it can be and full Amended text but equivalent
nature recovery, whilst not demonstrated calculations of included the higher | standard
adversely affecting viability that this is not expected water | efficiency standard | setoutin
of development. The Shared | feasible part G2 use for the of 85llpd and any future
Standards for non-residential | and regulation proposed removed the text update to
buildings are more stringent | 36(2)(b) of the development. which referenced BREAAM.
than those in Policy SD9. Buildings Welcomes part G2 and The
They provide evidence for Regulations will reference to regulation 36(2)(b) | applicant
the necessity of such apply. Future Homes of the Buildings will be
requirements, as well as their | ECC require the Hub Water Regulations will required to
feasibility and viability. As it Shared Efficiency apply. justify and
is a more ambitious Standards in Report. The CPBC has evidence
approach, it is required that | Water Efficiency reasoned commissioned why full
the Shared Standards for Local Plans justification some additional credits is
recommendations for non- requirements for should reference | work on Waste not
residential buildings be non-residential the Shared Water Treatment possible/vi
adopted in Policy SD9 in buildings be Standards in Work Capacity able for the
place of criteria 2 - All non- adopted in Policy Water Efficiency | within the Borough | developme
residential development SD9, Criteria 2: for Local Plans which will be nt.
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tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
should achieve full credits for setting out its implemented into 5. AWater
Wat 01 of BREEAM New, extended or key the submitted plan. | Efficient
The Shared Standards also redeveloped non- recommendatio | Accepted and text Design
provide recommendations on | household (‘non- ns. amended to Statement
how to demonstrate household’ Typo in final include all non- must be
compliance, such as through | meansall sentence should | residential submitted
the submission of a Water development be amended development to with the
Efficient Design Statement. except residential ECCrequestsa achieve full credits | application
ECC recommend that similar | dwellings.) long justification | for Wat 01 of atthe
clauses be included in Policy | buildings aim to paragraph BREEAM. earliest
SD9 to provide more clarity achieve full explaining the CPBC accepts the stageto
to both policy officers and credits within the Shared requirement of a demonstrat
developers on the 4 water Standards in Water Efficient e how
information that must be categories Water Efficiency | Design Statement policy
submitted to confirm that (WATO01, WATO02, and the to demonstrate requiremen
the policy has been met. WATO03, and application of how water ts have
ECC welcome reference to WATO04) for 85lppd. efficiencyis metin | been met
the Future Homes Hub Water | BREAAM Accepted typo development. and will be
Efficiency Report. standard within a corrected maintained
The reasoned justification minimum score Accepted. in relation
should reference the Shared | of 3 credits within Additional to water
Standards in Water Efficiency | WAT01 Water justification to efficient
for Local Plans setting out its | Consumption support the design. The
key recommendations. issue category, or policy should be statement
The reasoned justification an equivalent provided. shall
should reference the Shared | standard set out provide, as
Standards in Water Efficiency | in any future a
for Local Plans setting out its | update to minimum,
key recommendations. BREAAM. The the
applicant will be following:
required to justify
and evidence why a) Baseline
full credits is not information
possible/viable relating to
for the existing
development. water use
ECC seek an within a
additional developme
Criteria be added nt site; and
to read:
b) Full

A Water Efficient
Design Statement
must be
submitted with
the application at
the earliest stage

calculation
srelating to
expected
water use
within a
proposed
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-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
to demonstrate developme
how policy nt (such as
requirements water
have been met efficient
and will be fixtures and
maintained in fittings,
relation to water rainwater/s
efficient design. tormwater
The statement harvesting
shall provide, as and reuse,
a minimum, the or
following: greywater
recycling).
a)Baseline (| | 1 A 0 .. The
information fittings
relating to approach
existing water is where
use within a water
development fittings and
site; and appliances
are
b) Full selected
calculations which have
relating to a capacity
expected water up to the
use within a maximum
proposed flow rate
development only.
(such as water The Shared
efficient fixtures Standards
and fittings, in Water
rainwater/stormw Efficiency
ater harvesting for Local
and reuse, or Plans (June
greywater 2025) set
recycling). outa
ECC recommend collaborati
the typointhe ve and
final sentence is collective
amended to read: approach
by Anglian
The fittings Water,
approach s Cambridge
where water Water,
fittings and Essex &
appliances are Suffolk
selected which Water,
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tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
have a capacity Affinity
up to the Water, the
maximum flow Environme
rate only. nt Agency
and
ECC recommend Natural
reference is England, to
made to the provide
Shared advice and
Standardsina evidence to
new paragraph to Local
read: Planning
The Shared Authorities
Standards in (LPAs) on
Water Efficiency how they
for Local Plans can secure
(June 2025) are higher
developed by water
Natural England, efficiency
the Environment standards
Agency, and for new
water companies homes and
endorsed by commercia
Water Resources L
East to provide developme
advice and nts.
evidence to Local
Planning
Authorities

(LPAs) on how
they can secure
higher water
efficiency
standards for
new homes and
commercial
developments.
The key
recommendation
sare:

¢ Water efficiency
standards in new
homes should
aim to achieve a
design standard
of up to 85
litres/person/day
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orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

(Up/d). Where
thereis
insufficient
justification for
85 l/p/d, for
example on
viability grounds
or local
environmental
risks, a design
standard that is
more stringent
than building
regulations
should be
implemented
such as 90 or 95
U/p/d.

* The tightest
standards of
water efficiency
in new, extended
or redeveloped
non-household
development
should aim to
achieve full
creditsin the
BREEAM water
calculator, with a
minimum of 3
creditsin
WATO013.

¢ All major non-
household
developments
should include
water saving
measures and
water reuse in
their designs.

¢ An up-to-date
Water Cycle
Study (WCS)
should be
conducted to
compile local
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Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
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evidence that
demonstrates
that water
scarcity is having
oris likely in the
future to have an
adverse impact
onthe
environment and
how water
efficiency can
protectthe
environment and
support nature
recovery, whilst
not adversely
affecting viability
of development.
¢ The LPA
monitoring
reports should be
used to monitor
the water
efficiency
policies to
demonstrate the
policies are being
correctly
followed and are
effective.
0 | Agent Ben | Weed | Gladm SD9 The B Policy SD9 Noted. N
3 all an policy Object to lower Policy SD9
4 Develo requires water efficiency | supported by
3- pment all new standards. State | evidence,
0 sltd residenti that the The noting that
0 al water standard Essex is a
1 develop Is best water stressed
2 ment to calculated ata area.
achieve national levelin
a water accordance with
efficienc building
y regulations,
standard
of 90
litres per
person
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per day.
New
develop
ment
should
incorpor
ate
rainwate
r
harvesti
ng and
grey
water
technolo
gies for
non-
potable
water
useson
site.
Finally,
new
develop
ment
should
demonst
rate that
adequat
e foul
water
treatme
nt and
drainage
already
exist or
can be
provided
intime
to serve
the
develop
ment.
4.1.7
The
require
ment for
90 litres
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per
person is
notin
line with
national
policy
which
requires
residenti
al
develop
ment to
achieve
110
Up/d,
addition
ally this
require
mentis
for water
stressed
areas.
The
water
standard
is best
calculat
edata
national
levelin
accorda
nce with
building
regulatio
ns,
currently
the
future
water
standard
sare
being
consider
ed which
will
phase
the
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introduc
tion of
consiste
nt
standard
S across
the
country.
4.1.8
With
regards
to foul
water, it
is not
the
responsi
bility of
the
housebu
ilderto
ensure
that the
water
compan
ycan
service a
develop
ment by
providin
g
connecti
ons.
Water
compani
es have
a legal
responsi
bility to
ensure
that the
require
ments of
the
develop
ment
plan
system
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can be
met by
virtue of
the
Water
Industry
Act
1991.
4.1.9
The
Water
Compan
ies are
required
by law to
publish
a Water
Resourc
e
Manage
ment
Plan
every
five
years
whichis
approve
d by the
Environ
ment
Agency
and
Defra, as
part of
this the
water
compan
y will
need to
account
for
future
develop
ment
require
ments of
the local
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authority

Therefor
e this
policy
should
be
removed
from the
plan as it
is dealt
with by
other
provisio
ns under
other
legislatio
nas
above.
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1 | Organisation | Mar | Behre | Home | Yes SD9 No No | Justified, Firstly, the lower water Yes | Not Yes A The lower water | Noted N
0 k ndt Builder Consistent with standard of 90 I/p/pd is not Answ standard of 90
2 s national policy consistent with national policy ered Up/pd is not
0- Federa which states that 110 Up/d is consistent with
0 tion sufficient in water stressed national policy
0 areas. Future water standards which states
0 are being considered that will that 110 Up/d s
9 phase the introduction of sufficientin
lower standards and the water stressed
council should not look to areas. Future
introduce lower standards water standards
ahead of these recognising are being

that a consistent national
approach is the best way of
ensuring improved standards
whilst maintaining the delivery
of new homes. The only
reason for a lower standard
would be where the issue of
water supply is inhibiting the
potential adoption of the local
plan and the delivery of new
homes.

Secondly, the policy states in
part 4 that “All new
development should
demonstrate that adequate
foul water treatment and
drainage already exist or can
be provided in time to serve
the development. This must
include confirmation that
there is adequate quantitative
and qualitative capacity at the
Water Recycling Centre that
will serve the development”.

Itis not the responsibility of
the housebuilder to ascertain
whether the water company
can service a development by
providing the connections
required. Itis the legal
responsibility of the water
company to ensure that the
requirements of the

considered that
will phase the
introduction of
lower standards
and the council
should not look
to introduce
lower standards
ahead of these
recognising that
a consistent
national
approach isthe
best way of
ensuring
improved
standards whilst
maintaining the
delivery of new
homes. The only
reason fora
lower standard
would be where
the issue of
water supply is
inhibiting the
potential
adoption of the
local plan and
the delivery of
new homes.

Secondly, the
policy statesin
part 4 that “All

232



ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
development plan system can new
be met. To this end, they are development
required to publish, by law, should
every five years a Water demonstrate
Resources Management Plan that adequate
(WRMP) to ensure just this. foul water

Thisis set out in sections 37A
to 37D of the Water Industry
Act 1991. This planis
approved by the Environment
Agency, and ultimately by
Defra. The WRMP cannot be
approved unless the water
company can provide the
assurance that the needs of
the development plan system
can be supported. To ensure
this, the water company must
take into account the future
development requirements of
the local authority.

The Government provides
more detailed advice about
what the WRMP must address
in Section 6.3 of the Water
Resources Planning
Guidance. The Government’s
guidance can be read here:
https://www.gov.uk/governme
nt/publications/water-
resources-planning-
guideline/water-resources-
planning-guideline. The
Government guidance states
in Section 1.1 that these plans
must forecast water supply
and demand over at least the
statutory minimum period of
25years (see Section 1.1). If
companies forecast a deficit,
they should consider either
supply-side options to
increase the amount of water
available to the water
company or demand-side
options which reduce the

treatment and
drainage already
exist or can be
provided in time
to serve the
development.
This must
include
confirmation
that there is
adequate
gquantitative and
qualitative
capacity at the
Water Recycling
Centre that will
serve the
development”. It
is not the
responsibility of
the housebuilder
to ascertain
whether the
water company
can service a
development by
providing the
connections
required. Itis the
legal
responsibility of
the water
company to
ensure that the
requirements of
the development
plan system can
be met. To this
end, they are
required to
publish, by law,
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amount of water customers
require.

Section | of the guidance
states with regard to local
plans “Local authority plans
set out future development,
such as housing. Your WRMP
should reflect local growth
ambitions and plan to meet
the additional needs of new
businesses and households.
(See sub-section 6.3)” with
sub-section 6.3 stating:
“Your planned property and
population forecasts, and
resulting supply, must not
constrain planned growth. For
companies supplying
customers in England, you
should base your fore-cast
population and property
figures on local plans
published by the local council
or unitary authority.”

Issues with the inability of
water companies to provide
connections for new
residential development is not
a matter for housebuilders to
resolve. They cannot. If this is
anissue in Castle Point, then
itis one that goes to the heart
of the deliverability of the
local plan. Allocations may be
undeliverable. If there is an
issue, then the issue must be
identified in the Infrastructure
Plan by the plan-maker and
ideally resolved before then. If
the relevant water company
cannot guarantee the
connections required then
this is a serious issue and one
that CPBC must raise this with
the Environment Agency, not

every five years a
Water
Resources
Management
Plan (WRMP) to
ensure just this.
Thisis setoutin
sections 37A to
37D of the Water
Industry Act
1991. This plan
is approved by
the Environment
Agency, and
ultimately by
Defra. The
WRMP cannot
be approved
unless the water
company can
provide the
assurance that
the needs of the
development
plan system can
be supported. To
ensure this, the
water company
must take into
account the
future
development
requirements of
the local
authority.
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pass on to applicants to
resolve.
As paragraph 194 of the NPPF
states:
“The focus of planning
policies and decisions should
be on whether proposed
developmentis an acceptable
use of land, rather than the
control of processes or
emissions (where these are
subject to separate pollution
control regimes). Planning
decisions should assume that
these regimes will operate
effectively.”
0 | Organisation | Jane | Nuttal | Natural SD9 | Yes Natural | Yes A Natural England | Reps to SD9 Y
3 t Engaln England welcomes the and supporting
4 d welcom requirements for | text as agreed
1- esthe new with Esseex
0 require developmentto | County Council
0 ments incorporate and set out in
2 for new water efficiency | the Schdeule of
0 develop measures and Mods and
mentto achieve Natural England
incorpor stringent SoCG.
ate standards.
water Useful reference
efficienc can be made to
y the recently
measure published
s and Shared
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achieve Standards for
stringent Water Efficiency
standard in Local Plans.
s. Useful The Standards
referenc setouta
e canbe collaborative
made to and collective
the approach by
recently Anglian Water,
publishe Cambridge
d Shared Water, Essex &
Standar Suffolk Water,
ds for Affinity Water,
Water the Environment
Efficienc Agency and
yin Natural England,
Local with the full
Plans. endorsement of
The Water
Standar Resources East
ds set (WRE) as part of
outa strengthening
collabor the Regional
ative and Water
collectiv Resources Plan
e for Eastern
approac England.
h by Itis your
Anglian authority’s
Water, responsibility to
Cambrid determine that
ge the Local Plan
Water, meets the
Essex & statutory
Suffolk obligations for
Water, nature recovery,
Affinity set outin Annex
Water, D of the
the Standards. We
Environ advise that
ment implementation
Agency of the
and recommendatio
Natural nsinthe Shared
England, Standards are
with the one way for your
full authority to
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endorse meet its nature
ment of recovery and
Water protection
Resourc obligations, in
es East relation your
(WRE) as plans for growth
part of and water
strength scarcity. This
ening includes
the undertaking an
Regional integrated water
Water cycle study to
Resourc inform the local
es Plan plan and assess
for the need for the
Eastern water efficiency
England. measures in
Itis your your LPA area to
authority address the
’s impacts of
responsi growth on nature
bility to recovery
determin obligations.
e that Recommended
the policy wording
Local around water
Plan efficiency, for
meets inclusionin
the Local Plans, is
statutory setoutinthe
obligatio Shared
ns for Standards.
nature We support the
recovery policy
, set out requirement that
in Annex all new
D of the development
Standar should
ds. We demonstrate
advise that adequate
that foul water
impleme treatment and
ntation drainage already
of the exists or can be
recomm provided in time
endation to serve the
sinthe development.

237



ef

Individual/Or
ganisation/A
gent?

First
Nam

Last
Name

If

organi
sation
- name

Has
agreed
to
publica
tion of
Name/
Comme
nts?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Lega
Ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explanat
ion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effectiv
e/Justified/Consi
stent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
h to
parti
cipa
tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

Shared
Standar
ds are
one way
foryour
authority
to meet
its
nature
recovery
and
protectio
n
obligatio
ns, in
relation
your
plans for
growth
and
water
scarcity.
This
includes
undertak
ing an
integrate
d water
cycle
study to
inform
the local
plan and
assess
the need
for the
water
efficienc
y
measure
sinyour
LPA area
to
address
the
impacts
of

The policy
stipulates that
this must
include
confirmation
that thereis
adequate
guantitative and
gualitative
capacity at the
Water Recycling
Centre that will
serve the
development.
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growth
on
nature
recovery
obligatio
ns.
Recomm
ended
policy
wording
around
water
efficienc
y, for
inclusio
nin
Local
Plans, is
set out
inthe
Shared
Standar
ds.

We
support
the
policy
require
ment
that all
new
develop
ment
should
demonst
rate that
adequat
e foul
water
treatme
ntand
drainage
already
exists or
can be
provided
intime
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to serve
the
develop
ment.
The
policy
stipulate
s that
this
must
include
confirma
tion that
thereis
adequat
e
quantita
tive and
qualitati
ve
capacity
atthe
Water
Recyclin
g Centre
that will
serve the
develop
ment.

I\INOI—‘

= = O O

Agent

c/o
agen

c/o
agent

Taylor
Wimpe

Yes

SD9S

Yes

No

Effective

Point 4 of Policy SD9 is not
sound. It requires that ‘All
new development should
demonstrate that adequate
foul water treatment and
drainage already exists or can
be provided in time to serve
the development. This must
include confirmation that
there is adequate
quantitative and qualitative
capacity at the Water
Recycling Centre that will
serve the development.’
However, Water Companies
have an obligation under the
Water Industry Act to
connect to the public

Delete part 4.

No

Not
Answ
ered

Point 4 of Policy
SD9 is not
sound. It
requires that
‘All new
development
should
demonstrate
that adequate
foul water
treatment and
drainage
already exists or
can be provided
in time to serve
the
development.
This must

Noted
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sewerage network, include

subsection (1) of Section 106
reads:

106 Right to communicate
with public sewers

(1) Subject to the provisions
of this section—

(a) the owner or occupier of
any premises, or

(b) the owner of any private
sewer which drains premises,
shall be entitled to have his
drains or sewer communicate
with the public sewer of any
sewerage undertaker and
thereby to discharge foul
water and surface water
from those premises or that
private sewer.

Therefore, Policy SD9 it is not
sound - Part 4 is not
necessary or effective, and it
should be deleted.

confirmation
that there is
adequate
guantitative and
qualitative
capacity at the
Water Recycling
Centre that will
serve the
development.’
Therefore,
Policy SD9 it is
not sound - Part
4 is not
necessary or
effective, and it
should be
deleted.
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0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex | Yes SFRA | Not No | Effective ECC seek the Strategic Flood | Reference should | Yes | Not Yes, B Require the The SFRA has been
2 n County State Risk Assessment (SFRA) is be madetoa State | ECC SFRAto be updated to resolve
8 Counci d reviewed to take account of a | climate change d suppli updated to allissues aside
2- L number of technical matters | allowance of 45% ed8 include a fromincluding a
0 including a climate change rather than 40% addito climate change climate change
0 allowance of 45% rather than | consistent with nal allowance of allowance of 45%.
7 40% consistent with Environment appen 45% rather than | Thisis currently
9 Environment Agency Agency guidance dices 40% and to ongoing.
guidance and the ECC SuDS and the Essex contai identify whether | CPBC and ECC
Design Guide; identify SuDS Design ning sites are located | acknowledge that
whether sites are located in a | Guide. variou in critical the soundness and
Critical Drainage Area; seek ECC seek the S drainage areas legal compliance of
to provide for rainwater following pieces and reference the Castle Point
harvesting, where possible; requirements to of Sustainable Plan and its
reflect acceptable discharge be required for all eviden Drainage supporting
rates; provide betterment to | potential ce Systems Design | evidence, including
reduce the risk of development Guide for Essex | the SFRA, will be
downstream flooding; and sites: (2020). LLFA considered by an

reference the Sustainable
Drainage Systems Design
Guide for Essex (2020), which
is in line with the national
CIRIA SuDS Manual.

Site assessment proformas
have been prepared for sites
that have been identified to
be within Flood Zone 2
and/or Flood Zone 3 or have
access routes within the
Flood Zones. The proformas
should refer to a climate
change allowance of 45%
rather than 40% consistent
with Environment Agency
guidance. The Essex SuDS
Design Guide , prepared by
the LLFA, expects the Upper
End climate change
allowances to be used
depending on the catchment
area. This Upper end
allowance for peak rainfall
intensity in small and urban
catchments (Combined
Essex, South Essex) is 45%
total percentage change

¢ Sites should be
identified as
being located
within a Critical
Drainage Area,
and should have
permeable
hardstanding
surfaces and the
provision of
rainwater
harvesting, where
possible.

¢ All sites should
provide source
control of surface
water and should
consider the
conveyance
hierarchy as per
the updated
SuDS Guidance
Document.

e Sites in Critical
Drainage Areas
should discharge
atthe 1in1
Greenfield rate

provided a list of
some specific
sites to review
including:
Richmond Ave
Car Park,
Knightswick
Shopping
Centre, Canvey
Library and
Barclays ,Grouts
and Land to the
Rear, Land
above The
Paddocks, Oak
Road Car park,
Venables Close,
Canvey Job
Centre, Former
Admiral Jellicoe,
Land to the Rear
of North Avenue
Essex
Coachworks
Former Council
Offices, Corner
of Little Gypps
and Willow
Close, Ozonia

independent
Inspector
appointed to
examine the Plan
and will continue to
work together to
address
outstanding
matters as far as
possible.".

The SFRA has been
updated to identify
sites which are
located in a critical
drainage area with
reference to the
guidance provided
in the Sustainable
Drainage Systems
Design Guide for
Essex (2020)

The Level 2 SFRA
has been updated
with the 45% peak
rainfall intensity,
The Level 2 SFRA
has been updated
to consider sites
within critical
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anticipated for the 2050s (a for all events up Gardens, drainage areas and
lifetime up to 2060). This is to the 1in100 Eastern for the control

consistent with the
Environment Agency
guidance as set out in the EA
Peak rainfall intensity
allowance.

The SFRA should also identify
which sites are located within
a Critical Drainage Area
(CDA) as set out below:

¢ Richmond Ave Car Park -
refer to a climate change
allowance of 45%. The site is
located within a CDA. a
drainage strategy will need
to consider rainwater
harvesting and all areas of
hardstanding should be
required to be permeable.

¢ Knightswick Shopping
Centre - refer to a climate
change allowance of 45%,
the northern part of the site
is located within a CDA. A
drainage strategy will need
to consider rainwater
harvesting and all areas of
hardstanding should be
required to be permeable.

¢ Canvey Library and Barclays
- refer to a climate change
allowance of 45%. The site is
located within a CDA. A
drainage strategy will need
to consider rainwater
harvesting and all areas of
hardstanding should be
required to be permeable.

¢ Grouts and Land to the
Rear - refer to a climate
change allowance of 45% The
site is located within a CDA. A
drainage strategy will need
to consider rainwater
harvesting and all areas of

event plus
climate change.
¢ Where sites
have a surface
water flow path
consideration
should be given
as towhat
betterment can
be provided to
reduce the risk of
downstream
flooding.

¢ Reference
should be made
to the
Sustainable
Drainage
Systems Design
Guide for Essex
(2020), which is
in line with the
national CIRIA
SuDS Manual. It
provides details
of the standards
and guidance on
the planning,
design and
delivery of
attractive and
high-quality
sustainable
drainage systems
(SuDS) schemes
providing
multiple benefits
to the
environment and
community.

Esplanade, Land
between Station
Rd and Seaview
Road, Matrix
House, Lionel
Rd, Kushi,
Furtherwick
Road

Require the
upperend
allowance of
45% for peak
rainfall intensity
to be used within
the Level 2 SFRA
Potential
development
sites should
identify whether
the site is within
a critical
drainage area
and provide
criteria as
outlined in
Sustainable
Systems Design
Guide for Essex
(2020). All sites
should consider
sources of
surface water
and provide
controls.

surface water
sources to be
considered.
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hardstanding should be
required to be permeable.

¢ Land above The Paddocks —
if the site is an upward
extension to the building
then a drainage strategy will
not be required given there
would be no increase in
hardstanding.

¢ Oak Road Car park - the
drainage strategy will be
required to evidence how the
pools of surface water will be
dealt with and ensure any
development does not
increase flood risk elsewhere.
¢ Venables Close - refer to a
climate change allowance of
45%. If development is built
on the area of surface water
flood risk the drainage
strategy will be required to
evidence how that surface
water will be managed and
should not increase flood risk
elsewhere.

e Canvey Job Centre - refer to
a climate change allowance
of 45%.

¢ Land at the Point - refer to
a climate change allowance
of 45%. Any development
within the flood zones should
evidence how surface water
will be managed.

¢ Former Admiral Jellicoe -
refer to a climate change
allowance of 45%. The site is
located within a CDA. A
drainage strategy will need
to consider rainwater
harvesting and all areas of
hardstanding should be
required to be permeable.

e Land to the Rear of North
Avenue - refer to a climate
change allowance of 45%.
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Where there are areas of
surface water flooding a
drainage strategy must
evidence how these will be
dealt with without increasing
the risk of flooding
elsewhere.

¢ Essex Coachworks - refer to
a climate change allowance
of 45%.

¢ Former Council Offices,
Long Road - refer to a climate
change allowance of 45%.

¢ Corner of Little Gypps and
Willow Close - refer to a
climate change allowance of
45%. The drainage strategy
should evidence how surface
water flows will be managed.
¢ Ozonia Gardens, Eastern
Esplanade - refer to a climate
change allowance of 45%. A
Drainage strategy should
evidence how surface water
will be dealt with. Discharge
to the sea can be at
unrestricted rates.

¢ Land between Station Rd
and Seaview Road - refer to a
climate change allowance of
45%. The drainage strategy
should evidence how surface
water will be managed.
Discharge to the sea can be
unrestricted.

¢ Matrix House, Lionel Rd -
refer to a climate change
allowance of 45%. The site is
located within a CDA. A
drainage strategy will need
to consider rainwater
harvesting and all areas of
hardstanding should be
required to be permeable.

¢ Kushi, Furtherwick Road -
refer to a climate change
allowance of 45%. The site is
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located within a CDA. A
drainage strategy will need
to consider rainwater
harvesting and all areas of
hardstanding should be
required to be permeable.
The Essex SuDS Design Guide
, prepared by the Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA),
expects the Upper End
climate change allowances to
be used depending on the
catchment area. This Upper
end allowance for peak
rainfall intensity in small and
urban catchments (Combined
Essex, South Essex) is 45%
total percentage change
anticipated for the 2050s (a
lifetime up to 2060). This is
consistent with the
Environment Agency
guidance as set out in the EA
Peak rainfall intensity
allowance. 3. Effective
Paragraph 4.1.2 sets out the
requirements for all potential
development sites.
Additional bullets should
include whether a site is
located within a Critical
Drainage Area (reference to
permeable hardstanding and
rainwater harvesting); all
sites should provide source
control of surface water and
should consider the
conveyance hierarchy; sites
in CDAs should discharge at
the 1linl Greenfield rate for
all events up to the 1in100
event plus climate change;.
sites with a surface water
flow path should consider
what betterment can be
provided to reduce the risk of
downstream flooding; and
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regard should be had to the
Sustainable Drainage
Systems Design Guide for
Essex (2020) in terms of the
LLFA design standards which
are in line with the national
CIRIA SuDS Manual.
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0 | Agent Liam | Ryder | Roscon | Yes SLAA | No Within No | Positively The suitability of sites Yes | Not Yes A In respect of site | The purpose ofthe | N
9 n these prepared, considered the physical Answ "land east of SLAAis notto
4 Group represe Justified, circumstances of sites and ered rayleigh road" create the strategy
7- c/o ntations Consistent with policies set in the NPPF. There (ID 40492) for the Plan, itis
0 CODE CODE national policy are 24 criteria that were used known as GB13 | part of the
0 Develo identify and ranged from statutory the Slaa technical evidence
0 pment fundam designations, Flood Risk identifies that base for the Castle
7 Planne ental Zones, accessibility to public the siteis Point Plan which
rs Ltd failings transport (distance to bus suitable, viable complements other
in stops) and noise. Very and achievable important sources
CPBC’s important criteria were which is not of information such
Sustaina awarded a 3 score and the consistent with as public
bility leastimportant awarded a 1 the transport consultation and
Appraisa score. The full list is on pages assessment of the Sustainability
| (SA) in 5-6 of the report. the Appraisal. Together
relation sustainability these sources of
to the The SLAA (July 2025) confirms appraisal. evidence inform
appropri that land east of Rayleigh Concern that the | the strategic
ate Road, Thundersley (Site ID larger site was planning decision-
consider 40492) is suitable, viable and assessed to making process.
ation of available for residential make it seem Therefore, the SLAA
reasona development, with an like it was is not the sole
ble indicative capacity of between undeliverable. source of evidence.
alternati 962 and 1,604 dwellings The Castle Point
ves. depending on assumed Plan | Strategic
CODE is density. The site scores Land Availability
particula positively across the majority Assessment (SLAA)
rly of assessment criteria, with - July 2025 does not
concern no insurmountable inform which sites
ed at constraints identified. Matters should be allocated
the total raised including proximity to a for development,
absence Local Wildlife Site, the but instead it
of presence of badger setts, Tree contributes to the
consider Preservation Orders, and Council’s
ation for heritage/archaeology understanding of
the considerations are all capable what land is
reduced of being addressed through developable. The
area of established and recognised Green Belt
land forms of mitigation at the assessment 2025
east of planning application stage further assessed
Rayleigh (indeed, this was recognised sub sections of
Road, by statutory consultees in sites to build upon
Thunder relation to the previous the earlier
sley (site planning application on the greenbelt evidence
GB13) site - 23/0085/0UT). producedin 2018.
from This found that in
consider The Council’s evidence base respect of sub-
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ation in respect of site GB13 is areas GB 13 the
within inconsistent and therefore assessment has
the SA, unsound. The SLAA identifies concluded that the
which is the site as available, suitable, full extent of the
identifie and achievable, with no sub-areais not
din indication that access or recommended for
other transport constraints would further
evidenc render the site unsuitable for consideration.
e base allocation. However, the However, it is
docume Transport Assessment concluded that part
nts presents the site in a markedly of the sub-area can
(includin negative light, identifying be recommended
g the highways and access issues for further
Green that are not carried through or consideration given
Belt reflected in the SLAA, that this reduced
Assessm Sustainability Appraisal, or part of the sub-area
ent, July wider site selection process. would resultin
2025) as This discrepancy undermines reduced potential
potentia the robustness of the harm to the Green
lly evidence base and suggests Belt. This is further
meeting that the site has not been detailed within the
the assessed in a fair or report.
definitio consistent manner when
n of compared with other potential
Grey allocations.
Belt
(and The Council’s evidence base
thereby (SLAA 2025,
not Benfleet/Hadleigh/Thundersle
being y/Daws Heath - Site
consider Assessments) identifies a
ed to be smaller parcel, GB13a (East of
inappro Rayleigh Road), which more
priate closely aligns with the area
develop being promoted by the
ment in developer. Importantly, this
the assessment demonstrates
Green that GB13a performs
Belt, significantly better than the
subject wider GB13 parcel, achieving
to a higher unmitigated
meeting suitability score of 61. The
the assessment finds the site to
NPPF’s be Viable, Available (subject
golden to confirmation), and
rules). Developable, and records that
In all identified constraints (such
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addition as drainage, TPOs, and
to the archaeology) are readily
substant mitigable through established
ial design measures (e.g. SUDS,
concern tree protection,
s archaeological recording).
regardin This contrasts with the wider
g the SA, GB13 assessment, which
CODE overstates harm by
has also considering a larger parcel not
identifie reflective of the developer’s
d intentions. The SLAA also
concern recognises that the site could
S deliver between 429 and 715
regardin dwellings at standard
g the densities, representing a
lack of meaningful contribution to the
clarity borough’s housing need. The
over Council’s own evidence
CPBC's therefore supports the
accorda conclusion that GB13a is both
nce with a suitable and realistic
the Duty development option.
to
Coopera The SLAA awards GB13a mid-
te. The level scores for both “Service
Duty to Accessibility” and
Coopera “Sustainable Accessibility,”
te confirming that the site is
evidenc within walking distance of
e some services and within
section 800m of a bus stop served at
on the least hourly. These scores
local indicate that transport access
plan is reasonable and capable of
website improvement through
is standard mitigation. However,
limited the Transport Assessment
to one presents the site as severely
stateme constrained, without
nt of reconciling this with the SLAA
common findings or exploring
ground mitigation. This inconsistency
(sOCaG) undermines the robustness of
between the evidence base and
CPBC suggests that transport
and constraints have been
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Essex
County
Council
(ECC)in
relation
to land
north
west of
Thunder
sley,
which is
acknowl
edged
within
to not
be a
viable
option
for
allocatio
nin the
current
local
plan
(and nor
was it
appropri
ate for
allocatio
nin the
previous
ly
withdra
wn local
plan). It
is
difficult
to
establish
CPBC’s
correspo
ndence
and
coopera
tion
with its
neighbo

selectively emphasised to
discount the site.

251




ef

Individual/Or
ganisation/A
gent?

First
Nam

Last
Name

If

organi
sation
- name

Has
agreed
to
publica
tion of
Name/
Comme
nts?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Lega
Ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explanat
ion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effectiv
e/Justified/Consi
stent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
h to
parti
cipa
tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

urs
regardin
g
requests
to
accomm
odate
some of
CPBC’s
need,
particula
rly in
light of
the
stateme
nts
made
within
the
Castle
Point
Plan,
and
across
the
evidenc
e base,
regardin
g
perceive
d local
constrai
nts
which
(in
CPBC’s
view)
excludes
Green
Belt
sites
from
consider
ation for
allocatio
n.
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Indeed,
paragra
ph 28 of
the
NPPF
states,
“In
order to
demonst
rate
effective
and on-
going
joint
working,
strategic
policy-
making
authoriti
es
should
prepare
and
maintain
one or
more
stateme
nts of
common
ground,
docume
nting
the
cross-
boundar
Y
matters
being
address
ed and
progress
in
coopera
ting to
address
these.”
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The
NPPF
further
clarifies
that
such
stateme
nts of
common
ground
should
be made
publicly
available
through
out the
plan-
making
process
to
provide
transpar
ency.
The
publicati
on of
one
stateme
nt of
common
ground
which
relates
toa
specific
part of
the
borough
,and
which is
not
included
in the
local
plan for
consider
ation as
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an
allocatio
nis not
sufficien
tto
demonst
rate
appropri
ate co-
operatio
n with
neighbo
uring
authoriti
es.

Itis
noted
within
the
officer’s
report
to
Special
Council
(for the
meeting
on 23
July
2025)
that
“The key
issue
which is
to be
finalised
is a final
decision
from
adjoinin
gand
nearby
councils
on
whether
they can
accept
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any of
the
unmet
need
from
Castle
Point
(betwee
n 4,736
and
6,511
dwelling
s). This
can only
be
complet
ed once
the
Council
has
publishe
dits
Regulati
on 19
draft
Castle
Point
Plan and
has
specifie
dthe
level of
unmet
need.”

Howeve
r,itis
importa
nt to
note
paragra
ph 26 of
the
NPPF
which
stipulate
S,
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“Effectiv
e and
on-going
joint
working
between
strategic
policy-
making
authoriti
es and
relevant
bodies is
integral
to the
producti
onofa
positivel
Yy
prepare
dand
justified
strategy.
In
particula
r, joint
working
should
help to
determi
ne
where
addition
al
infrastru
cture is
necessar
y, and
whether
develop
ment
needs
that
cannot
be met
wholly
within a
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particula
r area
could be
met
elsewhe

”

re.

The
Duty to
Coopera
teisa
gateway
test for
the
soundne
ss and
legal
complia
nce of a
local
plan. In
light of
the
require
ments of
paragra
ph 26 of
the
NPPF, it
is not
accepta
ble to
seek to
satisfy
the
require
ments of
the Duty
to
Coopera
te post-
submissi
on as
joint
working
between
strategic
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policy
making
authoriti
es
should
have
been
underta
ken
through
out the
preparat
ion of
the
Castle
Point
Plan and
cannot
be
applied
retrospe
ctively.
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1 | Organisation | Tess | Saund | Anglia | Yes SP1 Yes Yes Anglian Water supports the No Not Not A Anglian Water Support noted N
0 a ers n policy requirements regarding Answ | Answe supports the
1 Water new opportunities for green ered | red policy
3- Service and blue infrastructure (GBI) requirements
0 s Ltd and the multi-functional regarding new
0 benefits well designed GBI opportunities for
0 can bring to existing and new green and blue
1 communities, particularly in infrastructure

terms of climate resilience
and minimising the impacts of
pollution - including improved
water quality.

A successful trial by Anglian
Water in partnership with
Essex County Council, led to
Park Avenue becoming the
first street in Essex to have
new “rain gardens” installed
in 2021 to help reduce the risk
of flooding. These are
attractive Sustainable Urban
Drainage Systems (SuDS) -
that help retain water and
allow it slowly to soak away
and holding surface water
away from the road and
people’s homes. Thirty native
trees were planted in the
greenspace, and over 1,300
plants in the rain gardens to
help to reduce localised
flooding in the area and
provide an environmentally
positive solution for the local
community.

In addition, Anglian Water has
delivered a new mycelium
wetland at Benfleet water
recycling centre (WRC), in
partnership with the University
of Essex who will be

(GBI) and the
multi-functional
benefits well
designed GBI
can bring to
existing and new
communities,
particularly in
terms of climate
resilience and
minimising the
impacts of
pollution -
including
improved water
quality.

Anglian Water
have completed
successful trials
in partnership
with Essex
County Council,
installing “rain
gardens” SuDS
help reduce the
risk of flooding.
In addition,
Anglian Water
has delivered a
new mycelium
wetland at
Benfleet water
recycling centre
(WRC), in
partnership with
the University of
Essex who will
be monitoring
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monitoring the performance
of this innovative wetland
design. This wetland is
designed to treat settled
storm discharge from the
WRC using nature-based
solutions that increase
biodiversity, improve water
quality, and reduce the algal
bloom to allow the protected
salt marshes (Ramsar and
SSSI sites) to thrive. Further
information can be found
here:
https://www.catchmenttocoa
st.uk/places/benfleet-creek/

We therefore endorse the
creation of GBI either
retrofitting in existing
communities as part of
redevelopment and urban
regeneration opportunities
and creating GBIl in new
developments. Our Advanced
WINEP investment for AMP8
aims to demonstrate an
approach to maximise value
by going even further for the
environment through
partnership working (including
leveraging significant
partnership funding), focus on
the use of nature-based
solutions, implementing
solutions to water
management challenges at
scale, and improved multi-
stakeholder governance.

The ways of working
development through the
partnership centre of

the performance
of this innovative
wetland design.

Anglian Water
therefore
endorse the
creation of GBI
either retrofitting
in existing
communities as
part of
redevelopment
and urban
regeneration
opportunities
and creating GBI
in new
developments.

261




ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
excellence will be applied to
the delivery of our overflows
WINEP obligations in Great
Yarmouth and Southend. We
are aiming to deliver 100%
green solutions in partnership
- achieving both positive
overflow outcomes and wider
benefits such as flood
mitigation. It is hoped that
learning from A-WINEP can be
applied to other areas in the
future, to demonstrate that
partnership funding
opportunities can provide
significantly greater social,
environmental, and economic
benefits to an area.
0 | Organisation | Marl | Curtis | British SP1 The Belfairs Nature Reserve See B Previous The Belfairs Nature | N
3 ene Horse The writer enjoyed riding attach enjoyment of Reserveis located
6 Society through the Nature Reserve ment riding through outside the
0- from mid 1940s to mid 1970s the Nature adminstrative area
0 via the open link with the Reserve from of Castle Point.
0 Belfairs Trotting Track, via mid 1940s to This is located
0 Warren Road and via The 1970s. See within the
6 Woods access adjacent to attached adminstrative area
Greenacres Farm, where the submissions of Southend-on-
writer's pony was kept prior supporting this. | Sea City Council.
the farm's sale for housing Difficult to
development. No notices understand why
banning riding existed and the Reserve is fully
warden once informed which within the
track to ride to see fox cubs boundary of
playing. Also enclosed are Castle Point
copies of two letters received, Borough butis
one dated 1982 from Valerie managed by
Perkins who describes her Southend
use, and of others, being in Councilwho
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full sight of the warden; that
wildlife is never frightened by
horses but are disturbed by
dogs; that she wished to see
again safe places open to
riders to prevent the necessity
of using highways and that she
couldn't understand why the
less used tracks should not be
available to riders again. She
also states that horse
droppings are beneficialin the
ecological cycle (we add that
bugs and especially the Dung
Beetle consider droppings a
"Sunday lunch"). The second
copy letter from D. Smith to
ECC confirms that on school
trips to the Reserve for nature
studies during 195 8 - 1963
she saw horse riders using the
Reserve's various paths on
many occasions. In Oliver
Rackham's ancient woodland
book "The Woods of South-
East Essex" the numerous
double pecked tracks through
the Reserve are recorded as
"Road or woodland ride". The
enclosed 1996 photo informs
of a "Ride" closed for
woodland work where tracks
of vehicles are also very
evident. (Encs. 2 copy letters
and photo.)

We also find it difficult to
understand when the Reserve
is fully within the boundary of
Castle Point Borough that it is
managed by Southend
Council who have banned
access to horse riders and
cyclists. Especially when the
book "Leigh-on-Sea - A
history" by Judith Williams on
Pg. 102 informs "In 1938
Southend purchased over 40

have banned
access to horse
riders and
cyclists.
Southend
Council byelaws
-must be
reasonable,
consulted upon
(BHS were not
consulted) and
consistent with
general law.
Home Office
Model Byelaws
to consider
which state
byelaws should
not discriminate
unfairly against
one section of
the community
and justification
is needed if
byelaws are
imposed on
acreages above
10 acres - which
certainly applies
to the 92 acres
of the Nature
Reserve. The
Reserve has
numerous rides -
the longest
encircling the
boundary
passing 6
access points
within which
another 5rides
traverse in all
directions.
Riding ban
conflicts with
Forestry England
March 2025
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acres of Belfairs Great Wood
in conjunction with Ben fleet
Urban District Council and
Essex County Council with the
aim to create an area of
Nature Reserve and for this
purpose £1,000 was raised by
voluntary subscription”. A
further 52 acres were added in
1947 and known use by horse
riders was from 1939 until late
1970s when the booklet "The
Wildlife and History of Belfairs
Nature Reserve" states they
got blamed for "churning up
and destroying ground flora
and are also an inconvenience
to walkers". While we
consider the latter reason to
be invalid, the former reason
is totally incompatible with
the continuous motorised use
of Rides to carry out rotational
coppicing. The booklet also
records the 1986 laying of a
new sewer involving a 40' wide
swathe of churned-up subsoil
and replaced top soil that,
within two years, resulted in
38 new colonisers along the
sewer line, 28 of which
previously had been
unrecorded.

Southend Council byelaws:
We understand byelaws
banning both riders and
cyclists from the Reserve were
introduced "by declaration on
22.10.81." and confirmed by
the Department of the
Environment in October 1993.
However, in law byelaws must
be reasonable, consulted (the
BHS was not consulted) and
consistent with general law
and not imposed just because
a mischief is feared. There are

Access Review
states horse
riders will be
able to enjoy
hacking in 49
more woodlands
across England
without riders
needing a
permit.

Request local
riders to be able
to enjoy
reinstatement of
riding access in
the Nature
Reserve within a
very short time.
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also the Home Office Model
Byelaws to consider which
state byelaws should not
discriminate unfairly against
one section of the community
and justification is needed if
byelaws are imposed on
acreages above 10 acres -
which certainly applies to the
92 acres of the Nature
Reserve. The Reserve has
numerous rides - the longest
encircling the boundary
passing 6 access points within
which another 5 rides traverse
in all directions.

Further, the riding ban
conflicts with Forestry
England (the nation's largest
land manager caring for 1500
woods and forests across
England) when their March
2025 Access Review states
horse riders will be able to
enjoy hacking in 49 more
woodlands across England
without riders needing a
permit, while still protecting
sensitive habitats,
maintaining safe access for all
and giving greater freedom for
riders to explore our
countryside. Forestry
England's Chief Executive said
the decision reflected their
commitment for the nation's
forests to be as welcoming
and available as possible,
including for the equestrian
community. We request that
local riders will similarly be
able to enjoy the
reinstatement of riding access
in the Nature Reserve within a
very short time.
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0 | Organisation | Pat Abbot | Enviro | Yes SP1 Yes Yes Policy 1.1 - We support policy | Policy 1.1-We No Not Not A Support policy Support noted. N
8 t nment SP1.1-in particular, providing | support policy Answ | Answe SP1
2 Agency protection and enhancement | SP1.1-in ered | red
3- to the areas of particular particular,
0 importance to biodiversity, providing
0 Policy 1.2 - We support SP1.2, | protection and
0 In addition, the biodiversity enhancementto
1 benefits and natural flood the areas of
management opportunities particular
could be incorporated into the | importance to
reasoned justification. The biodiversity,
council should resist Policy 1.2 - We
proposals that lead to a support SP1.2,In
decrease in the provision and | addition, the
quality of, and fails to biodiversity
enhance, the status of green benefits and
and blue infrastructure, in natural flood
accordance with the Water management
Framework Directive. opportunities
Paragraph 6.11 - We strongly could be

support the reasoned
justification for Policy SP1,
included in paragraph 6.11,
which mentions the 15% uplift
on standard biodiversity units
and recognises the
importance of the blue/green
infrastructure network.

incorporated into
the reasoned
justification. The
council should
resist proposals
thatleadto a
decreasein the
provision and
quality of, and
fails to enhance,
the status of
green and blue
infrastructure, in
accordance with
the Water
Framework
Directive.
Paragraph 6.11 -
We strongly
support the
reasoned
justification for
Policy SP1,
included in
paragraph 6.11,
which mentions
the 15% uplift on
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standard
biodiversity units
and recognises
the importance of
the blue/green
infrastructure
network.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes SP1 No 3. No Whilst the ambition to Essex County Yes | Not Yes, B Supports Not Accepted. The | 1....
2 n County Effective “safeguard’ Strategic Councilis the State | ECC policies to Councilhas a legal | Ensuring
8 Counci ECC Combined Opportunity Areas | Waste Planning d suppli deliver the duty to have regard | those areas
2- L support is welcomed, the formal Authority for ed8 ELNRS through to the relevant identified
0 the weighting of the ELNRS within | Castle Point addito the local plan Local Nature as
0 delivery the planning system is still to Borough, and nal but queries the Recovery strategy Strategic
0 of the be defined, pending further the Essex and appen weight given to for their area within | Combined
3 ELNRS, government guidance. Southend-on- dices Strategic their local plans. Opportunit
providin However, ELNRSs do provide Sea Waste contai Combined Paragraph 192 (a) y Areas are
g a statutory framework, Local Plan ning Opportunity of the NPPF states safeguarde
protectio requiring public authoritiesto | (WLP) July 2017 variou Areas within the | that plans should d protected
nand have regard to them in forms part of S local plan. identify, map and and
enhance decision-making, as setoutin | the Statutory pieces Considers that safeguard areas enhanced
ment to Planning Practice Guidance Development of the word identified by to deliver
the (PPG). They offer a clear, Plan for the eviden “safeguarding” national and local the
Areas of evidence-based borough and ce implies that partnerships for additional
Particula understanding of local should be read Strategic habitat nature
r opportunities for nature alongside the Combined management, benefits
Importa recovery, which can inform Castle Point Opportunity enhancement, identified
nce for planning policies and Plan. The WLP Areas have the restoration or to create
Biodiver decisions. designates same weighting | creation... itthen new
sity as To avoid weakening policy Waste as statutory goes onto saythat | connection
identifie wording while awaiting clarity | Consultation designations, (Local Planning s between
dinthe onthe ELNRS’s formal status, | Areas (WCAs) at including the Authorities) habitat
ELNRS. ECC seek the term a distance of APIBs. ECC “should consider areas;
The “safeguarded’ is removed 250m around request what safeguarding | 2.
ELNRS from the policy and replaced permitted and replacing the would be Identifying
helps to with the phrase allocated waste word appropriate to new urban
identify *...development proposals management “safeguard” with | enable the greening
areas for are designed to enable and facilities or “enable and proposed actions opportuniti
habitat support the habitat priority within 400m of a support”. to be delivered, es within
creation measures identified within Water Recycling Supports this noting the potential | and
and Strategic Combined Centre. AWaste policy criteria to target stronger adjacent to
enhance Opportunity Areas’. This Infrastructure but safeguardingin the existing
ment; would provide consistency Impact recommends areas the local urban
prioritise with other policies in the Plan, | Assessment will referencing planning authority areasto
areas for regarding Canvey (Policy C1, be required for “urban considers to be of deliver
action; C4, C6, C8 and C9); South any greening” to greater multi-
support Benfleet (B1, B4, B7, B8 and development ensure nature importance. “This | functional
and B9); Hadleigh (Had1, Had2, within these recovery and position is further green
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promote Had3); Thundersley (Thun2); thresholds to climate supported by infrastructu
nature Daws Heath (DH1); Policy E1- | ensure there is resilience is Section 40 & 41 of re that
recovery Development on Strategic no adverse embedded in the NERC Act 2006. | provides
;and Employment Land; Policy impact on their urban areas as Essex LNRS map nature-
deliver ENV2 - Coastal and Riverside | existing or well as identifies that large | based
coordina Strategy; and Policy ENV4 - future undeveloped areas of Castle enhancem
ted Local Wildlife and Geological | operation. areas. Point are areas of ents,
action Sites. ECC support the focus Supports the particular habitat
for of the policy on identifying reference to importance to resilience
biodiver new opportunities within and Essex Green Biodiversity (APIB), | and
sity and adjacent to existing urban Infrastructure particularly around | climate
climate areas to deliver multi- Strategy and Gl Canvey Island. resilience
resilienc functional green standards. Further inland there | Italso has
e infrastructure that enhances Points out that are various isolated | akeyrole
nature, habitat resilience, and the ELNRS APIBs which are to playin
The climate resilience. identifies priority | Local Wildlife sites | the overall
ELNRS However, ECC seeks the areas as well. and Ancient quality of
includes wording includes reference to Typo missing “t” | Woodland. The the
two key “urban greening’, as this will on requirement strategic combined | environme
map help ensure that nature The ELNRS is opportunity areas ntin South
types: recovery and climate one tool of a connect these Essex as
¢ Areas resilience are embedded number which APIBs to form evidenced
of across all parts of the contribute to the | nature corridors by the
Particula borough, not justin peripheral biodiversity duty | through habitat Essex Local
r or undeveloped areas. ECC Supports the creation Nature
Importa support reference to the Essex view that Green | The Essex Recovery
nce for Green Infrastructure Strategy Belt has wider Biodiversity Net Strategy,
Biodiver and Gl Standards in paragraph benefits from Gain Evidence for South
sity 6.5 as evidence of South preventing urban | Need Aug 2024 Essex
(APIBs): Essex’s environmental quality. sprawl, it also refers to the Green and
National However, the ELNRS also supports nature | difficulties that Blue
ly and provides robust, evidence- conservation isolated designated | Infrastruct
locally based support for this and and delivery of sites have in ure
designat should be referenced here, as green and blue surviving with many | Strategy,
ed sites. well as in paragraph 6.10. The infrastructure being in poor Essex
J ELNRS identifies priority areas and references condition. These Green
Opportu and opportunities for nature Kirby Scott and include the decline | Infrastruct
nities recovery, making it highly Walsh study of woodland and ure
Mapping relevant to the overall Landscape and woodland birds in Strategy
: environmental context of the Urban Planning Essex and theloss | and Green
0 plan. The ELNRS should not March 2025 of Local Wildlife Infrastruct
Strategic be seen as the sole sites (LoWS), the ure
Opportu mechanism for meeting the study cites one Standards
nities - biodiversity duty under the large LOWS in and the
Areas NERC Act 2006. While the Castle Pointwhich | associated
with ELNRS is a significant and was lost to proposals
potential statutory consideration, it is residential for the SEE
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for one of several tools that developmentin Park.
habitat support this duty. Fulfilling the 2022.1t concludes Remove
creation biodiversity duty requires a that strategic school
(e.g. broader approach that opportunity areas playing
woodlan includes integrating will provide the fields from
d, biodiversity across planning, most benefits for open space
grasslan land management, and nature recovery designation
d, scrub, decision-making. Therefore, over onsite Proposed
freshwat while the ELNRS is a valuable biodiversity text
er, resource, it should be seen as improvements amendmen
coastal part of a wider suite of (those within the tto criteria
and strategies and actions that red boundary), 1
marine). contribute to meeting the where quality Ensuring
o} biodiversity duty. We welcome would be those areas
Potential the recognition of the Green compromised. identified
Opportu Belt wider benefits beyond Castle Pointis a as
nities — preventing urban sprawl, small borough of Strategic
Urban particularly in supporting approximate 17 Combined
and nature conservation and the square miles witha | Opportunit
other delivery of green and blue population density | y Areas are
areas infrastructure. This broader of circa 5000 per safeguarde
where view aligns with the NPPF square mile, d protected
habitat (2024), paragraphs 156(C) consequently its and
creation and 159, which highlights the biodiversity uplift enhanced
could be importance of enhancing opportunities are to deliver
benefici green spaces to improve more limited than the
al. landscape character, support other local additional
APIBs nature recovery, and meet authority areas. In | nature
are not local or Natural England response to the benefits
included standards for Accessible current guidance identified
within Green Space and Urban already referredto | to create
the Greening Factor provision. CPBC considers new
opportu that the connection
nities To support this approach, the connections s between
mapping study “A Greener Green Belt? provided by the habitat
. Co-developing Exploratory Strategic areas;
Therefor Scenarios for Contentious Opportunity Areas “protect
e, the Peri-Urban Landscapes” by are important for and
Strategic Kirby, Scott, and Walsh may isolated APIBs to enhance”
Combin be of interest. It explores survive and should | should
ed future scenarios for England’s therefore be replace
Opportu Green Belts, including a shift “safeguarded” in “enable
nity toward multifunctional order for the and
Areas landscapes that balance Councilto meetits | support’in
are not development pressures with biodiversity dutyin | policies
statutory climate resilience, demonstrating C1,C4,Ces,
designat biodiversity, and public improvements C8&C9
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ions, so wellbeing. The study within the Borough. | etc. South
do not highlights a growing The policies Benfleet
have the consensus around the need Canvey (Policy C1, | (B1,B4,B7,
same for Green Belts to evolve into C4, Ce,C8 and B8 and B9);
weightin strategic urban support C9); Hadleigh
g, but landscapes that deliver South Benfleet (B1, | (Had1,
they are multiple environmental and B4, B7,B8 and B9); | Had2,
strategic social benefits. Hadleigh (Had1, Had3);
priorities Had2, Had3); Thundersle
for https://researchportal.northu Thundersley y (Thun2);
investm mbria.ac.uk/en/publications/ (Thun2); Daws Daws
entand a-greener-green-belt-co- Heath (DH1); Policy | Heath
coordina developing-exploratory- E1- Development (DH1);
ted scenarios-for-cont on Strategic Policy E1-
action. Employment Land; | Developme
The Policy ENV2 - nton
ELNRS Coastaland Strategic
encoura Riverside Strategy; | Employme
ges local and Policy ENV4 - ntLand;
authoriti Local Wildlife and Policy
es and Geological Sites ENV2 -
partners will be amendedto | Coastal
to focus be consistentwith | and
efforts in SP1 Criteria 1 Riverside
these Accepted: The Strategy;
areasto Council considers and Policy
maximis that finding ENV4 -
e opportunities for Local
impact. biodiversity Wildlife
These improvements and
areas within Castle Geological
are Points Urban Areas | Sites.
intended is important for
to nature recovery,
deliver climate resilience
the and community
greatest wellbeing.
combine Accepted: The
d Council agrees that
benefits the ELNRS is an
for important
biodiver documentin
sity, identifying
climate opportunities for
resilienc improving the
e, water natural
manage environment and
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ment, works in tandem
and with the Essex
public Green
wellbein Infrastructure
g. They Strategy and Gl
aimto Standards
connect Noted and
fragment Corrected:
ed Noted. The Council
habitats agrees that there
and are a number of
support tools which
the contribute to
Nature meeting the
Recover biodiversity duty,
y the ELNRS is the
Network. most significant
one.
Noted: The Council
agrees that the
Green Belt provides
for wider benefits
1 | Organisation | Mar | Behre | Home | Yes SP1 No No | Justified, In part 1 of this policy the HBF would Yes | Not Yes A In part 1 of this As setoutin N
0 k ndt Builder Consistent with Council state that in suggest point 1 of Answ policy the paragraphs 6.10
2 s national policy supporting the delivery of the | SP1lis amended ered Council state and 6.11, the LNRS
0- Federa Essex Local Nature Recovery | as follows: thatin identifies the most
0 tion Strategy (LNRS) they will supporting the significant areas of
0 ensure that those areas Supporting the delivery of the priority habitat
0 identified as Strategic delivery of the Essex Local across Essex, and
2 Combined Opportunity Areas | Essex Local Nature Recovery | identifies those

are safeguarded to deliver
additional nature benefits
identified to create more
connections between habitats
areas. While the HBF does not
disagree with the principles of
identify specific locations
where nature recovery can be
delivered the Council are
using this as a means of
preventing new development.
What appears to have been
ignored by the Councilis that
the strategic creation
opportunities mapped as part
of preparing the LNRS do not
currently have any particular

Nature Recovery
Strategy,
providing
protection and
enhancementto
the Areas of
Particular
Importance for
Biodiversity as
identified in the
Strategy and
focusing any
delivery of
biodiversity net
gains to those
areas that hold
the greatest

Strategy (LNRS)
they will ensure
that those areas
identified as
Strategic
Combined
Opportunity
Areas are
safeguarded to
deliver
additional
nature benefits
identified to
create more
connections
between
habitats areas.

areas where
enhancements are
necessary to
improve the
network and deliver
an overall gainin
nature. The sites
identified for
protection and
enhancementin
the LNRS cover a
significant extent of
the Green Beltin
Castle Point.
Majority of the
undeveloped areas
of the Borough are
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importance with regards
nature and biodiversity with
LNRS stating on page 30 that
“the strategic creation
opportunity maps do not
contain areas of particular
importance for bio-diversity”.
These are not areas to be
safeguarded but areas where
the delivery of biodiversity net
gains should be focused in
order to maximise the
benefits. Rather than being
used as areason for
restricting development it will
be new development, through
the delivery of statutory
Biodiversity Net Gains, that
will ensure opportunities for
nature improvement are
delivered in the manner
envisioned by the LNRS. The
need to balance the provision
more homes with nature
recovery and other matter is
considered in more detail
below, however in order to be
effective and consistent with
the NPPF, HBF would suggest
point 1 of SP1is amended as
follows:

Supporting the delivery of the
Essex Local Nature Recovery
Strategy, providing protection
and enhancement to the
Areas of Particular
Importance for Biodiversity as
identified in the Strategy and
focusing any delivery of
biodiversity net gains to those
areas that hold the greatest
potential to deliver benefits
for nature.

potential to
deliver benefits
for nature.

While the HBF
does not
disagree with
the principles of
identify specific
locations where
nature recovery
can be delivered
the Council are
using thisas a
means of
preventing new
development.
What appears to
have been
ignored by the
Councilis that
the strategic
creation
opportunities
mapped as part
of preparing the
LNRS do not
currently have
any particular
importance with
regards nature
and biodiversity
with LNRS
stating on page
30 that “the
strategic
creation
opportunity
maps do not
contain areas of
particular
importance for
bio-diversity”.
These are not
areas to be
safeguarded but
areas where the
delivery of
biodiversity net
gains should be
focused in order

identified as being
a Strategic
Combined
Opportunity Area,
which identify the
top locations and
opportunities
across all habitats.
These areas have
the greatest
potential to deliver
benefits for nature
and the broader
environment. These
areas will also
benefit from a 15%
uplift on standard
biodiversity units,
as calculated

in the biodiversity
metric for
biodiversity net
gain. These areas
are critical to the
blue and green
infrastructure
network across the
Borough.

Policy has been
amended to state
"protect and
enhance" instead
of "safeguard" as
per ECC reps
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to maximise the
benefits. Rather
than being used
as areason for
restricting
development it
will be new
development,
through the
delivery of
statutory
Biodiversity Net
Gains, that will
ensure
opportunities for
nature
improvement
are delivered in
the manner
envisioned by
the LNRS. The
need to balance
the provision
more homes
with nature
recovery and
other matteris
considered in
more detail
below, however
in order to be
effective and
consistent with
the NPPF, HBF
would suggest
point 1 of SP1is
amended as
follows:

Supporting the
delivery of the
Essex Local
Nature Recovery
Strategy,
providing
protection and
enhancementto
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the Areas of
Particular
Importance for
Biodiversity as
identified in the
Strategy and
focusing any
delivery of
biodiversity net
gains to those
areas that hold
the greatest
potential to
deliver benefits
for nature.

HBF would
suggest point 1
of SP1is
amended as
follows:
Supporting the
delivery of the
Essex Local
Nature Recovery
Strategy,
providing
protection and
enhancement to
the Areas of
Particular
Importance for
Biodiversity as
identified in the
Strategy and
focusing any
delivery of
biodiversity net
gains to those
areas that hold
the greatest
potential to
deliver benefits
for nature.
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ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
0 | Organisation | Jane | Nuttal | Natural SP1 Yes We Yes The management of any new A Natural England | Modification to Y -
3 t Engaln welcom and enhanced green welcome the Policy SP1 agreed Modificatio
4 d e the infrastructure should be support for the Protecting the n to Policy
1- support considered as part of the delivery of the function of the SP1
0 for the planning process, ensuring it Essex Local Borough’s Green agreed
0 delivery provides long-term benefits Nature Recovery | Belt and coastal Protecting
0 of the for Castle Point. Natural Strategy (LNRS) | areas by supporting | the
2 Essex England recommends that and the new opportunities to function of
Local green infrastructure delivered opportunitiesto | enable improved the
Nature within (or associated with) deliver multi- access, healthand | Borough’s
Recover major new developments functional Gl wellbeing and Green Belt
y should be managed, and wider leisure and coastal
Strategy maintained and monitored for benefits. infrastructure, for areas by
(LNRS) a minimum of 30 years However, please | the overall supporting
and the note that enjoyment of opportuniti
new protecting residents, subject esto
opportu coastal areasto | tosensitive enable
nities to enable improved | consideration of improved
deliver accesswillneed | environmental access,
multi- to delivered assets including health and
function sensitively to internationally wellbeing
alGland ensure that the important coastal | and leisure
wider notified interest | sites and ensuring | infrastructu
benefits. features of they are not re, for the
However internationally adversely overall
, please important impacted by enjoyment
note that coastal sites are | recreational of
protectin not adversely pressure. 5. The residents,
g coastal impacted by management of subject to
areasto additional any new and sensitive
enable recreational enhanced green considerat
improve pressure. We infrastructure ion of
d access welcome the must be environme
will need referenceinthe | considered as part | ntal assets
to supporting text of the planning including
delivere to the process, ensuring | internation
d ‘protection of it provides long- ally
sensitive Habitats Sites term benefits for important
ly to identified Castle Point. coastal
ensure through Green sites and
that the international infrastructure ensuring
notified legislation’ delivered within they are
interest (6.13,6.14).The | (or associated not
features managementof | with) major new adversely
of any new and developments impacted
internati enhanced green | should be by
onally infrastructure managed, recreation

275



ID | Individual/Or | First | Last If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summary Officer Response Mods
R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
importa should be maintained and al
nt considered as monitored for a pressure.
coastal part of the minimum of 30 5.The
sites are planning yearsin manageme
not process, accordance with nt of any
adversel ensuring it Natural England’s | new and
y provides long- Gl Strategy enhanced
impacte term benefits for | Standard. green
d by Castle Point. infrastruct
addition Natural England ure must
al recommends be
recreatio that green considere
nal infrastructure d as part of
pressure delivered within the
.We (or associated planning
welcom with) major new process,
e the developments. ensuring it
referenc should be provides
einthe managed, long-term
supporti maintained and benefits
ng text to monitored for a for Castle
the minimum of 30 Point.
‘protecti years[1] Green
on of infrastruct
Habitats ure
Sites delivered
identifie within (or
d associated
through with)
internati major new
onal developme
legislatio nts should
n’(6.13, be
6.14). managed,
maintaine
d and
monitored
fora
minimum
of 30 years
in
accordanc
e with
Natural
England’s
Gl Strategy
Standard.
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Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
0 | Individual Jona | Pinno Yes SP1 Yes Yes Over many years, Castle Not | Not Not A Supports policy | Support noted. N
9 than | ck Point residents have insisted Ans | Answ | Answ SP1
3 that all Green Belt land in the wer | ered | ered
7- area should be protected at ed
0 all costs - this policy
0 acknowledges that desire.
0
1
0 | Organisation | Mich | Atkins | Port of SP1 Suggested A Policy SP1, part | Supports noted Page 21 -
3 ael London Modifications: - 4 - supports Green
2 Authori Undertake and Page 21 - Green | Mods proposedin Infrastruct
3- ty publish a full Infrastructure relation to Green ure Map:
0 audit of Council- Map: Infrastructure Map | Map key for
0 owned residential It appears that (page 21), Policy this image
0 land. - Introduce the map key for C3, and requires
1 policies this image supporrting updating to
supporting requires paragraphs 8.30 highlight all
sensitive updating to and 8.32. the green
densification and highlight all the infrastructu
estate renewal. - green All policiesin the re
Carryouta infrastructure Plan apply, so designation
Garden Land designations cross-refernces are | s shownon
Capacity Study shown on the generally not the map,
and adopt map, some of considered some of
criteria-based which appearto | ncessary. which
policies to be missing from appearto
manage the key. be missing
appropriate Page 28 - Key from the
redevelopment. Diagram: key
Requested Welcome

Modifications
(a) Restate the
supply tables,
removing post-
period units. (b)
Replace the
stepped
trajectory with an
annual, site-by-
site profile
including non-
implementation
discounts. (c)
Remove holiday
replacement
units from the
deliverable tally

recognition of
Port Facilities on
the key map with
regard to the
Canvey Port
Facilities
including

Oikos and Calor
Gas.
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Individual/Or
ganisation/A
gent?

First
Nam

Last
Name

If

organi
sation
- name

Has
agreed
to
publica
tion of
Name/
Comme
nts?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Lega
Ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explanat
ion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effectiv
e/Justified/Consi
stent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
h to
parti
cipa
tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

unless robust
evidence is
provided. (d)
Publish a clear
Affordable
Housing delivery
plan with
monitoring
triggers. (e) Audit
Council-owned
residential
estates for early
densification and
include them in
the trajectory. (f)
Commission and
publish a Garden
Land Capacity
Study to inform
policy.

<|D-l>-l>|—\

AN OO

Organisation

Joes
eph

Beale

RSPB

Yes

SP1

Yes

No

Justified

This Policy has many welcome
parts. However, small tweaks
in Policy could see nature
easily woven into the
development policies as
‘nature enhancements’ that
would make a big difference in
total. The urban-first approach
to development is welcome,
as is the emphasis on
corridors and connectivity,
and the embedding of the
Essex Local Nature Recovery
Scheme (LNRS) throughout
the document. There is a need
for an additional objective or
clarity around how nature fits
with the vision and the
objectives.

There is no mention of the
RAMS strategy or protection of
sensitive sites from
recreational disturbance.

6.9 - in the first sentence there
is a typo: 'requirement' is
missing the lettert.

Section 6.13. there is mention

Small additions
throughout could
be added to
Policy to include:
Swift
boxes/bricks,
sandy flower
beds with well
thought through
planting for
pollinators,
some green roofs
on large retail
units, increased
tree and shrub
cover where
appropriate, and
well designed
SUDS/pond/wate
r storage
features; together
these measures
would would
make a big
difference.
Another addition
to this Policy

No

This Policy has
many welcome
parts. However,
small tweaks in
Policy could see
nature easily
woven into the
development
policies as
‘nature
enhancements’
that would make
a big difference
in total. The
urban-first
approach to
developmentis
welcome, asis
the emphasis on
corridors and
connectivity,
and the
embedding of
the Essex Local
Nature Recovery
Scheme (LNRS)
throughout the

Noted.
Recreational
disturbance and
RAMS is covered in
policy ENV3.

Y -Typoin

6.9

corrected.

Map on

page 21to

be

corrected
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R | ganisation/A | Nam | Name | organi | agreed | y/Par | Lega | No, Sou | Positive/Effectiv modifications Wis | Why? | rting on Required
ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
of recreational impact of could be document.
residents on protected sites improved Thereis a need
but no mention of mitigation roadside verge for an additional
or the RAMS strategy. management, objective or
There is no mention of similar to that on clarity around
ensuring habitat quality. Roscommon how nature fits
Page 21map - the key is Way, to improve with the vision
confusing with regards to connectivity for and the
ancient woodland shown on invertebrates as objectives.
the map. It would also be per the LNRS There is no
useful to have habitat quality aims. mention of the
shown on this Thereis a need RAMS strategy or

map, or whether a site isin or
out of management.
Brownfield as potentially
biodiverse land could be
mentioned.

for an additional
objective or
clarity around
how nature fits
with the vision
and the
objectives.
There should be
mention of the
RAMS strategy or
protection of
sensitive sites
from recreational
disturbance.
6.9 - the first
sentence has a
typo:
‘requirement’ is
missing the letter
T

Section 6.13.
There should be
mention of
mitigation or the
RAMS strategy.
There should be
mention of
ensuring good
habitat quality.
Page 21 map -
the key is
confusing with
regards to
ancient
woodland. The

protection of
sensitive sites
from
recreational
disturbance.
6.9 - in the first
sentence there
is a typo:
‘requirement’ is
missing the
lettert.

Section 6.13.
there is mention
of recreational
impact of
residents on
protected sites
but no mention
of mitigation or
the RAMS
strategy.
Thereisno
mention of
ensuring habitat
quality.

Page 21map -
the key is
confusing with
regards to
ancient
woodland shown
on the map. It
would also be
useful to have
habitat quality
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-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
hatching needs to shown on this
be consistent map, or whether
with what is asiteisinorout
shown on the of management.
map. It would Brownfield as
also potentially
be useful to have biodiverse land
habitat quality could be
shown on this mentioned.
map, or whether
asiteisinorout
of management.
Mention should
be made thatifa
brownfield
location is
assessed asrich
in biodiversity, it
should be
avoided or
appropriate
mitigation
undertaken, such
as green roofs
varied substrates
in landscaping.
0 | Organisation | Roy | Warre | Sport Yes SP1 Yes Yes The policy is supported due to No Not A Supports SP1 Support noted. N
7 n Englan its focus on protecting and Answ and the
3 d enhancing the Borough’s ered protection and
8- green and blue infrastructure enhancement of
0 to support health and GBI to support
0 wellbeing including physical wellbeing
0 activity. The policy would be accords with
3 consistent with Sport Sport England
England’s Planning for Sport Planning for

objectives
https://www.sportengland.org
/guidance-and-
support/facilities-and-
planning/planning-
sport?section=planning_for_s
port_guidance and
Government policy in
paragraph 96(c) and 104 of
the NPPF.

Sport guidance
and paragraph
96(c) NPPF
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ef | gent? e sation | to aNo. | ly explanat | nd? | e/Justified/Consi hto Evide | A,B
-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC

tion of plian cipa suppli

Name/ t? tein ed?

Comme exa

nts? m
1 | Agent c/o c/o Taylor | Yes SP1 Yes No | Effective, Policy SP1 states that ‘the This ‘blanket’ Yes | Not Not A Considers that Designated sites N
0 agen | agent | Wimpe Consistent with Council will protect and policy is therefore Answ | Answe Policy SP1istoo | are already
2 t yc/o national policy enhance the Borough’s green | not Sound, as itis ered | red generaland protected in
7- Lichfiel and blue infrastructure for the | not consistent does not national policies.
0 ds benefit of wildlife, with the distinguish SP1 should be read
0 biodiversity, landscape, Framework and between the in conjunction with
0 amenity, climate resilience would not be hierarchy of these policies. SP1
1 and to support the health, effective. The international, alsorefers to the

wellbeing and enjoyment of
them by residents and
visitors’. The supporting text
in paragraph 6.5 refers to the
high quality of the natural
environment across the
Borough and 6.7 refers to ‘this
rich landscape tapestry is
highly valued and should be
protected, and where possible
enhanced’.

However, this general
widespread approach goes
beyond the NPPF which states
in paragraph 187 that
planning policies should
‘contribute to and enhance’
the natural and local
environment and, more
specifically, by protecting and
enhancing valued landscapes,
sites of biodiversity or
geological value and soils (in a
manner commensurate with
their statutory status or
identified quality in the
development plan).

Further, significantly,
paragraph 188 of the
Framework states that plans
should: distinguish between
the hierarchy of international,
national and locally
designated sites; allocate
land with the least
environmental or amenity
value, where consistent with

policy makes no
reference to the
hierarchy of
nature
conservation
sites and no
distinction as to
what ‘green
spaces’ require
protection
through the NPPF
and other
legislation and
which do not.
This should be
added.

national and
locally
designated sites
and which green
sites require
protection

Essex Local Nature
Recovery Strategy
which will guide
which and how
green spaces
should be
protected and
enhanced
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-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
other policies in this
Framework.
This ‘blanket’ policy is
therefore not Sound, as itis
not consistent with the
Framework and would not be
effective. The policy makes
no reference to the hierarchy
of nature conservation sites
and no distinction as to what
‘green spaces’ require
protection through the NPPF
and other legislation and
which do not.
0 | Agent Jame | Chap | Discov SP2 No 4. No Not Stated Suggested Yes A The Councilhas | Where N
3 S man ery Missed Modifications: - not audited its appropriate, this
1 Land Opportu Undertake and own residential would have fallen
9- and nities publish a full land holdings for | into the 'Additional
0 Plannin Problem audit of Council- redevelopment land identified by
0 g :The owned residential or densification | the Council'
0 Council land. - Introduce opportunities, category referred
4 has not policies particularly low- | tointhe Housing
audited supporting density estates. | Topic Paper.
its own sensitive It has also not
residenti densification and considered
alland estate renewal. - managed
holdings Carryouta redevelopment
for Garden Land of private
redevelo Capacity Study gardens despite
pment or and adopt evidence of
densific criteria-based significant
ation policies to capacity (800 -
opportu manage 1,600 dwellings
nities, appropriate depending on
particula redevelopment. assumptions -
rly low- Requested see Appendix).
density Modifications (a) Why Unsound:
estates. Restate the Plan has not
It has supply tables, demonstrated
also not removing post- that all
consider period units. (b) reasonable
ed Replace the alternatives
manage stepped have been
d trajectory with an tested, contrary
redevelo annual, site-by- to the NPPF
pment of site profile
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-hame | publica Com | ion stent? parti nce orC
tion of plian cipa suppli
Name/ t? tein ed?
Comme exa
nts? m
private including non- requirement for
gardens implementation justification.
despite discounts. (c)
evidence Remove holiday
of replacement
significa units from the
nt deliverable tally
capacity unless robust
(800 - evidence s
1,600 provided. (d)
dwelling Publish a clear
S Affordable
dependi Housing delivery
ng on plan with
assumpt monitoring
ions — triggers. (e) Audit
see Council-owned
Appendi residential
X). estates for early
Why densification and
Unsound include themin
:Plan the trajectory. (f)
has not Commission and
demonst publish a Garden
rated Land Capacity
that all Study to inform
reasona policy.
ble
alternati
ves have
been
tested,
contrary
to the
NPPF
require
ment for
justificat
ion.
0 | Organisation | Kevi | Fraser | Essex Yes SP2 No No ECC require Criteria3b is Yes | Not Yes, B Recommends Accepted: The 3b. Support
2 n County ECC amended to read: State | ECC the addition of Council agrees that | the delivery
8 Counci support Support the delivery of well- d suppli urban greening urban greening of well-
2- ( the aim designed neighbourhoods, ed8 to be includedto | provides designed
0 to which enhance the local addito deliver well- opportunities for neighbourh
0 deliver environment, enable urban nal designed creating attractive oods,
0 well- greening, to create places appen neighbourhoods | neighbourhoods. which
4 designe where people want to live, dices that enhance the enhance
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A,B
orC

Summary
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Mods
Required

d
neighbo
urhoods
that
enhance
the local
environ
ment
and
create
attractiv
e,
liveable
places.
As part
of this,
thereisa
clear
opportu
nity to
incorpor
ate
urban
greening
particula
rly
through
the use
of tools
like
Natural
England’
s Urban
Greening
Factor
(UGF)
consiste
nt with
Policy
ENV3 -
Securing
Nature
Recover
y and
Biodiver
sity Net

work, and visit now and in the

future;

contai
ning
variou
S
pieces
of
eviden
ce

local
environment
Supports the
requirement for
masterplans
prior to
submission of a
planning
application and
recommends
that they are
landscape-led to
ensure that GBI,
biodiversity and
climate
resilience are
considered at
the outset.

the local
environme
nt, enable
urban
greening,
to create
places
where
people
want to
live, work,
and visit
now and in
the future
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Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

Gain,
criteria
d.3.

ECC
support
the
require
ment for
a
masterpl
an,
approve
d by
CPBC, to
bein
place
prior to
the
submissi
onofa
planning
applicati
on.
Masterpl
ans
should
encoura
gea
landsca
pe-led
approac
hto
design to
ensure
that GBI,
biodiver
sity, and
climate
resilienc
e, and
the
ELNRS
are
consider
ed from
the
outset,
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h to
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tein
exa

Why?

Suppo
rting
Evide
nce
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ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer Response

Mods

Required

shaping
develop
ment
around
the
natural
environ
ment
rather
than
retrofitti
ng it.

CIDOOOOO

N © OO

Organisation

Caro
line

Peters

Essex
Police

SP2

Not
State

Within
Paragrap
h3itis
stated
that
‘new
develop
ment
contribu
te(s)
positivel
y
towards
the
quality
of the
Borough’
.The
DOCO
notes
the need
to make
effective
use of
Urban
land and
agrees
develop
ment
should
contribu
te
positivel
y. Itis
advised

Not
Stat
ed

The DOCO notes paragraph
6.27 which advises the
Council will work alongside
Design Teams to ensure
development is appropriately
designed. We would strongly
advocate thatthe DOCO is
included in this process to
ensure new developmentis
being designed with the
considerations towards crime
and anti-social behaviour
(ASB). Furthermore, academia
identifies that the impact (and
perception of) crime can have
a negative effect on the health
and wellbeing of
communities, which aligns to
longer term sustainability
goals.

advised there is
liaison with
Essex Police to
ensure all new
developmentis
designed to be
safe and secure
which will
support this
policy and
National
Guidance.

Applications will
hav e to comply
with policy D1
which encourages
design out crime
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Comme exa
nts? m
thereis
liaison
with
Essex
Police to
ensure
all new
develop
ment is
designe
dtobe
safe and
secure
which
will
support
this
policy
and
National
Guidanc
e.
0 | Organisation | Jane | Nuttal | Natural SP2 Yes Please Yes A Please note that | Modifications Y -
3 t Engaln note that brownfield sites | agreed Modificatio
4 d brownfie in Castle Point n to Policy
1- ld sites may have Modification to SP2
0 in Castle important Policy SP2
0 Point biodiversity 3d. Support
0 may value, 3d. Support integrated
3 have particularly integrated access accessto
importa to public open public
nt for space, and the open
biodiver invertebrates, enhancement of space, and
sity and this should the multi- the
value, be reflected in functional green enhancem
particula the policy. infrastructure ent of the
rly for network and multi-
invertebr biodiversit