ISSUE 2

The Raven Group — Rep Nos. 28830, 28808, 28809 and 28811

Pomery Planning Consultants Agent ID 17381

Hearing Statement

Issue 2

Background
The respondent owns land to the south of Great Wakering, which includes allocation SER9b

and NEL 3. In addition the respondent’s ownership includes the Star Lane Pits Local Wildlife
Site and land to the south of the pits. As such these hearing statements are confined to the
proposed allocations in this general area. The respondent generally supports the plan and
believes it to meet the tests of soundness. That said, the respondent has made representa-
tions, which include master plans that present alternative options and possible amendments
to the allocations. Whilst the respondent does not object to the Plan, the Inspector has invit-
ed the respondent to attend the hearing session for Issue 2, as the Inspector is of the view

that the respondent will be of assistance to the parties in exploring the issues.

Questions

(i) Is it realistic to anticipate that existing industrial uses would relocate to the

new employment site?

Star Lane Industrial Estate (SLIE) is made up of multiple freehold interests and as
such, there is no single uniting entity, which might choose to, or organise relocation.
It is also the case that there is no mechanism, which would compel the users to relo-

cate to site NEL3, were they to consider a move from the existing employment site.

Were a consortium of owners/occupiers to group together to wind down operations
on SLIE to make way for the proposed housing allocation, it is more than probable
that some of them will choose to relocate away from Rochford altogether, which will
put existing Rochford jobs at risk. Another factor that will influence the decisions of
owner /occupiers will be the availability and terms on offer on the NEL3 site. For
owner/occupiers to relocate to NEL3 as envisaged in the plan, the site would first
have to be in place, following an approved planning application, which is delivered
early in the plan period and consist of unit sizes and types that would meet the needs
and budgets of SLIE owner/occupiers. There are simply too many variables in the
process, which make the prospect of housing on SLIE as envisaged in the plan unre-

alistic.



The respondents anticipated this difficulty and have made similar points in their rep-
resentations, producing a set of Master Plan Options to cater for various scenarios to

ensure that the quantum and type of development planned can be delivered in the
Great Wakering area.

Master Plan One illustrates the allocations of BFR1, SER9b and NEL3 as proposed
in the Plan. In addition, it includes additional public open space to the south of Star
Lane Wildlife Site. The Inspector has already identified that in order to realise these
allocations in accordance with the Plan requirements, a link road over land not pres-
ently allocated for development will be required.
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Master Plan Two illustrates the most likely scenario where Star Lane Industrial Es-
tate remains in its current use, but makes alternative provision for the housing in-
tended for part of BFR1. The respondents are able to provide an alternative option
for the housing proposed on part of BFR1 (Star Lane Industrial Estate), which is
shown below to the south of BFR1. This master plan option also includes additional

public open space, which is not allocated in the Plan.
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Master Plan Three anticipates the Inspector’'s concern that the allocations as pro-
posed would require a link road through presently un-allocated land. This Master
Plan proposes the relocation of NEL3 a short distance north where it can be served
by the existing access onto Star Lane, south of the former Brickworks site. Provision
is made for buffer planting between the proposed housing on BFR1 and the relocated
NEL3. Provision is also made for a new footpath link between NEL3 and SER9b and
the High Street. This pedestrian link will connect jobs with homes and allow accessi-

bility to public transport and other community services.

FORMER INDUSTRIAL ESTATE 185 RES|DENTIAL UNITS PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
| ]
= H o', e (L |
|
e AT | - t

- 1
0 4 : | { y I:
-rr ! 1 ““h l.l.ll‘“'_. >!--!‘h 'lllll ’ H*... .

‘ l_'-“' 1LIi-lil-Fill!‘ﬂ '"lli!"'-'la'ﬂ""“ bd F'l ...‘“

--“—- \ PLAY AREA ;E
-l A ‘r}l;,“.. 2 M‘ L ShEhE
PG & oo o & oS ﬁi‘- r;t
o £ S a‘.s e
1nrmr1 .nmj_—m_ b B
biesliestizs] ﬁ LTl e -
o8 'T'Ln =
, =nr_,_, Vo i e
PR =} W 'T' Sua
W el : ; N
‘- j‘ n SN AT
} 4 | .
| resteene
phEINSERINS [I
2 LE R : L B R [ .
\‘Ei‘ﬁ?ﬁhn--ﬁ-:"
: o,
: Uy
e »
-
His
5 Nwmm
| 4 o
YMENT | 1R
EMPLOYMEN .. :.. i
= ad |
e

It is the respondent’s view that the prospect of users relocating from Star Lane Indus-
trial Estate is un-realistic; however as can be seen from Master Plans Two and Three

above, sound and deliverable alternative options are available.



(ii)

If ether sites SER9a or 9b are found unsound, would the land to the west of Al-

exandra Road, included in Option EGE3 (representation 28791) be sound?

There is no reason to believe the SER9a or b would be found unsound, however it is
considered that Option EGE3 would not prove to be sound alternative site if one of
the SER allocations was not delivered. This is particularly so in relation to the parcel
of land west of Alexandra Road. The land here is an awkward shape; large parts of it
are too narrow to provide meaningful development layouts, which would maintain the

amenity of existing Alexandra Road residents.

Perhaps of more importance is the fact that the land contains similar ground cover
planting to that found within the Star Lane Pits Local Wildlife Site R35 (LoWS). The
flora and forna found on the site, being similar to that on the LoWS is most likely be
of high biodiversity value. It is understood that Essex Wildlife Trust is considering the
site as a possible extension of the adjacent LoWS. For these reasons it is not con-
sidered that the land immediately west of Alexandra Road is a sound housing alter-

native.

In the unlikely event that SER9a or b are found unsound, whilst the site mentioned
above is not considered to be a sound alternative, Option WGW3 (shown below)
does include two further land parcels, one being a smaller site south of the High
Street, the other, a larger area of land south of the former Brickworks and east of
Star Lane. These two sites are free of constraint and could be delivered within the

plan period.

WGW3




(iii)

If NEL3 is found unsound, would the land on the western side of Tithe Park in-
cluded in Option E23 and E24 (representation 28826) be sound?

There would seem to be no logic for the inclusion of Option (E23 and 24) as possible
employment allocations. Both are remote from the settlement of Great Wakering and
are too close to the residential settlements in north Southend-on-Sea. So close that
they are likely to lead to conflicts with residential amenity. There is also a greater
threat to the coalescence between Great Wakering and Southend-on-Sea posed by

these options.
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Question

Are the existing employment, ecological and landscape, education, open space and
leisure facilities, Town Centre and primary shopping area boundary allocations justi-

fied, likely to be effective and consistent with national policy?

Presently the Draft Proposals Map shows the Star Lane Pits LoWS (R35) abutting the east

boundary of allocation BFR1 (red arrow shown below).

The respondent provided a summary of the ecological value of the LoWS prepared by an
ecologist as part of their representations. The land between the fishing lakes and BFR1 is
considered to be of less ecological value, consisting mainly of spoil from the former brick-
works. Given the neighbouring location of proposed allocations, there is perhaps an oppor-

tunity to now review the LoWS boundary, in relation to the allocations.



Since making representations, some discussions have taken place between the respondent
and Essex Wildlife Trust. The Trust feels that there may be habitats for invertebrates and
some less common plant species, in the area between the lakes and BFR1. As such, the
Trust believes that without a detailed review of this land, the present designation boundaries
should remain. They are also of the view that if it were necessary to provide a link road or
footpath through this land, as part of the planning proposals for the allocations NEL3 or
SERA4b, then there would be plenty of scope for mitigation, as the landowners own suitable

land to the south where comprehensive mitigation can take place.

The respondent considers that if the present boundary of LoWS R35 is not reviewed in the
short term, then like the Trust, agrees that the scope for suitable mitigation is in place. The
LPA are of the view that the allocations in this area do not threaten the integrity of the LoWsS,
a view shared by the respondent’s ecologist and the LPA are comfortable that any need for

mitigation could be resolved through the planning application process.



