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s submitiod on benat o W
he site is allocated within the metropolitan green belt
] District Replacement Local Plan 2008, adjacent
" io existing residential development. The land forming the basis of
this representation is identified on the adj plan and
an area of approximately 11 hectares located generally on the south

 This report wil address al three of the Topic Papers subjects,
-Sustainable Housing Allocation for Rochford District
i - Revision to the Green Belt boundary
3 «The Implications of changes to PPS3
Follewing on from the Introduction, the sections will evaluate in tum
each Topic Paper and the policies in the scheduie of
 proposed changes, whilst Section Six will conclude the report and
 offer a conclusion on the overall soundness of the proposed changes
‘within the Topic Paper. Any ref to spacific sections or pages
of the Core Strategy are based on the submission document.
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20  SITE AND CONTEXT

The Great Wheatley Road connects with the High Street (A129) to the
east 300m from the site. The A129 runs north to south providing
connection 1o the fown cantre in the north and the A127

Rayeigh town centre has a high proportion of par: pping unils with a
Hipl C i g. retail service sec-
tor, financial and uses are also well represented. Rayleigh has an ex-

to the scuth approximately 400m from the Great Wheatley Road
Junction.

Poyntens to the north of the site connects 1o the @xisting adopted local
high From Poy ctivity to the town centre is

gh Spring and Love Lane via the High Street.
The site is within walking distance of the lown cantra, which is less
than 0.5 miles away.

There are vanous leisure faciities that are within easy reach from
Belfars ing centre, and a library on the High

gt 9

The site is well related to the public transport network and is
accassible by a variety of modes including bus and cycling

c-immotm.mmﬂ.mdm-hwmnmw
restaurants along Eastwood Road. There is a retail park at Rayleigh Weir.

There is a good choica of health care p with 3 disps g ists in the
High Street and Eastweod Road. There are doctors surgeries in the High Street,
along Hockley Road and London Road. Dentists and opticians are located in the
High Street and Eastwood Road.

Rayleigh benefits from a number of infant, junior and sixth form schools. The site
is centrally ! for access to schools, with Rayleigh Primary being the
closest which caters for 3-11 year olds. The closest secondary school is FitzWi-
mare School in Hockley Road.
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Post-2026 policy H3 of the is p o be

posed in the form
of Appendix CS5C3. Again, no housing is shown 10 be delivered for South
West Rayleigh, with the whole of the housin ted on the
site to the North of London Road.

niumnTmmgﬁ_mmmhn'Mu

The reduced housing figures also have an impact on the delivery of

housing. There are y (September 2010) 920 peo-
ple on the waiting list. There are a large number of newly formed
households in tha District and a large number of households that are
unable o buy of rent. The amendments acknowiedge that the Dis-
trict is likedy to be unable to meet all of its housing needs, however 3

basad on a number of issues ] 9
physi ints, inf and areas of P
The Topic Paper acknowledges in Appendix 2 of the report to Council that in

Assessment published in 2008, the figures for

showing (2001-2021) a RSS requin of 4600 li
forecasts a need for 6000 dwelings and the CLG need, based on projecied
househald growth for 5300 additional dweilings.

The District Council simply dismisses these figures as being an overestimate
of the requirement without any further justification.

It s acknowledged in paragraph 7.11 of the report to Councll that the

amended Core Strategy will deliver fewer dwellings in total and over a longer

period of time. On this basis it is that the submissi

fails the test of soundness for policy H2 in terms of not being justified. The
duction in the housing and the focus on one site in Rayleigh is not

founded on a robust and credible evidence base and it is not the most
appropriate strategy.

&
|
|

in the ing delivery rate only compounds the situation.

The reduced housing numbers will not meet the local housing need.
There is no evidence to suggest that there will be a reduction in the
rate of new household and the District Council has paid no
regard to the resuits of research it commissioned itself.

The annual delivery rate of 190 dwellings per annum between 2011

sppropriate delivery rate. In this re-
spect the amendments are not sound, In addition to this, the rellance
of a small number of sites means that the document is not sufficiently
flexible encugh to deal with changing circumstances.
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{or additional green beit land to be released.

The housing sites identified in the SHLAA are predominantly not coming for-
ward at the rate anticipated. The capacity of the urban areas is limited and is
unlikely to be able to accommodate the growth necessary, On this basis it is

itted that the review of the Green Belt boundaries needs to be wider
reaching.

The site the subject of these representations, as shown in the photographs lo
the right, shouid be included within the Green Belt review.

The inadequate revision lo the Green Belt boundaries is not based on a credi-
ble evidence base and therefore it is not sound or justified.

e L
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50 TOPIC PAPERS

Thia Topic Paper examines whether lo key amendments to Planning Policy State-
mama;mmmmwdmmw“hu ‘c—_-nnm-
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B0 SUMMARY
wuammhhmmhwwmmwmnmmmmmm It is @ key sustainable settiement

in the District that can additional g supply to meet the housing target. As ocullined in this document, the land to the south west of
ayleigh should ba included as a deliverabd option to give the plan the necessary degree of flexibility in order fo resp d lo ging In
SuUMmany: 5

mmmm—mmmuuu«mhmmwmhmdumw The delivery of housing
mmummﬂnmummumwumumm The continued reliance on this one sité means
thhmmwmhmﬂbawﬂrdm The reduction in the annual completion rate and the overall delivery
of houses is not based on a credible or robust evidence base, and is not the most appropriate strategy.
mu—mmmnmmmmwmumnndnmm~ ing need. The d it is d in this respect
because the reduction is nol based on 3 credible and robust evidence base.

MHEMMHMMMMMMthHMW ly predict the ! U upto

mu—mmmnupmmhmdh&mmw. Additional land should be released to the scuth west of
Rayleigh in order to ensure that local heusing needs are met.

mmmumh-—mhummmhhhmﬁndmhﬂhhm-ﬂdwwnMds
Isast 100 houses over the plan period. On behalf of we the opp to be invelved at this stage of the production
and look forward to ibuting to the Examination in rupec.

yan
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Rochford Local Development Framework
Core Strategy Submission Proposed Changes November 2010

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

11 The following is prepared on behalf of
responds to the Proposed Changes to the Rochford Core Strategy ;
our response to the Core Strategy Submission (CSS), we identified that the Core Strategy
approach was sound, and particularly the land at south-west Hullbridge had no
insuperable constraints to development and has the potential to contribute earlier than the
trajectory set out within the CSS document.

12  As a consequence, we are concerned at the Proposed Changes in respect of the
reduction in housing numbers, which we consider is based on political expediency. As a
result of the CALA decision we also consider the Proposed Changes document to be
premature, as it deletes all reference to the RSS. Given both the CALA decision, and at
the time of writing, the block that has been placed by the Courts on the Government's
subsequent statement, it is clear that the RSS is once again part of the Development
Plan, and that as such, it is clear that decision makers should have full regard to Regional
Strategies as part of the statutory development plan. The Proposed Changes do not have
any regard to the RSS despite the fact that the East of England Plan remains as a
document that at present the Core Strategy needs to accord with in line with PPS12. The
Proposed Changes would therefore discord with the RSS and make the CSS unsound,
justifying withdrawal of the Proposed Changes document.

1.3 In particular, we consider that the reduction in numbers is not based on real people with
real justifiable needs, but on a rather crude and academic exercise which over-weighs
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1.4

1:5

2.0

general environmental considerations against the need to meet such needs. Within this
context, under provision is not a no-cost option as suggested by the Council.

As a consequence of this, the proposed re-scheduling of development from Hullbridge, a
site that is one of the least constrained and most deliverable of all the sites identified to
post-2026, represents poor planning, particularly as the Council's strategy concentrates
all development away from the western part of the district for the first 10 years, meaning
that little or no contribution to meeting needs in this area will be achieved.

The next section will summarise our response to the Proposed Changes within the
context of the above, whilst section 3 will provide more detail on the land South West of
Hullbridge, its opportunities and constraints, and why it can and should be brought
forward within a very short timescale.

RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF

2.1

2.2

2.3

Given the above, we submitted to the CSS as a location for growth, the land at South-
West Hullbridge will enable significant enhancement to facilities and services within
Hullbridge, including anchoring existing services including local schools which have a
surplus of places, provision of affordable housing and address deficiencies in open space
provision. The site to the south-west of Hullbridge can be brought forward in an earlier
time frame than is stated in the document as it has no known constraints for development.
We submitted therefore that there should be a change to the timescale for the forward
delivery of the proposed allocation in south-west Hullbridge.

We were therefore surprised at both the Council's perceived need to re-evaluate housing
numbers in such a short space of time, and at the Council's decision to slip the land at
South West Hullbridge to post-2026. Whilst the position with the East of England Plan has
been in a state of flux since the change of Government, we consider that the Council’s
attempt to revisit the strategy of the CSS within a matter of weeks following 3 years of
evolution is both opportunistic and politically expedient, and undermines the principles of
proper planning. Other authorities are either continuing with their Core Strategies, or
taking time to consider the implications of changes at the regional level of planning,
undertaking a great deal of work in the process.

In the case of Rochford, the rush to change their CSS has become complicated by the
reinstatement of the RSS following the CALA legal challenge, and the regional level of
planning will therefore remain until at least November 2011 when it is currently proposed
to be abolished in the Localism Act. Rochford are not in the middle of the CS
Examination, and the recent changes to the status of the RSS means that if the Council
want to progress in a meaningful and robust way, taking full account of all material
planning considerations, then they should in order of preference:
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1 go back to the submitted CS and let the Inspector consider the representations
already made to that,

2  revert to using the proper Option 1 as further changes, or

3 go back and start again with a full and new analysis of all the data.

2.4  These options will be considered in more detail in the final section of our response.

25  Our reasons for this will also be set out below in our response to the CSS Proposed
.Chariges. - Our ‘responses follow each proposed change under the page and paragraph
number listed in the Consultation Document.

7i i ...will deliver the spatial aspects of the vision set out in the Sustainable

Community Strategy and the Council's Corporate Plan, as well as how regienat
apd national policies-irechiding-these-contained-withi Eastof England-Plan
will be applied locally.

Our Response:

The plan needs to be re amended throughout to correct the status of RSS.
21 nias Delete the paragraph.
22" slae7 The strategies at regienal; sub-regional, county, district and sub-district levels

include the following:

22 |Firsttext |Delete the text box.

box on the
page
29 1229 The East of England Plan has been revoked. The East of England Plan Review
2031, which was approved by the Regional Assembly. submitted to the Secretary
of State, and represents the ‘Option 1 ' numbers for Rochford District, set a

housing requirement of 3.800 additional dwellings between 2011 and 2031. This
equates to an average of 190 dwellings per annum.in a sustainable manner.

200+ and-2024. This figure is based on meeting the needs of the current and the
future population of the District.
Our Response:

Following the CALA decision, the RSS has been reinstated, as has all other
PPS advice making reference to RSSs. At the time of writing, a block has
been placed on the Government’s advice on the weight that can be given to
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the proposed abolition. PPS12 makes clear in paragraph 4.50 that under the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 S 20(5)(a) an Inspector is
charged with firstly checking that the plan has complied with legislation,
which includes in particular checking that the plan conforms generally to
the Regional Spatial Strategy. In addition to correcting the factual position
relating to the RSS, the Council also needs to make clear to the Inspector
how this part of extant natienal policy has been addressed, which is not
apparent from the Proposed Changes.

With regard to the option 1 figures, the letter from (NI of 6
July this year makes clear that “authorities may base revised housing
targets on the level of provision submitted to the original Regional Spatial
Strategy examination (Option 1 targets)” (my underlining). In the attached
letter from to Ipswich Borough Council of 9"
August clarifying this matter, the response stating “you asked about what
is meant by Option 1 numbers expressed in the ‘original Regional Spatial
Strategy (Option 1 targets)’. Option 1 numbers/figures in East of England
RSS mean the housing numbers/figures Regional Assemblies set out in
Draft RSS (Draft East of England RSS submitted to Secretary of State,
08/12/04); this is what is meant by the ‘original’ RSS.”

The 6" July letter does not appear to be listed as an Examination Core
Document, and is therefore attached as appendix 1 with this response,
together with the DCLG letter to Ipswich as appendix 2.

It is understoed that many other East of England authorities have received
the same clear direction and advice. What seems clear is that at the same
time as dropping the word ‘original’ from the Proposed Changes, Rochford
DC have sought comfort from an obscure Hansard reference. No evidence
has been provided within the Proposed Changes that the Council have
sought to clear the matter with DCLG, and in the absence of such clarity,
given the clear advice to the contrary supplied by DCLG, Rochford are
deliberately underplanning future housing requirements, given their figure
supplied to the original draft RSS of 230 dwellings per year.

29

2.31

The revoked East of England Plan_acknowledged that between 2001 and 2006
810 dwellings were completed in the District. Furthermore, between 2008 and
2008 an additional 618 dwellings were developed.

29

2:32

The Council are required to ensure there is an adequate supply of housing for at
least 15 years from the date of adoption, and assuming adoption of the BCS

Rochford Core Strategy in 20118, that would mean continuous delivery of homes
P I : |

to at least 2026

30

2.35

... It also calculates that there is a need for 131 net additional dwellings per

annum to be developed in the District — this represented 52% of the District’s
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annual housing completion requirement as set out in the East of England Plan
(2008). The Thames Gateway South Essex Strategic Housing Market
Assessment notes the need to ensure that the affordable housing requirements
set by local authorities do not render the delivery of housing economically
unviable and recommends local authorities across the housing market area set a
requirement for 35% of new dwellings to be affordable.

38 |Objectives

Ensure the delivery of homes to meet the needs of the District's population,

balanced with sustainability considerations and. in particular. accounting for the
environmental constraints in the District

Our Response:

The environmental constraints of the district are mentioned, but neither the
Proposed Changes nor the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum mentions
what these constraints are, or why they are unique to Rochford. What is
clear is that Rochford is affected by the same or fewer constraints when
compared to other Green Belt authorities, of which there are many.
Adjacent Southend would appear to have much greater constraints to
growth despite being a higher order service settlement, as it is more
developed and has less space into which it can expand, given the close
proximity of settlements.

Whilst the SA addendum does highlight marginal benefits in delaying
growth, this does not change its overall conclusion that the vision and
objectives of the Preferred Options assessment (October 2008) were
appraised by Enfusion and performed well against the majority

of SA objectives, and that the reappraisal of the CSS resulted in findings
being significantly unaffected (Enfusion 2009). Indeed, the addendum
highlights that the impact on cultural heritage, landscape and townscape,
and accessibility will be neutral. There will be a negative impact on the
provision of affordable housing, as well as delaying provision to
settlements such as Hullbridge, which the addendum acknowledges has
educational capacity, and that increasing housing capacity has the
advantage of utilising that capacity.

Whilst we recognise the importance of balancing growth against
environmental constraints, this exercise had been undertaken with the CSS
with no significant environmental harm being caused. The Council are
seeking to over-state this consideration in order to justify a political
decision to avoid growth. Indeed, in attempting to claim that they are
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‘balancing’ growth and environmental considerations, means in effect a
tacit admission that needs are not being fully met. The Council fail to deal
with the harm caused by this failure, or identify how or where such needs
will be met. As set out above, we firmly consider that the Council cannot be
allowed to get away with the idea that under provision is a no cost option.
The need is real people with real justifiable needs not just an academic
numeric exercise.

39

4.2

The East of England Plan (2008) has now been revoked. It is therefore necessary

to consider what level of housing provision is appropriate for Rochford District. -
Topic Paper 3 to the Core Strateqy discussed this issue in detail. In summary. it

concl h figures within the draft East of England Plan Review 2011-
2031 (‘Option 1’ figures) are the most appropriate for Rochford District. This

uates to 3.800 llin r1 wellings per annum delivered between 2011
and 2031.

Our Response:
This issue has been addressed above, and again it is noted that Rochford

DC have selectively quoted the clear advice on what constitutes the
‘original’ RSS.

39

4.3

Rochford's allocatien is based on meeting current and future needs of the
population , balanced with sustainapbili nsiderations. Current need
encompasses the number of people in the District who are living within a
household wanting to move to their own accommodation and form a separate
household but are unable to do so (e.g. adult children). Projected need is derived
from the supposition that the population will increase from 81,300 in 2007 to

|39

4.4

87,000 by 2021.

| : S hoo5
The Council will allocate land for a maximum of 2.850 dwellings to be delivered
between 2011 and 2026, at an approximate average of 190 dwellings per vear.

To ensure development is sustainable in the long run. the Council will continue
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the annual-plan for housi rovision after the 15 year plan period: this will

ensure a greater level of certainty and permanence of the Green Belt. As such.
the Core Strategy addresses the location of housing provision to 2031.

Our Response:

Both this paragraph and the table on pages 39 and 40 start at 2011 and plan
on the basis of 190 dwellings to 2031. Again, this relies on the review of the
RSS, which is not what is advised. Indeed, given its early stage and the fact
that it is not being pursued, means that the weight that can be given to it is
minimal. Extending the time frame to 2031 is supported, although objection
raised to the fundamental basis of 190 dwellings per year as set out above.
What the document does not do is look at the start of the RSS period, ie
2001, and assess performance against the original yearly requirement of
230 dwellings per year as set out in the ‘original’ option 1 RSS, and
increased from 2007 to 250 dwellings per year in the adopted RSS to take
account of poor performance in Rochford to 2006. These were obviously
the right figures for the time and were accepted by Rochford as being so,
particularly as the 230 per year projection was originally suggested by them
and has not been challenged since.

The following table is derived from Rochford’s own figures contained within
Topic Paper 3 and the 2009 Annual Monitoring Report, and shows
performance year by year since 2001, in addition to projecting forward
Rochford’s estimates from brownfield land and greenfield releases,
assuming Rochford's figure of 190 dwellings per year from 2011:




Rep No 26440

125 50 175 180 -15 -762

113 125 238 180 48 -714

50 200 250 190 60 -654

136 225 361 130 171 -483

80 75 155 180 -35 -518

115 75 190 180 ] -518

75 95 170 190 -20 -538

195 185 180 5 -533

270 270 180 80 -453

200 200 190 10 -443

175 175 190 -15 -458

150 150 190 -40 -498

250 250 180 €0 -438

200 200 180 10 -428

225 225 190 35 -393

175 15 190 -15 -408

30-31 100 100 190 -90 -498

"TOTAL 1617 379 921 2785 5702 6200 -498
sources: AMR 2009 and topic

paper 3

This clearly shows that the Council have consistently underperformed
against agreed RSS requirements, and are carrying a shortfall in the current
year of over 700 dwellings based on their own figures. The strategy
proposed by the Council will consistently carry forward this deficiency,
which will remain at just below 500 dwellings having a dramatic negative
impact on meeting both general housing needs, and particularly affordable
housing. It should be noted that the Council’s actual performance over the
last 10 years equates to just under 161 dwellings per year, mostly during a
time of economic buoyancy.

Whilst we of course do not accept the Council’s suggested requirement
going forward the shortfall from previous years means the requirement for
the first few years needs to be increased by 700. Again, without prejudice to
our principle argument that 190 dwelling per year is not justified, the
current shortfall could be achieved by increasing the figure by 140 to 330
for the first 5 years. This would accord with the approach of the adopted
RSS, who increased the option 1 figures to meet an identified shortfall at
the time the RSS was adopted.

It would also urgently bring forward affordable housing provision. The
Council have admitted at both the CSS Examination and at the recent
Hawkwell and Coombes Farm appeal Inquiries that affordable housing
provision in the District is “very poor” (Inspector Coombes Farm, para 104),
and that there is “a substantial need” (Mr Hollingworth, quoted in

Inspector’s report, Hawkwell para 47). It was agreed in the Hawkwell Inquiry
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that there is a net annual need in Rochford District of 131 dwellings per
year. Between 2001 and 2008 only 155 units were produced. In 2008-9 there
was a net loss of 1 unit, meaning a total provision of 154 units 2001-09,
against a need of 1048, resulting in a shortfall/lunmet need of 894 units,
again a shortfall that the Council have tried to ignore and do not propose to
make up in the early years of the CSS. More importantly, Topic Paper 3 para
3.16 identifies that the annual affordable housing need according to the
SHMAA increases to 196 dwellings per year, only a third of which can
realistically be met to 2031 (see our response to policy H1 below).

Indeed, the overall housing deficiency (including affordable housing) will
rise to well over 700 dwellings between now and 2016 given the inevitable
delays in bring forward greenfield site releases, justifying in our view a
front-ended approach which does not leave sites that can be delivered
quickly to the end of the CS period, but brings them forward to meet
existing shortfalls and demonstrable needs.

In our view, however, the Council’s expectations of delivery from extant
permissions, brownfield land and indeed from greenfield releases are
unrealistic, on the following basis:

» Sites with planning permission: it is unrealistic to expect all sites with

planning permission to be developed, and the Inspector to the last Local
Plan Review recommended that the Council apply a 10% flexibility figure
to allow for some sites not coming forward. This figure should therefore
be reduced by 10% on the same basis ie 38 dwellings;

¢ Brownfield sites: As with other objectors, we are particularly concerned
with the inclusion of the Stambridge Mills site, given both its status as
flood zone 3, together with the ongoing objection by the Environment
Agency to the CSS. The Inspector into the Coombes Farm appeal also
had concerns, noting that “however, EA maintain their objection to
allocation of the site within the CS for housing on the basis of flood risk
and an exceptions test has not been passed as required by PPS25 for
residential development. Whilst development on this site is possible,
there are significant constraints and a reasonable prospect of housing
being delivered within 5 years cannot be assured.” Despite this, the
Council continue to rely on this site delivering between 2013 and 2015.
The Inspector will note that the numbers have dropped from 250 to 163,
which is the same number as proposed in an application submitted in
August. Despite three months elapsing since then, the application
remains invalid and unprocessed. The Council have produced a
sequential test for the site. With regard to this we cannot see the logic of
identifying a brownfield site in flood zone 3 over releasing Green Belt
land, when the Council have got to release Green Belt land anyway, and
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are going through a process of identifying such land. Para 14 and annex
D of PPS25 simply use the definition of “reasonably available sites”,
without offering a judgement on whether GB sites under review for
release fall into this category. Our view is that as PPS3 annex C states
that SHLAAs and reasonably available sites can be greenfield, and the
Council’s SHLAA includes yet-to-allocated GB sites, then the Council
have over-stated the GB constraint, as they could easily bring forward
GB land available in zone 1 in sustainable locations that has already
been identified for housing, for example in SW Hullbridge which the
Council do accept is appropriate for development.

As a consequence, the Stambridge Mills site should not be included,
and this would reduce the contribution from brownfield sites by 163
dwellings. In addition, the Council state in Topic Paper 5 para 1.5 that
the Affordable Housing Viability Assessment (2010) tested a range of
densities and found that in testing 20dph; lower density development
will still provide positive residual values, although significantly below
those at 30dph and that residual values are higher for development at 45
dph. As such, it concludes that the former minimum density of 30dph
stipulated in PPS3 is therefore, in general, considered to be an
appropriate minimum density to continue to apply to Rochford District,
particularly in terms of estimating residential capacities of potential
sites.

In response, this is an extraordinarily simplistic assessment based
entirely on the affordable sector, and the withdrawal of the minimum
density requirement will enable greater flexibility in planning properly
new private and affordable housing developments, taking account of
economics which apply on a site by site basis, and the surrounding
context. Indeed, it contradicts para 1.7, which states that changes to the
definition of garden areas within PPS3 do not impose a moratorium on
the development of garden areas, but it does give further weight to the
Council’s concerns vis-a-vis ‘town-cramming’ and the need to protect
the existing character of residential areas. This is further contradicted
by para 1.9 which states that in any case, it is still appropriate to permit
limited infilling within the existing residential envelope, as this will
reduce the pressure on Green Belt sites for future development whilst
ensuring the efficient and effective use of land within the urban area.

Retaining the 30dph minimum density is in our view a crude attempt to
maximise dwelling numbers from brownfield land, and to minimise
green belt release. This may be a reasonable broad objective buta
sophisticated approach to planning and housing delivery is required
and has been recognised by central government. This will include
recognising the need for a greater proportion of family heusing. As such
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the minimum density should be deleted, and this will have an effect on
brownfield land numbers, evidenced by the recent drop in numbers on
the Stambridge site.

« Greenfield sites: the Council in Topic Paper 3 identify that contributions
from greenfield sites are not expected to deliver until 2014-15 at the
earliest, and then only by 50 dwellings. We consider that this is
justification for early release of greenfield sites. We consider that given
the delays caused by the current new consultation, the likelihood of
reopening the CSS Examination, and the changed position of the status
of the RSS which the Council have not had regard to, it is likely that this
delivery timescale will be increased, particularly given the need to
secure outline permission and reserved matters, resolve
conditions/Section 106 obligations, secure infrastructure, and deliver
completed houses. We estimate based on our experience of bringing
forward housing allocations that this process can take 3 to 4 years, and
this will be longer if the Council decide to revisit their strategy as a
consequence of the Inspector’s report. This is particularly the case with
sites that need to secure new infrastructure such as Hall Road
Rochford, itself a site that we consider will be difficult to integrate with
existing development and landscape as previously raised, and which the
Inspector will be looking at closely given the substantial level of
objection.

« In addition, we have also raised concerns over the locations at
Canewdon, given the lack of a service base in the village and very
difficult topography, and the location at Hockley which appears to be
based on the existing greenhouses, but which appears to have a very
difficult access.

Even if the Inspector agrees with the greenfield sites, slipping the
programme by a year would increase the deficiency in 2015 to over 800
dwellings, whilst the deletion of Stambridge Mills and a reduction of sites
with planning permission by 10% would increase the shortfall to nearly
1000 dwellings, more if brownfield sites are assessed against a lower
standard density.

39 |46 The 2009 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) examined the
supply of housing land and, although identified some capacity from extant
permissions and other appropriate sites, also ascertained that Green Belt would
have had to be reallocated in order to meet the requirements of the now revoked
East of England Plan. as-eutined-belew-Having regard to the housing supply
requirements following the revocation of the East of England Plan. some Green
Belt land will have to be reallocated in order to deliver 3.800 dwellings by 2031,
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as detailed below

Delete table and replace with:
Source Dwellings

39,40|Table

2016- 202 2026 Total
2021 2026 2031 2011-
2031

Housing target (190 dwellings per | 950 | 950 | 950 | 950 | 3800

year)
Extant planning permissions 322 0 0 0 322
Existing allocations/ other 465 456 0 0 921

appropriate sites identified in
Strategic Housing Land Availability

Assessment

Total without Green Belt release 787 456 0 0 1243
Green Belt release required 163 494 950 850 2557
Our Response:

Given our response to para 4.4 above, the table needs to identify existing
deficiencies and to take account of our findings set out above.

Replace with following:

42

Policy efficientuse of land for housing
he Council will enable the delivery of 3,800 dwellings between 2011 and 2031,
maintaining a rolling five-year supply of 950 dwellings until at least 2026.

The Council will prioritise the reuse of previously developed land and ensure the
delivery of appropriate sites within existing settlements identified by the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment.

The Council will seek the redevelopment of Rawreth Lane Industrial Estate,
Stambridge Mills and Star Lane Industrial Estate for appropriate alternative uses,
including residential development, with alternative employment land allocated in
appropriate locations as identified in Policy ED4.

Any scheme for the redevelopment of Stambridge Mills must include adequate
flood mitigation measures to satisfy the PPS25 exceptions test.

Appendix H1 outlines the infrastructure that will be required for the development
of newly allocated housing sites.

The remaining housing requirement that cannot be delivered through the
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redevelopment of appropriate previously developed land will be met through
extensions to the residential envelopes of existing settlements as outlined in
Policies and H2 and H3.

Residential development must conform to all policies within the Core Strategy,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, and larger sites will be required to be
comprehensively planned.

In order to protect the character of existing settlements, the Council will resist the
intensification of smaller sites within residential areas. Limited infilling will be
considered acceptable, and will continue to contribute towards housing supply,
provided it relates well to the existing street pattern, density and character of the
locality.

The Council will encourage an appropriate level of residential intensification within
town centre areas, where higher density schemes (75+ dwellings per hectare)
may be appropriate. ;

Our Response:

For the above reasons, we object to the figure of 3800 dwellings 2011-31 as
not being in accordance with the RSS or indeed the original option 1
figures. In addition, this level of provision falls short of projected dwelling
need in the District, leading to further shortfalls in both market and
affordable housing provision. Topic Paper 3 makes the following points:

+ There has been a recent rise in those on the waiting list from
702 to 920 (para 3.2)

* Population growth is expected to continue in the district (para
3.11)

~* The ageing population will restrict the availability of housing to
new residents

* Both GVA Grimley and DCLG projections on housing growth
demonstrate a much higher demand on existing dwellings that
the RSS.

¢ The net annual housing need in Rochford has increased by
some 65 dwellings per annum, this is mainly due to the increase
in newly forming households and the increase proportion of
households who are unable to buy or rent (para 3.27)

» Para 3.16 states that the SHMAA identifies an annual affordable
housing need of 196 dwellings per year.

e Para 3.28 states that the net annual demand for affordable
housing in the District is calculated to be 196 dwellings per
annum. If the total annual housing supply were to be 250
dwellings (as advocated by the SHMA), 78% of all new housing
would have to be affordable in order to meet the total need.

« The revised housing total is projected to deliver only 57 to 67
per year, less than a third (para 7.12)
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Despite this, the Council in the second part of the document seek to
restrict numbers on environmental grounds, stating in para 4.4 that the
Sustainability Appraisal concludes that the policies proposed in the Core
Strategy represent the most sustainable approach to distributing the
quantum of development allocated to the Council, “but raises concerns in
respect of that actual quantum”. In our view it does no such thing, merely
highlighting that there is a balance to be struck. The Council overweigh
the need to retain the Green Belt, and indeed in paragraphs 3.6 and 3.61,
hint that housing projections do not take account of the “policy aims in
local authorities” and “policy intervention” to redirect housing to “more
sustainable locations within the housing market area”. This is made
explicit in para 5.4, which states that “there is a strong argument that any
growth in the housing market over provision for the local needs of the
area should be redirected through active intervention by policy makers to
other locations within Thames Gateway South Essex.”

Despite the clear needs identified in the document, the Council seek to
reduce their housing requirement based on their claim that previous
forecasts were made during economic buoyancy, thereby assuming that
current economic conditions will prevail for the next 20 years (para 3.24),
and that household formation in the 20-34 age group has declined, which
is not surprising given that the Council have failed to deliver sufficient
housing over the last 10 years to meet the needs of its growing
population, leading to an ageing profile. Despite this, they seek to decant
their self-generated housing needs to other districts, further failing to
meet needs, admitted by the fact that less than a third of affordable
housing needs will be met over the next 20 years. Given that minus 1
affordable dwelling was delivered last year, the Council are clearly failing
to correlate and meet the real needs of real people living in the District,
and this will worsen with the Council’s revised strategy.

In addition, paragraph 7.1 of Topic Paper 3 suggests that the revocation of
the East of England Plan provides a “welcome opportunity” to reconsider
the total housing numbers to be accommodated within Rochford District,
and that whilst the numbers identified in the East of England Plan for
Rochford were informed by consideration of projected need and demand,
though “accepting that Rochford is not an appropriate location for
housing growth, it is not clear that full account was taken of the
relationship between Rochford District and surrounding areas (particularly
within the same housing market area), concerns with regards to
sustainability, and the array of environmental and physical constraints the
District is subject to”. It states that this point is further emphasised in the
findings and conclusions in draft R§$31, which proposed a reduced
annual provision for Rochford.
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In response, the figures put forward to the Review of the RSS were
established by Rochford DC, and have not been tested in the same way as
the original adopted RSS. They can be afforded less weight accordingly.
The figures for the adopted RSS were subject to rigorous scrutiny by both
the Council, Government, respondents, and by an independent Panel of
Inspectors, who considered all factors including those mentioned in para
7.1. The figure of 230 dwellings per year as originally put to the Secretary
of State as the option 1 figure was endorsed by the Panel, and was only
increased to 250 dwellings per year in the final adopted version due to
poor performance by Rochford in meeting the 230 dwelling figure,
resulting in a shortfall.

Again, the Council are ducking the need to meet the real needs of real
people living in the district, and given previous shortfalls means the actual
need is urgent now and should not be put off. Early release of a deliverable
site such as SW Hullbridge is therefore essential.

42 |4.16 In order to fulfi-the-requirements-oi-the-East-of England-Planr-and-te meet the
housing needs of the District, the Council is required to allocate additional land for
residential development, including land which is currently allocated as Green Belt,
due to the limited supply of alternative land.

42 |47 Whilst the Council acknowledge that the housing+equirement-stipuiated-in-the

meet local needs, it must also be mindful of the need to maintain the Green Belt
as far as possible.

44 0 Replace with following:

Policy H2 — Extensions to residential envelopes and phasing :
The residential envelope of existing settiements will be extended in the areas set
out below and indicated on the Key Diagram, to contribute to a fifteen-year supply

of housing land from 2011 onwards as follows:

Dwellings Dwellings
2011-2021  2021-
2026

North of London Road, Rayleigh

West Rochford 500 100

West Hockley 50 0
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South Hawkwell 175 0

East Ashingdon 100 0

South East Ashingdon 0 450

South Canewdon 20 40

TOTAL 845 990

The above figures will be treated as maxima over the fifteen-year period, in order
to ensure that the amount of Green Belt land allocated for development is kept to
the minimum required.

In order to ensure the appropriate phasing of development, and to avoid the
premature release of Green Belt land, development specified for 2021-2026 will
only be brought forward earlier if:

a. ltis required in order to deliver an adequate five-year supply of land, and;
b. The net total of dwellings developed 2011-2026 within each of the general
locations as set out in the above table is not exceeded.

The specific sites required in each location will be set out in the Allocations
Development Plan Document.

Development will be managed to ensure a housing delivery trajectory as set out
in Appendix H2.

Development within the above areas will be required to be comprehensively
planned. Appendix H1 outlines the infrastructure that will be required for each
residential area, and should be read in conjunction with Policy CLT1.

The Council will maintain a flexible approach with regards to the timing of the
release of land for residential development to ensure a constant five-year supply
of land whilst balancing the need to maintain the Green Belt as far as practicable.

Our Response:

The Council do not propose a rationale for choosing the sites included
within Policy H2, or how each site will meet specific local needs across the
district in the timeframe identified. It is noted for instance that allocations in
the first 10 years of the CSS are focused on eastern areas of the district,
with no greenfield development at all in the west of the district. This would
have an adverse effect on existing infrastructure, such as roads with Core
Strategy Topic Paper 2 identifying that these sites appear to have issues
with congestion on Ashingdon Road and on the B1013. Concentration in
one part of the district ie one housing sub-market would also affect
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Heading

delivery, with housebuilders competing in the same area and would also
affect the spatial delivery of affordable housing would be detrimentally
affected. In our view, there should a balanced approach, spreading growth
across the district during all phases of the CS.

In particular, it is noted from paragraph 4.24 (below) that sites included
within policy H2 are those that by implication more deliverable and have
less impact on infrastructure provision and existing communities. It is
known that the Rayleigh West Water Treatment Works (where land SW
Hullbridge will drain to) has spare capacity, whereas the Rayleigh East
WTW (where the sites identified in the first 10 years will drain to) does not.
Given the need for a new school and highway infrastructure at West
Rochford, together with the need to redevelop employment sites at London
Road Rayleigh, it is difficult to see how these statement can be
substantiated, given the evidence that set out above that land at Hullbridge
is by comparison unconstrained, with minimal new infrastructure required.
Indeed, the Council have demonstrated there is evidence of convenience
undertrading in Hullbridge, which suggests that one or more shops is under
threat, particularly as the projections is for leakage to increase, according
to studies undertaken on their behalf, and a delay in the delivery of new
development could threaten the retention of existing retail services. In
addition, according to Essex County projections, existing primary schools
have substantial capacity, again which can only be remedied by an influx of
pupils. A delay in development in Hullbridge will lead to further decline in
pupil paces, and a threat to the schools themselves.

Hullbridge positively needs growth to maintain facilities and services. Any
reduction or loss of these would be a major adverse impact on the
sustainability of the area and Plan.

Extension to residential envelopes 0st-2026

BB

4.24

In considering the general development locations for post-2026 development, the
same issues as for Policy H2 above have been considered, but areas identified
for post-2026 development may not be immediately deliverable, or the situation
vis-a-vis infrastructure and the impact on existing communities is such that their
delivery earlier would not be appropriate.

Our Response:

See response to policy H2.

4.25

The figures, with an annual average of 190 266-units, meet the annual housing
target East-ofEngland-Rlar‘s-minimum-in-the-peried-2021-2028 and do not make
allowance for any contribution through windfall. The figures are approximates at
this stage. The exact figures will need to be determined through the Allocations

Development Plan Document process or, where appropriate, Area Action Plans at
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a later date. In determining such figures. the Council will take a plan. monitor,
manage approach to the supply of housing land. assessing progress through the

Annual Monitoring Report. in order to ensure that the extent of the Green Belt is

retain far as practicable.

Our Response:

Annual Monitoring Reports are not produced frequently enough to properly
react to potential housing shortages and to bring forward sites in a timely
manner. As set out above, it is also apparent that Rochford have not dealt
with previous annual housing shortages, leading to the present position
where existing needs and RSS requirements are not being met. In order to
provide reasonable certainty, the Council must build flexibility into the CSS
now and bring forward a deliverable site to meet current needs, in order to
avoid endless reviews and uncertainty.

45

4.26 As with the pre-2026development areas, it is important to note that development
coming forward within the areas outlined in Policy H3 will have to conform to the
other policies within the Core Strategy.

45

4.27 The Council will menitor the provision of housing and residential development
may be allocated within the general locations prior to 2026 in place of locations
identified in Policy H2. if delivery of the latter is delayed to the extent that such
action is necessary in order to maintain a five-year housing supply. additieral

Replace with following:

Post 2026 the residential envelope of EXIStII‘Ig settlements will be extended in the
following areas (as indicated on the Key Diagram) to deliver the following
approximate number of units post-2026.

Prior to this time, Green Belt land within such areas will be retained with the
exception of release as per Policy H2, and land safeguarded to meet longer-term
development needs.

Post-2026, the residential envelope of existing settlements will be extended in the
following areas (as indicated on the Key Diagram) to deliver the followmg
approximate number of units post-2026.

Prior to this time, Green Belt land within such areas will be retained with the
exception of release as per Policy H2, and land safeguarded to meet longer-term
development needs.

Dwelling post-2026
North of London Road, Rayleigh

South East Ashingdon 50
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South West Hullbridge 500

West Great Wakering 250

Total 950

As part of a flexible plan, monitor and manage approach, and reflecting the
figures as maxima, the Council will adjust the numbers on the table in response to
changing housing supply requirements.

Development within the above areas will be required to be comprehensively
planned. A range of other uses and infrastructure (including off-site
infrastructure), having regard to the requirements of the Core Strategy, will be
required to be developed and implemented in a timely manner alongside housing.
Appendix H1 outlines the infrastructure that will be required for each residential
area, and should be read in conjunction with Policy CLT1.

The Council will monitor the supply and development of housing in the District
and may bring forward development in these locations prior to 2026 if required to
meet five-year supply requirements, but only if infrastructure to serve such
developments is also brought forward earlier.

Our Response:

See response to policy H2. The policy mechanism for safeguarding land
and bringing sites forward without recourse to development plan review
needs to be set out. Keeping the sites within the Green Belt will require
review, and will conflict with the longevity point in PPG2 that Green Belts
should endure. In addition, keeping the land inside the residential envelope
but also in the green belt will create confusion and uncertainty. The land
must be excluded from the GB now, but can of course still be subject to
constraint policies, as appropriate.

46 |4.30 . As such, 35%, being the indicative aim for the regier-District as a whole as set

aut-m-me—East—ef—Ennganekﬂlan assessed in the Viability Study Report is not
considered apprepriate impractical as a local requirement,_especially for
development towards the west of the District and in a Ionqer term on the whgl

49 |4.486 o

-
=1

An ggggsgment of Gygsy agd Traveller accammodatlon needs was ungeﬂaken in
2009 (Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment) and identified a

need for 14 additional pitches in Rochford District by 2021.
49 |4.47 Given the historically low demand within the District, provision for any additional
pitches post 2044 2021 will be subject to further review of need.

50 L The Council will allocate 145 pitches by 2021 284+4-to meet local need as per the
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55-
57

Appendix
H2

:mrindings of the Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (2009).

Replace with CSSC4

Housing trajectory 2011-2031 from combination of Poicies H 1. H2 and H3

m e Dwel e

%
=Rt o District annual
U ment

EESEEEES LSS II I
Our Response:

It is important to compare the revised trajectory as set out above, with the
trajectory set out in the 2009 Annual Monitoring Report, as below, which
shows a dramatically different profile. It should be noted that the Council
fail to put an annual requirement on 2009 and 2010 (250 dwellings), which
would show shortfalls in the crucial early years of the CSS, particularly up
to 2015, notwithstanding the substantial shortfalls not shown on the
trajectory pre-2009.

Figure 4 4 - Housing irajactory

Housing Trajectory - Period 2001 - 2021
e

Source: 2009 AMR
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65

6.3

District Council recognises that local strategic revisions to the Green Belt
boundary are may-be necessary to meet local development needs in sustainable
locations , but that it is important to maintain the extent of the Green Belt as far as
practicable. As such less than one percent a-smalt-prepertion of the District's
12,763 hectares of designated Green Belt land will be reallocated to meet local
housing and employment needs.

66

6.6 (line 6-
8)

Previous community involvement exercises have made it clear to the Council that
the District's residents consider the protection of the Green Belt to be very
important, as does national ard-regienal policy.

82

8.34

The East of England Plan (2008) requiresd Local Planning Authorities to
encourage developers to incorporate decentralised renewable or low carbon
energy technologies to help achieve the Government's targets for reducing
carbon emissions. —are-the-Council'slocal-policy-ie-intine-with-its-alms:
Notwithstanding the revocation of the East of England Plan. such an approach is

96

9.36

till considered a sustainable one.
Leisure activities have an important role to play in health, quality of life and the

103

10.1

namely-County-and-Unitary-Counells: The Local Transport Plan covering the
district of Rochford is produced by Essex County Council and the current LTP
covers the time period 2006-11.

113

11.4

In the past, employment allocations for the District were quantified in terms of the
amount of land to be set aside for employment purposes. Fhe-Eastot-England

3000-rew-ebs-during-the-plan-peried: It is considered more appro riate to
express employment allocations in terms of number of jobs. In Rochford District. it
is considered appropriate to ensure at lea 0 jobs are provided during the
plan period. A significant proportion of these jobs can be accommodated as part
of the growth around London Southend Airport and the Council will produce a
Joint Area Action Plan with Southend Borough Council to ensure that the airport's

potential is fully realised, whilst having regard to environmental and amenity
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impacts such as noise, air quality and traffic generation.
W 120 {#ies-London Southend Airport has as-having an
important role to play in the economic development of the area. London Southend
Airport...
133 [H2 (The 3™ |Extensions to the residential envelope pre-2026 pre-2024 in the identified general
column)  |areas are not delivered in time, and there is not a constant five-year housing
supply.
134 [H3 (The 1*[H3 - Extension to residential envelopes pest-262+ post-2026
column)
134 |H3 (The |Sites within the identified general locations will not be allocated for development
2" column)|until pest-202+ post-2026. Such sites will be prevented from development until an
appropriate time through the development management process.
Pest-2021 Posi-2026, the completion of dwellings will be carried out by
developers having regard to the Council's adopted policies in the Local
Development Framework, guided by the Council's development management.
134 |H3 (The 3"|Extensions to the residential envelope pre-2024 pre-2026 in the identified general
column)  |areas are not delivered, and there is not a constant five year housing supply.
Extensions to the residential envelope pest-2024 post-2026 in the identified
general areas are not delivered. : : :
Supply-
134 [H3 (The 4" |As such, some sites may be brought forward from pest-2024 post-2026
column, allocations, if allocated sites pre-2024 pre-2026 are not delivered.
second Where pest-2021 post-2026 sites are brought forward for development, it is
paragraph |anticipated that pre-202+pre-2026 sites which were not delivered through earlier
onwards) |phasing, will be delivered post- 2026. However, if there are not enough
deliverable sites, then the Council will review the situation through the Local
Development Framework Process.
140 |GB1 (The |...By allocating land for the development the District is+equired-te must
4" column) |accommodate to meet local needs, the Council will be able to ensure that land
allocated in the Local Development Framework as Green Belt remains protected
from inappropriate development.
141 |URV1 (The|...By allocating land for the development the District isrequiredte must
4" column, [accommodate to meet local needs, the Council will be able to ensure that land
second allocated in the Local Development Framework as Green Belt remains protected
paragraph) |from inappropriate development.
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3.0 LAND AT SOUTH WEST HULLBRIDGE

3.1  As set out above, we have stated that the location at SW Hullbridge is unconstrained and
can be brought forward much earlier than postulated in either the CSS or Proposed
Changes. Our reasons for this have been set in broad terms in our response to the CSS
and at the Examination. However, since then, a great deal more work has been
undertaken and the following sets this out to provide the Council/lnspector with the
comfort that SW Hullbridge as a location can be brought forward from policy H3 to H2 as
proposed to be amended, and as set out in our final section which sets out how we wish
the CS to change.

The Site

32  The built up area of Hullbridge is formed largely from post World War Il housing. The
urban areas northern boundary fronts onto the Crouch Estuary. The town is laid on a
reqular grid street pattern developed from the town’s plotland roots, with the rectangular
roads of the plotiand development is itself a reflection of the pre-existing strong rectilinear
field system which are likely to be of ancient origin. The present street pattern follows the
original plot and layout although now heavily infilled with post 1950 developments.

33 The land controlled by Southern and Regional Developments Ltd is identified as the
majority of the area shown on the plan attached as appendix 1 and comprises an area of
approximately 19 hectares located generally on the south-western edge of Hullbridge.

3.4  Consideration has been given to the historic origins of the site within the wider context of
Hullbridge, which highlighted the enduring Croach and Roach farmland field pattern which
defines the character of the landscape setting in the area.

Townscape Analysis

35  An understanding of local context is fundamental in ensuring a sensitive and appropriate
design response and in ensuring that the local townscape and heritage is respected. A
townscape character analysis of Hullbridge has been undertaken, which comprised an
analysis of seven areas within Hullbridge and the surrounding settlements, attached as
appendix 3a. This appraisal of local densities, patterns of development and architectural
style will ensure that the masterplan for the site is responsive and appropriate to the local
area.

Constraints and Opportunities

36  Although currently located within the Green Belt, the site is located outside of any
landscape, ecological, flood, or coastal protection designations, and is located away from
strategic gaps between settlements previously defined by the Council in earlier drafts of
the Core Strategy. Careful consideration has been given to the strategic site context in




