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COLCHESTER BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATION 

PLANNING.POLICY@COLCHESTER.GOV.UK 

QUESTIONS 

• OVERARCHING LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTIONS.  Do you agree that the Plan 

should cover the period to 2032 and beyond? 

Yes.  A long-term plan that extends beyond political cycles is desirable.  Population growth 

and demographic change are already placing unsustainable pressures on health services 

and transport links, particularly the A120 between Marks Tey and Braintree.  Consultants 

have determined Colchester’s ‘objectively assessed’ housing needs.  But major housing 

developments should not be undertaken until the necessary infrastructure is in place.  A fully 

integrated approach to planning is required. Otherwise, Colchester will no longer remain a 

pleasant place to live, work and visit. 

INTRODUCTION.  Do you agree with the scope of the evidence base set out under the 

heading ‘What information will be used to inform the Plan?’   Is there anything which 

you think is missing from the list, or that you think is not needed? 

Please see our comments on cross-boundary issues and infrastructure below. 

1. OVERARCHING LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTIONS.  Do you think we have 

identified all the key planning issues facing Colchester and which the Plan should 

address?  If not, please set out any additional issues that you have identified, along 

with your thoughts on how the Plan could address them. 

We have concerns that the growth options, set out in the Issues and Options paper, include 

one or more settlements detached from the existing urban area.  Our reasons for concern 

are set out below.   

2. OVERARCHING LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTIONS.  Do you think we have 

identified all of the strategic cross-boundary issues? If not, please explain what 

issue(s) we have missed and include supporting evidence. 

More consideration should be given to wider regional demographics and growth dynamics, 

including the impact of planning developments in Ipswich and at Felixstowe and the growth 

of Stansted Airport.  
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3. OVERARCHING LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTIONS.  Are there any other issues or 

considerations that we should take into account, or be aware of in formulating the 

new Local Plan? 

 

The decision to dual the A120 between Braintree and Marks Tey needs to be made and its 

final route decided before any major housing developments in the vicinity are planned.    

Colchester Borough Council needs to work closely with the Secretary of State for Transport, 

local Members of Parliament and the Highways Agency to accelerate improvements. 

 

Colchester Borough Council and Braintree District Council must also co-ordinate their plans.   

In particular, there is a risk that the corridor between Marks Tey and Braintree will be lost to 

urban sprawl.  Large dormitory settlements, led by developers, are not the way to deliver 

sustainable growth for Colchester Borough or Braintree District.  

 

4. VISION.  What would you like to see for the Borough’s future, what do you think 

should be included in the Local Plan vision for the Borough, what should we be 

aiming and aspiring to achieve and why? 

CAUSE would like to see: 

• A plan where the needs of residents are met without jeopardising those of future 

generations  – in other words a better, sustainable quality of life for everyone.     

• An integrated transport plan in which Colchester offers employment, healthcare, 

educational and recreational opportunities that are accessible via public transport, 

footpaths and cycle routes, including improvements in transport links to outlying rural 

areas. 

• High quality, well-planned urban extensions, with an emphasis on affordable and low-

cost housing, renewable energy and energy-efficient schemes. 

• Rural and urban access to superfast broadband and high-speed mobile wireless 

telecommunications to serve local residents and businesses and to facilitate the 

growth of new-technology industries in the area.  This aspect of infrastructure 

planning is given scant consideration in the Issues and Options document. 

5. VISION.  Are there any other documents or visions that you think might help to inform 

the vision for the new Local Plan? 



CAUSE,  xx February 2015 

We have been impressed with the planning process and urban development of Freiburg, 

Germany.  See: http://www.livablecities.org/articles/freiburg-city-vision  

Urban design and research consultancy Urbed director David Rudlin, who was awarded the 

Wolfson Economics Prize last year, suggested that the next government should drop the 

idea of building new garden cities and instead allow existing cities to expand, taking "a 

confident bite out of the green belt.": 

http://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1310824/urban-extension-plan-scoops-wolfson-

garden-city-award 

http://www.plan4sustainabletravel.org offers useful advice on planning and building a 

sustainable transport infrastructure. 

http://towns.org.uk/files/AMT TCentres.pdf offers some insights on a functional approach to 

town planning. 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110118095356/http:/www.cabe.org.uk/files/bett

er-neighbourhoods.pdf provides some background on making higher densities work, with 

examples. 

See appendices for additional detail. 

6. HOUSING.  Have the correct issues been identified, are there any missing? 

The majority of local people cannot afford to buy a house in the Borough, according to the 

Strategic Market Housing Assessment (2013).  We would like to see a commitment to 

provide low-cost housing that local people can afford. The influx of Londoners has created 

pressures on the housing market. 
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7. HOUSING.  Do you have any thoughts on how the Plan could or should address these 

issues? 

Planning policy can and should have a role in facilitating the construction of well-designed, 

spacious and sustainable houses for all age and income groups. 

8. HOUSING.  Do you have any further comments to make on housing related issues? 

 

The Borough and the County cannot continue to absorb the projected rate of household 

formation and population growth without dramatic improvements to our infrastructure. In its 

present state, it is unsustainable. 
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Housing should be provided close to existing urban centres and local employment 

opportunities, connected by reliable and frequent public transport services and an extensive 

network of cycle-ways and footpaths.    

9. CENTRES AND EMPLOYMENT.  Have the correct issues been identified, are there any 

missing? 

We agree it is “important to avoid the creation of dispersed growth patterns in Colchester 

that result in high car dependency.”    

Despite reports of recent improvements in local employment, we note that the rate of job 

creation in the Borough in recent years has been less than the growth of the working-age 

population. If the town is unable to generate enough jobs, it is unlikely that detached 

settlements outside the main urban area would be able to do so (other than temporary jobs 

in the construction phase). Such settlements are likely to end up becoming long-distance 

commuter dormitories that are not self-contained and sustainable. 

We agree that efforts should be made to attract employers that offer high-skilled jobs to the 

town. But that requires improvements in the provision of superfast broadband and the high-

speed mobile telecommunications infrastructure in the Borough.  It is simply unacceptable 

that rural parts of the Borough have Internet speeds well below the national average. 

The University of Essex is the Borough’s second biggest employer and many of these jobs 

are high skilled and well paid.    We concur with the assertion that “every opportunity should 

be made to ensure links to the knowledge gateway.”  Colchester should try to emulate the 

successful model of science and technology parks around the University at Cambridge.  

CENTRES AND EMPLOYMENT.  Do you have any further thoughts on how the Plan 

could or should address these issues? 

See above. 

10. CENTRES AND EMPLOYMENT.  Do you have any further comments to make on 

employment related issues? 

See above. 

11. RURAL COLCHESTER.  Have the correct issues been identified, are there any 

missing? 

The Borough should use the planning system to improve the telecommunications 

infrastructure to encourage rural employment opportunities and assist working from home.  
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Low Internet speeds and poor high–speed mobile services are a deterrent to new-

technology and creative industries. 

12. RURAL COLCHESTER.  Do you have any further thoughts on how the Plan could or 

should address these issues? 

See above. 

13. RURAL COLCHESTER.  Do you have any further comments to make on issues related 

to the Borough’s rural area? 

Rural areas, greenfield and high-grade agricultural land should be protected.    

Any review of settlement boundaries should be proportionate and should take into account 

the available public transport services and green transport provisions. Neighbourhood Plans 

should be carried out in conjunction with local Parish Councils. Dormitory settlements, 

inhabited largely by long-distance commuters, should be avoided.  

PROMOTING HEALTHY COMMUNITIES.  Have the correct issues been identified, are 

there any missing? 

Local health services and hospitals already face challenges and pressures. Planning should 

take account of the needs of the ageing local population and work with central government 

to improve health-infrastructure provisions. 

14. PROMOTING HEALTHY COMMUNITIES.  Do you have any further thoughts on how the 

Plan could or should address these issues? 

See above. 

15. PROMOTING HEALTHY COMMUNITIES.  Do you have any further comments to make 

in relation to the promotion of healthy communities? 

See above. 

16. SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT & ACCESSIBILITY.  Have the correct issues been 

identified, are there any missing? 

The main issues are:   

• Will future developments reduce the need to travel?   

• Will sustainable travel increase? 

• Will the transport infrastructure be improved?  
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The transport infrastructure needs to be upgraded before further large-scale development 

takes place. 

Over the past forty years the Borough has absorbed around 800 homes per year.  Yet the 

transport infrastructure remains largely unchanged.  Furthermore, Colchester has absorbed 

more housing than any other Local Planning Authority in Essex. 

ROADS 

The A12/A120 Route Based Strategy (Highway Agency 2013) and the East of England 

Route Strategy Evidence Report (Highways Agency 2014) concluded that the A120 is 

congested and needs upgrading between Marks Tey and Braintree. This is self-evident to 

anyone who uses the route regularly. 

The projected large increase in the number of dwellings in Colchester and Braintree would 

put even more pressure on the local road network.  Even if the A120 is dualled between 

Marks Tey and Braintree eventually, it would not necessarily absorb the expected increase 

in traffic and may even encourage additional long-distance commuting.  The experience of 

Didcot, Oxfordshire, is instructive.  The site of a new development on an improved trunk road 

and near to a mainline railway station at Didcot attracted commuters.  Unfortunately, it also 

made the traffic problems worse. 

RAIL 

Colchester has seen an influx of households migrating from London and commuting to work 

in the capital. Currently, 75% of house buyers in Chelmsford are Londoners planning to 

move out and commute, according to Savills, an estate agent. The firm also calculates that 

31% of all homes bought in commuter areas in 2014 were by Londoners, either cashing in 

on high house prices or unable to get on the property ladder in the capital.    

National Rail appears to believe that additional commuter journeys to London can be 

absorbed by the less crowded services.  According to the Strategic Assessment document: 

“Network Rail has confirmed that the worst case (i.e. all development in Marks Tey and with 

10% travelling to work, assuming all to London, by train) then the additional passengers 

should not pose capacity issues in the short term because they can be absorbed into the 

less crowded services.”    

The problem with this analysis is that commuters are more likely to use peak services, not 

the less crowded services.  If 15,000 new houses were to be built at Marks Tey, at least 

1100 more daily rail commuters could pass through Marks Tey.  It is also clear that growth at 



CAUSE,  xx February 2015 

other stations along the mainline will create capacity concerns and that a step change in the 

number of commuters at Marks Tey cannot be looked at in isolation.  

Rail services and capacity need to be upgraded before Marks Tey can absorb new housing 

developments on a large scale. 

OTHER 

Educational, recreational and community facilities should be accessible by foot, bicycle or 

public transport. We agree that a “range of sustainable transport infrastructure is expected.”  

But this must be planned well in advance of any new settlement. 

17. SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT & ACCESSIBILITY.  Do you have any thoughts on how 

the Plan could or should address these issues? 

Colchester should aim to reduce traffic congestion at peak times.    

18. SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT & ACCESSIBILITY.  Do you have any further comments 

to make on transport related issues? 

See above. 

19. HERITAGE AND DESIGN.  Have the correct issues been identified, are there any 

missing? 

The heritage assets of the Borough, including the settings of Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas, are crucial to the character and economic success of the town and its 

hinterland. It would be folly to destroy historic landscape and open settings for massive 

housing development.   

20. HERITAGE AND DESIGN.  Do you have any thoughts on how the Plan could or should 

address these issues? 

See above. 

21. HERITAGE AND DESIGN.  Do you have any further comments to make on design and 

heritage related issues? 

We note that policies designed to encourage greater sustainability have often had the 

unintended consequence of lowering design quality, limiting the provision of open space and 

creating parking problems. Borough planners should encourage high design standards in 

planning policy and practice and should not grant permission to urban sprawl or poor design 

quality in developments. 
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22. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT.  Have the correct issues been identified, are there any 

missing? 

It should be mandatory for new developments to support energy efficiency, water efficiency, 

renewable energy and district heating (where feasible) in the Local Plan.  We call for greater 

focus on green energy in new developments.    

Developers should be encouraged to use passive solar arrays, natural ground surfaces, 

rainwater conservation, open recreation spaces and wooded areas.    

23. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT.   Do you have any thoughts on how the Plan could or 

should address these issues? 

See above. 

24. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT.   Do you have any further comments to make about issues 

related to Natural Environment? 

See above. 

25. GROWTH OPTIONS/DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY.  Which option do you think would 

form the most appropriate strategy for the growth of the Borough and why?  

Housing developments should meet local needs. We consider proposals for detached new 

settlements outside the main urban area to be inappropriate development.  Proportional 

expansion of the Borough’s villages will probably be needed.  But this should be achieved 

through consultation and Neighbourhood Plans.  The definition of ‘proportional’ should be 

agreed with each village and the Borough should not impose housing targets that destroy 

the fabric of existing communities. 

Whichever Option is adopted eventually, it should not just be an expedient solution to meet a 

politicised housing target and should not be developer led.  The final recommendation 

should take full account of the local and regional economy and balance the supply of 

additional housing with local job opportunities and, most importantly, the capacity of the 

existing infrastructure to absorb further pressures. Long-distance commuting should be 

discouraged and sustainable transport modes favoured.   The Council should adhere to the 

principle of sustainability when selecting sites.      

We do not agree that Marks Tey station is a “very good” hub for development and therefore 

do not support the scale of the West Tey/Gateway 120 proposals (Option 2).  Our principal 

objection is that the existing transport and other infrastructure is inadequate and needs to be 
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upgraded before any major development between Marks Tey and Braintree is considered. 

An enlarged settlement at Marks Tey would simply become a dormitory for long-distance 

commuters, adding to the misery of travellers on overcrowded trains at peak times and more 

gridlock on the A120 and A12. 

 

In the Call for Sites, a large swathe of land between Marks Tey and Braintree has been 

proposed, with the result that there is a significant risk that the area could become an ugly, 

sprawling ribbon development.  The creation of a greatly enlarged settlement at Marks Tey 

would undoubtedly lead to infill development between Colchester and Coggeshall and the 

worst kind of urban sprawl.  

The Issues and Scoping document states the west of Colchester is already “disturbed by 

visual, movement and noise intrusion of cars on the A12 and trains.” But that is no reason for 

the area to suffer from further ‘negative externalities.’  Instead, we should aim to reduce the 

noise, pollution and visual intrusion to the west of Colchester. 

We welcome Colchester’s efforts to regenerate the town, for example, at The Hythe, and to 

use brownfield land for house building. We believe that urban extensions, within easy reach 

of the town centre, are more successful in creating a vibrant town centre and high street. 

 

We advocate a new Option with the following characteristics: 

• One or more sustainable, self-contained urban growth settlements with 

walking and cycling routes into the town centre and to the University and a 

frequent and regular public transport service. 

• Proximity to the University and the town centre, as the major employer poles, 

and to areas of recreation by green transport modes. 

• Proportional expansion of Rural District Centres and an element of rural 

growth in the Borough’s villages 

• Continuing re-generation of town centre areas, with mixed-use development. 

Of the Options outlined, our preferred Option would be a modified Option 3B ‘Development 

to the East and North’.  The sustainable settlement proposed to the east of Colchester town 

should be an urban extension, not a separate settlement.   

26. GROWTH OPTIONS/DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY.  Are there other reasonable/realistic 

options which could meet the necessary requirements (including the ability to 

accommodate the objectively assessed need and ensure the maintenance of a five 
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year housing supply) that you think we have missed and would provide a more 

preferable option? 

We note the constraints placed on local planning by the central Government but such 

constraints should not be unreasonable. The Borough should be prepared to argue the case 

for better infrastructure before housing commitments are undertaken with the Department of 

Communities and Local Government. Central Government also has responsibilities in the 

matter. 

27. GROWTH OPTIONS/DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY.  Should any new sustainable 

settlement aspire to Garden City Principles? 

Ebenezer Howard’s social utopianism is not relevant to today’s planning challenges.  

Howard’s design principles of inviolable green space, low-density housing and self-contained 

towns, are laudable. We feel Howard would support green belts and be appalled at the 

modern notion of urban sprawl. 

Planners now have a duty  

• To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 

• To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another 

• To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

• To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

• To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 

urban land. 

Detached settlements proposals, such as at West Tey/Gateway120, would contravene these 

principles and aims. They are also not consistent with Howard’s Garden City principles. 

28. GROWTH OPTIONS/DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY.  Should we have to look at higher 

densities, if possible? If so, where do you think higher densities are appropriate and 

why? 

Higher density developments have a role, as they can provide an efficient use of land and 

affordable, low-cost housing in both the private and public sectors. There are, however, a 

number of caveats. They must be built close to places of work, commerce and recreation 

and be served with reliable public transport services. They must also be built to high quality 

design standards; otherwise there is a risk that they become the run-down estates of the 

future, like so many post-war high-density developments. 

  




