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Question 
No 

 
 Responding to the Consultation 
1 The Plan should not cover the period 2032 and beyond. “Beyond” anticipates on-

going unchallenged growth that may not be appropriate or realistic in infrastructure 
terms nor in harmony with the Borough’s vision once established.  The Plan should 
be specific e.g. From 2017 to 2032.  If CBC deems it necessary to have a plan from 
2032 onwards perhaps this could be a supplementary document. 
 
(FURTHER COMMENT 
There are many references to the Plan period and housing targets these confuse 
the issues – some examples are below: 
Page 3 – “to 2032 and beyond” 
Page 4 – Strategic Housing Market Assessment – initial estimate of 1,065 new 
homes per annum needed in the Borough over a 20 year period. 
Page 4 – NPPF states that Local Plan ‘should be drawn up over an appropriate time 
scale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, take account of longer term requirements, 
and be kept up to date’.  2032 and beyond. 
Page 33 – longer term 2021-2032 
Page 33 – 1,000 or more per annum – 15,000 over plan period 
Page 33 – 15 year Plan period (2017-2032) 
Page 35 - So, while Colchester needs to find land to accommodate in the region of 
8,000-10,000 dwellings, with cross-boundary allocations, the total figure may be 
15,000-20,000. This would include land in neighbouring authorities which borders 
Colchester. 
 
THE PLAN PERIOD NEEDS TO BE SET AT 2017-2032 
 
THE HOUSING TARGET NEEDS SHOULD BE CO–ORDINATED AND CLARIFIED IN 
TERMS OF; AREAS, TYPES, NUMBER AND COMPLETION RATE PER YEAR FROM 
2017 TO 2032.  THIS SHOULD BE DONE IN TWO CATEGORIES  
 
1       For Colchester Borough alone  
2       For Colchester & Developments in Neighbouring boroughs within 5 miles of 

the Colchester Borough Boundary 
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2 The list provided makes no reference to Parish Plans, Village (and other) Design 
Statements or Neighbourhood Plans. These documents will themselves inform and 
contribute to the overall vision for the Borough.  
 There is no mention of; 

• Health Authority (including Mental Health / GP Services) involvement; 
• rail/bus services (although these may be included in the Traffic/Transport 

Assessments);  
• Organisations involved in Day and Longer term Care for the Elderly;  
• Education Provision from ages  2-19 
• The Garrison and effects on local area and jobs related to the Military 
• Chambers of Commerce 

MCC note that several of the studies listed were based on briefs and consultation 
which excluded any community involvement. MCC caution CBC not to rely on such 
documents.  
(eg The Sports Facilities Strategy, Employment Land Needs Assessment, Open Space 
Study, Wildlife Study, Viability Assessment – methods and specific briefs without 
input from the local communities.    
 

 Overarching Local Plan Issues and Options 
3 The issues identified are right to be stated. Collectively they provide a stark warning 

that Colchester cannot accept any further housing growth until  
(a) a clear vision is established for the Town and wider Borough, and  
(b) the key issues surrounding health, education, transport, employment, care for 
the elderly, etc. each have an evidenced solution path with timescales.  
 

4 The cross-boundary issues that need to be addressed are those that add any extra 
detrimental financial or resource burden to Colchester’s culture, infrastructure and 
services. 
Use of any Colchester services by non-Colchester based organisations, firms or 
residents should attract at least full financial cost and opportunity compensation 
though redirected grants, CIL and taxation paid by adjacent authorities. 
 

5 There does not appear to be any consideration of ‘climate change’ in terms of 
managing local drought and flooding issues, creative solutions for  increased waste 
management and genuine recycling or promotion of local electrical generation in 
new developments. 
 
There is also insufficient consideration of the importance of informal  leisure needs 
for  a 2032 population of 300,000+ people 

 Local Plan Vision 
6 The proposed Vision could benefit from being simplified, in plain English and not 

“planning speak”.   
 
The Vision for the Borough should be the starting point for the Local Plan. 
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The Vision has to determine what is attractive about the Borough from the point of 
view of its residents and visitors. If what is attractive is key to the local economy 
then those attractions must be protected as key assets.  For example, the Borough’s 
historical and natural assets should be at the core of the vision. They should be 
promoted as quality environments in which to live and as attractions to visitors as a 
tourist destination. 
 
The Vision should fully embrace quality of life for the residents for current and 
future generations. This will need to harmonise connectivity and access within and 
between communities so that the historical and natural environments are regarded 
as integral to everyone’s ‘sense of place and actively promotes social inclusion and 
pride. 
 
Growth must not be allowed to dilute levels of social, environmental and economic 
factors that determine quality of life. The balance should be in favour of protecting 
Borough assets and enabling a good quality of life for all. 
 
Delivery of the Local Plan Vision 2008 has not been an entirely happy or successful 
experience to date: 
 

• The Urban Gateways have not materialised, even though Stanway is an 
excellent out of town shopping centre only 

• New Facilities at the University of Essex are specialised and excellent but 
have had little impact on the general population of the area.  

• The Visual Arts Centre is a masterpiece of bad Project Management and is 
under threat 

• The General Hospital is in special measures and is under immense strain due 
to excessive concentration of facilities on site and thus has little or no 
capacity for further growth predicted 

• Colchester Institute regeneration is 20% complete and shows no sign of the 
project being restarted. The local consolidation of HE Services completed in 
2006 is back to being a satellite facilities delivery establishment again  

• The Community Stadium does its best, but this bleak site is not yet 
embedded in the wider community ethos. 

 
MCC challenges CBC to analyse where their 2008 Vision has not been achieved and 
where are the lessons learnt before embarking on another such crusade for 2032. 
 
All future developments should have fibre optic broadband infrastructure installed 
as standard. 
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7 Duplicate, Q2 above 
Parish Plans, Design Statements and Neighbourhood Plans all have a role to play in 
determining visions at a level of community that CBC wishes the Local Plan to be 
based on. 
There is no mention of: 

• Health Authority (including Mental Health / GP Services) involvement; 
• rail/bus services (although these may be included in the Traffic/Transport 

Assessments);  
• Organisations involved in Day and Longer term Care for the Elderly;  
• Education Provision from ages  2-19 
• Chambers of Commerce 
• Military Establishments 

MCC note that several of the studies listed were based on briefs and consultation 
which excluded any community involvement. MCC caution CBC not to rely on such 
documents.  
(eg The Sports Facilities Strategy, Employment Land Needs Assessment, Open Space 
Study, Wildlife Study, Viability Assessment – methods and specific briefs) without 
input from the local communities.    
 

 Housing 
8 The strategic Housing Assessment 2013 is an excellent and well prepared study. The 

only significant omission is that no consideration is given to the high percentage of 
businesses which use dedicated room(s) within dwellings to conduct “concealed” 
businesses. In Myland some 10-15% of houses are used in this way.  
 
Thus some of the assumptions, especially those conclusions under “utilisation and 
future needs” are overstated.  A new specialist category of housing accommodation 
should be included in the next  Assessment update to  address this permanent “10% 
working homes” 
 
What is also missing in the housing strategy, and elsewhere, is the need for  a 
commitment to allocate land within housing developments to meet the need for 
future public or private  services (no longer provided by Local Government) which 
will only become evident over time.  
 
The current planning policies of allocating every square metre for an immediate 
adopted development purpose, on assumed future needs for 10-50 years ahead, 
restricts all communities in meeting actual future needs and opportunities  
 
i.e. Not everything should be permanently decided by Developers or LPA at RIBA 
stage C/D  in residential areas. 
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9 To meet the above Point 8  requirements we suggest  
1 A  BREEAM Communities template for each new housing development should 

be devised by community representatives/guardians in conjunction with 
normal master planning processes. Such a BC template will secure the ability of 
future residents to customise some of their required future non Public Sector 
services. 

 
2 A new policy of public ownership and maintenance of undeveloped land at a 

rate of say 4,000m2 per 100 dwellings for possible future local purchase and 
future community services to meet specific local needs. 

 
10 There is a stated assumption that housing growth annual figures need to increase 

from 830 to 1,065. Given that this new Local Plan is clearly set out to be driven by 
housing growth, the ‘objectively assessed housing need’ and the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment processes and data should be fully published and subject to 
independent audit. The disparity in annual housing growth targets between 
Colchester Borough and the rest of Essex over recent years demands this. 
 
In response to ‘Why growth?’ (page 6), and relevant to this section, the following 
additional comments are provided: 
 

• The question here is whether people are attracted to Colchester because 
houses are being made available for them, i.e. creating a demand or 
whether houses are being built to meet an actual inward demand? 

• There is also an implied accusation that if existing residents do not support 
the levels of housing growth proposed they would be irresponsible in not 
enabling demand to be met for an ageing population and their own children, 
nephews and nieces. 

 
There should then, be a clear publicised distinction between housing demand 
generated for/from out of town and housing demand for the current population’s 
descendants and own extended lifespan. 
 
There is a clear need, described in the Housing Strategy, to carefully consider and 
evaluate the demand from an extended elderly population and how peoples 
housing needs over lifespans and varying personal conditions may change, 
potentially from small to larger and back to smaller properties. 
 
More affordable housing should be made available for local residents (e.g. people 
who have lived in the area for 5+ years). 
 
The dependency on  the current commercial development ‘viability’  tests, to 
deliver the full range of housing needs does not appear to be a successful formula 
and other housing provision routes will need exploring. 
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MCC maintain that the current CBC viability criteria and evaluation process, as 
visible to the public, is not fit for purpose. We recommend a policy of independent 
professional scrutiny of both appointments and evaluation of financial viability 
studies should be undertaken in a timely manner before Planning Approval and 
made available to those with legitimate interest and competence in such reports 
and their recommendations. 
 
QUESTION 
 
Page 33/34 - The five year housing supply is another factor that needs to be taken 
into account in considering growth options. The NPPF requires Councils to maintain 
a five year supply 34 of specific deliverable housing sites on a rolling basis.   
 
HAS THIS ALWAYS INCLUDED SEVERALLS?  THIS HAS BEEN IN THE PIPELINE FOR 14 
YEARS AND STILL HAS NO CONFIRMED DEVELOPER. 
 

 Centres and Employment 
11 Excessive urbanisation may have an adverse effect on aspects of the Borough’s 

environment that draws in tourism. 
 
Opportunities should be sought to link employment potential to specific Borough 
assets so that the one feeds the other, e.g. tourism generally, health 
research/development in the north of the Town close to the Hospital.  Major local 
employers should include the hospital and associated facilities e.g. the Walk In 
Centre. 

12 Identifying specific employment potential and mapping needs to that potential only 
in identified areas. 

13 Clear and equivalent employment growth should be identified before committing to 
housing targets. A marriage between employment growth and housing growth was 
supposed to be core in the current Local Plan (Local Development Framework) but 
the employment creation element did not materialise.  
 
MCC’s paper ‘A Stark Reality’ issued in 2012 drew attention to the fact that salary 
levels in Colchester are low due to the type of jobs now prevalent in the Borough. 
This issue remains a problem. 
 
Colchester needs to aspire to becoming  a nationally recognised centre  in some 
form  of specialist commercial or Industrial sector 

 Rural Colchester 
14  
15  
16 Policies to revitalise rural areas and villages should be supported commensurate 

with the need to balance that revitalisation with suitable protection of the rural 
character and local identified assets. 
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 Promoting Healthy Communities 
17 Both physical and mental health are equally important.  Other factors impacting 

health and well-being appear to be included, although less thoroughly than other 
subjects covered. 
 

18 The Plan should not reach a decision point until there is clear, evidenced detail on 
the population size that physical and mental health services can cater for over the 
Plan period. This needs to embrace adjoining authority’s developments that may 
also place demand on Colchester Borough health and well-being provision.  
 

19 This subject area is key to community quality of life. It would be irresponsible of 
Colchester Borough to adopt housing targets that would result in population sizes 
that cannot be catered for by LOCAL direct physical and mental health services. 
 
 Nor should housing growth threaten or not provide other factors such as open air 
space for sport, leisure and green space. So, too, should community cohesion and 
inclusion be sustainable through adequate social amenity.  
 
There is a serious issue in that the current Hospital site in North Colchester is 
already at capacity thus limiting any further expansion. There are also well reported 
problems with current health care provision so until there is a clear achievable path 
forward for all GP, supplementary and Hospital Services for the projected numbers 
that path can deal with there can be no commitment to increased housing in 
Colchester.  
 
MCC has suggested on various occasions that instead of trying to expand the 
General Hospital in a space that is already too small the Health Authority should 
consider abandoning the plans to develop Severalls Phase 2 for housing and instead 
use that site to develop a world class Hospital/Health Centre. 

 Sustainable Transport and Accessibility 
20  
21  
22 There is recognition that the A12 north of Colchester is at capacity. The impact of 

the North Colchester development sites of Chesterwell, Severalls Phase 2 and the 
Northern Gateway are not actually known. Access to the Hospital may be in 
jeopardy if traffic volumes in North Colchester get much higher. 
 
Although a North Colchester Transport Strategy was produced in 2012 it was never 
adopted and there is a clear need for a thorough, evidenced re-visit of that Strategy 
to produce an effective infrastructure that not only improves travel for existing and 
new residents but also 
for businesses and tourism. 
 
An effective strategy for traffic movement for the Town and wider Borough must be 
produced that identifies volumes that are manageable before any housing growth 
figures are adopted. 
 

MCC Issues & Options Response – 26th Feb 2015 Page 7 
 



There needs to be a much higher emphasis on the needs of effective non-motorised 
users so that access and movement is easy and attractive plus effective in achieving 
modal shift away from the motor car. Such accesses must be to key destinations for 
work and leisure and between urban and rural settlements.   

 Heritage and Design 
23 An issue that needs addressing is the future role of the Town Centre. 
24 The role of the Town Centre should form an integral and key part of the vision for 

the future. 
25 Much is made of the Town’s historical Legacy. It is this that should be the primary 

point of promoting Colchester Town Centre, i.e. as opposed to a retail attraction. 
There has to be a healthy retail element but it could be a different retail experience, 
e.g., shopping within a clearly historic environment where the two elements 
intermingle. For example, highlight the Roman Wall much more, expose the Priory 
ruins as an open feature within the re-development of the Vineyard Street/Queen 
Street area, plus give St Johns Abbey Gateway a higher profile. Guide people to 
places of interest via shops and vice versa. 
 
Make the being in town experience relaxed and pleasurable within an environment 
of well-highlighted, well-presented, accessible and clearly signed historical and 
other pleasurable features. 
 
Assess and aspire  Colchester against other towns and cities that present historical 
legacy alongside commercial/retail provision, if necessary in Europe (e.g. Avignon) 
as well as UK (e.g. Winchester) 
 
Build on good CBC documents already adopted as guidance on public realm and a 
better Town Centre.  
  
Protect access routes to the Town that are inviting, attractive and give a good ‘first 
impression’ e.g. Cymbeline Meadows/Avenue of Remembrance/North 
Hill/Riverside.  

 Natural Environment 
26  
27 In our view CBC should strongly oppose the deletion of the NPPF 2015 Green 

Infrastructure Guidance document.  CBC should ensure its Green Infrastructure 
Policy retains the NPPF GI Guidance qualities which will ensure the aim to enhance, 
create and maintain effective and vibrant new green infrastructure for anywhere in 
Colchester is successful. 
 

28 It is important to note that the reference to ‘biodiversity off-setting’ is less likely to 
be an early option as this has recently been reported as being ‘side-lined’ by 
Government. 
 
It will be vital that all areas with a natural environment benefit should be carefully 
considered. While nationally and internationally recognised sites are key and have a 
higher and wider profile, there are many other sites within the Borough with equal 
benefit to wildlife and of equal value to residents. 
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Areas such as the Roman River Valley, the River Colne Valley, Cymbeline Meadows, 
Hilly Fields, Gosbecks Park, Salary Brook, High Woods Country Park, Tiptree Heath 
and others, all have a significant role to play in the ‘sense of place’ and character 
setting environment at the heart of the Borough. 
 
In some cases these sites have more than one asset value, i.e. both natural and 
historical legacy features as well as being a health and well-being provider. 
 
Such sites need to be protected from encroachment, retain green connectivity and 
provide appropriate access to visitors. They should be regarded as key components 
to quality of life. 
 
Care should also be taken to identify pockets of natural value within urban areas, 
e.g. orchards and allotments can be wildlife havens and infill development could 
inadvertently destroy important habitats.   

 Growth Options / Development Strategy 
29 None of the options form the most appropriate strategy, which is to defer all 

further housing growth until the issues surrounding Health provision, Education 
provision, Employment of the right type, Roads and Transport infrastructure fit for 
purpose can be guaranteed.  
 
A clarified Vision for the Town and wider Borough should be the starting point with 
historical and natural legacy features being protected at the core of that vision. 
 
If housing growth, of up to 21,500 units over 20 years, for Colchester is deemed 
unavoidable then only options 2A or 2B should be implemented.  Growth in the 
three major settlements of Tiptree, West Mersea and Wivenhoe is supported, but 
significant new housing development in the existing Colchester Urban areas should 
be restricted to sensitive infill. 
 
MCC completely rejects Option 3 and confirms its view that there should be NO 
further housing development in North Colchester (including the surrounding 
villages). 
 
The only exception to this requirement in Myland could be for limited high rise units 
near the stadium and a few high-spec housing units north of the Rugby Club land, 
edging the proposed Village Green, as part of the Northern Gateway Development.   
 
Any other new housing allocations in the Colchester town area will simply add to 
the negative impact on existing infrastructure/facilities in the area, especially the 
traffic problems in and around the North Station Gyratory. 
 
If substantial additional housing is also to be procured on the Tendring and Marks 
Tey boundaries significant compensation to Colchester will have to be secured to 
ensure no dis-benefit and additional infrastructure pressures are suffered by 
Colchester Council Tax payers. 
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30  
31 All new sustainable settlements of greater than 200 units should aspire to the 

Garden City principles and action should also be taken where possible to bring such 
principles into existing settlements, not least the Town Centre.  
 

32 The character of Colchester and peoples’ health and well-being should not be 
jeopardised by high density development 
 
However, purely for  economic reasons we may support limited high rise 
development near the stadium (as financial  support for wider private sector 
community facilities in the Northern Gateway area)  and possibly around the station 
at Marks Tey and the Tendring/ University area near Wivenhoe. 
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