Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name Pennsylvania Lane — Brook Meadows CO5 QUD
Reference number TIPO3 (CO19)

Settlement Tiptree

Size 11.17 Ha (335 dwellings stated).

Proposed use/s Residential, affordable housing, open space

Site Owner Mrs J Bonnet, 67 Maldon Road

Agent / Promoter Granville Developments/ John Finch Partnership

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

Adjacent to sites TIPO1, TIP21, TIP32 so may need to be considered as part of a composite-site/area if this site progresses. Located on the
western boundary of the existing village envelope towards the Grange Road Pits area.

Note that TIP32 granted permission for 7 properties in 2017 (former Brook House site)

There are no previous planning applications or permissions for TIPO3 apart from a 2001 application to relocate Tiptree United FC which was
refused.




Stage 1A: Initial sieve

A red rating for any of the assessment criterions within this section means the site will not be taken further in the assessment process. A red rating in Stage 1 means that a site is considered to be unsuitable for development

at the current time, in accordance with national and local policy, or that the site is too small to be taken through the SLAA process.

1A Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1A1 Is the site greenfield and within flood zone 3 (more than G Call for Sites
50%) without flood defences? pro-forma,
Magic, Flood
Map for
Planning Ri
vers and
Sea
1A.2 Is the site for fewer than 5 dwellings or less than 0.25ha? G Call for Sites 11.17x30x0.85 = 285 houses
pro-forma
1A3 Is the site physically separate from an existing development G Call for Sites
boundary pro-forma,
village
boundary
map
1A.4 Would development of the site have a significant negative G Call for Sites
effect on a site nationally or internationally designated for prO-fOrma,
its landscape, biological, geological, archaeological or Magic
historical importance?
1A.5 Can the site be accessed by vehicle from the public A Mapping There is direct access to Pennsylvania Lane and also via Brook

highway?

Meadows which is a formed cul-de-sac off Maldon Road, but
Pennsylvania Lane is a restricted byway, being a footpath to the
north and a private road to the south. Perry Road and Brook
Meadows are both narrow local residential roads — 285 houses.



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=599500.0&y=225500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&location=Colchester,%20Essex&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=597570&y=223852&lg=1,2,10,&scale=7

Stage 1B: Second sieve

This sieve tests sites in terms of their existing status and use. Sites are sieved out at this stage where there is sufficient information in relation to their existing status and use that renders further assessment unnecessary. A
yes in the stage 1B sieve means further assessment is not required. A conclusion and details of site capacity and delivery should be given where appropriate.

1B Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source

1B.1 Is the site allocated with extant planning permission, or is it G CBC NO — based on search of CBC planning portal
allocated with a strong likelihood of a planning application Planning
being submitted in the near future? Portal

1B.2 Is the site protected for another use (with no reason to G CBC Assumed NO
suggest it should be otherwise), or is it in use with a Planning
likelihood that that use will continue for the foreseeable Portal,
future? Magic

1B.3 Is there another reason why it is clear that full assessment G Assumed NO
of this site would not be necessary?




Stage 1 Assessment R/G Comments

Rating If site is assessed “Red” at either stage then no further assessment is necessary
Stage 1A G
Stage 1B G

Stage 1 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 2: Availability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures

21 Has the site been promoted for G Call for Call for sites Submission 2014. Proforma

development? ?'tes pro- states site is under option by a developer.

G - Yes it’s been promoted orma

A —No, but it was submitted by the site

owner through the call for sites process

R —Site has not been put forward for

allocation by the landowner, or promoted for

development
2.2 Site ownership G Call for Single

G - Single or joint (max 2) known ownership Sites pro-

A —site owned by 3 or more different parties forma /

or intensions of a part owner not known Lanfj

R — ownership not known / multiple Registry

ownership (more than 3)
2.3 Is the site currently in use and is it likely to G Call for No

continue to be used for the foreseeable Sites pro-

future / would that use prevent development forma &

site visit

on the site from coming forward?

Summary and conclusion in relation to site availability

There are no major issues identified but site is currently under option to a developer (dated 2014).




Stage 2 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 3: Achievability
Assessment criterion RAG Data Source | Comment Mitigation
measures

3.1 Viability — is development of the site G Call for Sites pro-
economically viable? Are there any factors fom_“j‘ and
which could limit its viability? additional

information from
site promoter /
owner

3.2 Ransom strip — does the development of, or G Call for Sites pro- None identified
access to, the site rely on another piece of forma & mapping
land, and has that land been put forward for
development?

3.3 Is the land currently protected for an G Mapping, Magic, MAGIC - Countryside Stewardship Targeting
alternative use (including minerals ECC 2014 & Scoring Layers (Biodiversity) highlights
allocations and waste allocation (and Minerals Plans, the ‘Farm Wildlife Package’ as being relevant
proposed allocations))? ECCReplacement | to this site.

Waste Plan

3.4 If protected for a particular use (other than G Local Plan evidence
that proposed), is there evidence to suggest base - Employment
that the site could or should be released for Land Needs Report
an alternative use?

3.5 Contamination —is the site contaminated or G Call for Sites pro- None mentioned in proforma
partially contaminated? forma

3.6 Infrastructure requirements — does the site G Call for Sites pro- None identified
require the provision of any unique or large forma & Local Plan
infrastructure to support its development? evidence base




3.7 Does a local GP surgery have the capacity to GP Capacity Info
accommodate development of the site? (or
would development be likely to provide new
facilities?)
3.8 Does the local primary school have the Commissioning 805m to Tiptree Heath and St. Luke’s both without
capacity to accommodate development of School Places in capacity.
the site? (or would development be likely to Essex 2016-2021
provide new facilities?)
3.9 Does the local secondary school have the Commissioning Thurstable capacity forecast shows a surplus
capacity to accommodate development of School Places in capacity
the site? (or would development be likely to Essex 2016-2021
provide new facilities?)
3.10 Unimplemented permissions — does the site Call for Sites pro- No. Search of Colchester Planning site using
i i forma & CBC .
have a h,'Stogy of unimplemented olanning portal post code of nearest landmarks (Ship Inn CO5
ermissions? .
P . - OPQ and Tiptree Heath School CO5 OPB)
G — No unimplemented permissions e )
A - one (maybe two) recent lapsed didn’t highlight any items of concern.
permissions
R —a history of unimplemented permissions
3.11 Are there any other known reasons why the None known

development of this site for the specified
purpose could raise issues not covered in the
assessment criteria, or have unintended
consequences — such as impeding the
delivery of future infrastructure projects?



https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s achievability

MAGIC - Countryside Stewardship Targeting & Scoring Layers (Biodiversity) ‘Farm Wildlife Package’ is relevant to this site.

No site in Tiptree has been selected as part of the Replacement Waste Plan. This can be confirmed for Tiptree as a whole.

Tiptree Heath School, the nearest primary, lacks capacity whereas Baynards and Milldene, which are much further away, have capacity, this
could increase the ‘school run’ problems.

Stage 3 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 4: Suitability and sustainability

4 Assessment criterion RAG Data Comments Potential
Source mitigation
measures
Physical constraints
4.1 Is the site within or adjacent to the G Mapping Adjacent to existing boundary
settlement boundary (or could it form part of
a new settlement within the identified
growth areas)?
4.2 Would development of the site lead to G Mapping It will make proximity closer to settlement
? .
coalescence between settlements? area that is currently separated by
Pennsylvania Lane
4.3 What is the main access point/s to the site? A Mapping, Via Pennsylvania Lane restricted byway
Are there any highway constraints? Transport P ;
Planners & (which is a narrow lane / private road) or
ECC Perry Road / Brook Meadows narrow

residential road hardly suitable for 285x2
cars.
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4.4 Utilities — is there any evidence that it would Call for Proforma states all available, but as it is
i i Sit - . . . .
”g'lf_tt?e F;OSS'b'e to deliver the necessary o PO greenfield with no direct connection to
utilities? . . .
Maldon Road and the brownfield sites with
habitation in Pennsylvania Lane are missing
gas and sewerage, the issue could be
understated. Pennsylvania lane is part
private road and entirely restricted byway,
Blue Road is private and a significant part
of Brook meadows is unadopted.
4.5 Site specifics (e.g. topography, pylons) — are C_all for None identified
there any issues that would prevent/limit Sites pro-
development? Could development improve forma',
an existing issue? mapp_"?g’
site visit
4.6 Nature of the site —is it Call for Currently farmland so assumed Greenfield.
brownfield or greenfield? Sites pro-
G — brownfield (approx. 75% plus) forma',
A — part brownfield, part greenfield nlqtap|o.|r'1tg,
R — greenfield (approx. 75% plus) Stte vist
4.7 What is the agricultural land classification? Magic Magic Map Grade 2
G — Grades 4-5 (50% or more)
A —Grades 3a or 3b (50% or more, or a mix
of categories)
R — Grades 1-2 (50% or more)
4.8 Impact of neighbouring uses (e.g. noise, Call for May impact Pennsylvania Lane as a quiet
s.meII, amenity) —.woul.d development be fs'tes pro- country lane and footpath.
likely to be negatively impacted by, or to orma,
cause negative impact on, neighbouring ;ﬁﬁﬁgf'

areas?
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4.9 Is the site within an area that has previously TPC On west side of village and in area
i ifi i i response . .
been |c.Ient|f|ed by the parish council as a : p o considered for potential development
potentially preferred area? o calltor . .
G Yes sites and/or possible location for trunk road to
R -No remove traffic from village centre.
4.10 Is the site within an area that has been Feedback Location E deemed middle preference
identified by the village questionnaire as a fr_om
potentially preferred area or an area that village
surveys

might provide other additional benefits?
G-—Yes
R-No

12




Environmental constraints

4.11 Landscape impact — would development Call for Borders onto Gravel Pit and is part of Co10
i Sites pro- .
harm landscape character or setting, f' P Inworth Grange Pits (TL885159) area as
particularly relevant to any AONB and orma, . . e .
undeveloped coastal areas (including areas Landscape identified on local wildlife sites. This area
outside of the Borough boundary)? Character has recently been added to Co10.
’ Assessmen
t,
4.12 Impact on areas of biological or geological Call for Borders onto Gravel Pit and is part of Co10
i — i Sites pro- .
importance — would de"e'or’m‘?“t be '_'ke'V y P Inworth Grange Pits (TL885159) area as
to cause harm to these areas / is the site orma, . e e .
covered, or partially covered, by a local Local Sites identified on local wildlife sites. This area
designation? Assessmen has recently been added to Co10.
’ t, Magic &
site visit
Refer to CBC Local Sites Assessment
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler
.ashx?id=21564&p=0
4.13 Impact on archaeological and heritage assets Call for No
— would development of the site be likely to Sites pro-
cause harm to any such assets or their forma,
setting? N!aglcf
Historic
Environme
nt
Character
Report
4.14 Impact on open space — would development call :or Site PRoW transgresses this site and block
i i i ro-rorma, .
of the ?Ite result in the loss of, or partial loss ’L)J X current open space views for those
of, designated open space, a PRoW, or a rban .
bridleway? Fringe currently living close to settlement
Report boundary. Pennsylvania Lane on one side

and footpaths on other boundaries.
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http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study

4.15 Flood risk — is the site within, or partially Call for Sites River Water Flood map doesn’t highlight
within, an area of flood risk? pro-forma, .
Flood Map any risk.
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and for ) )
Planning Riv
Sea
. ers and Sea
http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357
683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=d
efault&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topi
c=floodmap
4.16 Drainage —can suitable drainage for the site Call for Large area near the course Of the brook |n
be provided? Will development of the site Sites pro- Brook Meadows is considered
increase the risk of flooding on site or forma, high/medium risk
elsewhere? surface g
Water
Flood map
Refer to Surface Water Flood map —
https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map
4.17 Views — are there any key views to or from Call for Will impact views from Pennsylvania Lane
the site? Sites pro- :
forma & as a quiet country lane and footpath
site visit

14



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map

Access to services

4.18

Distance to bus stop with a frequent service
at least six days a week (or could a new bus
service be incorporated into the
development?)

G —up to 400m

A—401m - 800m

R —over 800m

4.19

Distance to train station with a frequent
service at least six days a week
G—upto2,000m

A—-2,001m —4,000m

R —over 4,000m

Mapping,
bus
timetables

Nearest bus stop is at the junction of Spring
Road and Station Road.

Distance is 482m from middle of Brook
Meadows.

4.20

Distance to primary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development?)

G —up to 400m

A—-401m —-800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

Distance to Kelvedon Station is 3.6miles
(5,796m)

Mapping

Distance to Tiptree Heath is 0.5miles (804m)

421

Distance to secondary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development)

G-uptol1,200m

A-1,201m —2,000m

R —over 2,000m

Mapping

Distance to Thurstable is 0.8 miles (1,287m)

15




4.22 Distance to health services (or could new Mapping Distance to Medical Centre is .6 miles (965
health services be provided as part of m)
development of the site?)
G —up to400m
A —401m —-800m
R —over 800m
4.23 Distance to town, neighbourhood, rural Mapping Uses same distance to Medical Centre i.e.
district or urban district centre (or would it .6 miles (965 m)
be likely that a new centre will be provided
as part of development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m-1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.24 Distance to Local Employment Zone or Mapping Distance to Tiptree Jam Factory is .7 miles
Colchester Town Centre (whichever is (1,126m) or village centre 965m
closest) (or would employment opportunities
be likely to be created as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m-1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.25 Distance to play area (or would new play Mapping Distance to Thyme Road / Caxton Close is

facilities be likely to be provided as part of
the development of the site)?

G —up to400m

A—-401m —-800m

R —over 800m

0.5miles (805m), but large site so it is likely.

16




4.26 Distance to park/public open space (or A Mapping Distance to Windmill Green is .6mile
would new open space / parks be (965m)

incorporated into the development of the
site?)

G —up to 800m

A—801m-1,200m

R —over 1,200m

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s suitability and sustainability

This site may have issues in relation to proximity to Pennsylvania Lane and Gravel Pits. Access could be a problem given restricted byway,
private roads and part adopted roads, Perry Road is a narrow local road hardly suitable for a large increase in vehicles. This could be alleviated
by combination with neighbouring sites.

This site could be considered in relation to TIP01,09,27 and possibly TIP12 to accommodate a large number of dwellings.

However, this site was included in a Local Wildlife Site during a re-assessment in 2015 and has become a part of Co10, on account of rare
species. The Local Plan and National Planning Policy is not to build on a Local Wildlife Site, which rules this site out.

Stage 4 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 5: Site visit

Notes and observations from site visit (if required)

18




Stage 6: Outcome of Assessment

Overall conclusions and recommendations

Summarise the findings of the assessment here. Where are the key areas that the site performs well in, and what are the key
issues/constraints/questions in relation to whether the site is likely to come forward for development. Example conclusion — “In conclusion, the
site shows some suitability for development given its location adjacent to an existing development boundary, although there are issues in
relation to landscape impact, agricultural land classification, and distances to facilities and services. Availability and achievability are the key
issues in relation to the possibility of the site being developed, as the site has not been promoted for development, nor is there any planning
history or details of land ownership.”

Outcome

G — suitable/achievable/available
A — could be suitable/achievable/available, but with some uncertainty
R — the site is not suitable/achievable/available, or is highly unlikely to be so

Final Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name Oak Road CO5 ONS

Reference number TIPO4 (CO20)

Settlement Tiptree

Size 2.686 Ha

Proposed use/s Residential, affordable housing, open space

Site Owner Mrs J Bonnet, 67 Maldon Road

Agent / Promoter Granville Developments/ John Finch Partnership

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

Adjacent to TIP17 (also referred to as Oak Road) so may need to be considered as part of a composite-site/area if this site progresses.
Located on the northern boundary of the existing village envelope towards Messing. It is close to Baynards Primary School.

There are no previous planning applications or permissions for this site.




Stage 1A: Initial sieve

A red rating for any of the assessment criterions within this section means the site will not be taken further in the assessment process. A red rating in Stage 1 means that a site is considered to be unsuitable for
development at the current time, in accordance with national and local policy, or that the site is too small to be taken through the SLAA process.

1A Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1A.1 Is the site greenfield and within flood zone 3 (more than G Call for
50%) without flood defences? Sites pro-
forma,
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and Sea ';/Ilag';'
http://maps.environment- 00 ‘
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=35513 IVllap 'or
4.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&la P.annlng
ng=_e&topic=floodmap Rivers
and Sea
1A.2 Is the site for fewer than 5 dwellings or less than 0.25ha? G Call for 2.686x30x0.85 = 68 houses
Sites pro- CBC pro-forma states 25-30
forma
1A3 Is the site physically separate from an existing development G Call for
boundary Sites pro-
forma,
village
boundary
map
1A4 Would development of the site have a significant negative G Call for
effect on a site nationally or internationally designated for Sites pro-
its landscape, biological, geological, archaeological or forma,
historical importance? Magic
1A5 Can the site be accessed by vehicle from the public G Mapping There is direct access to Oak Road between No.32 and the Oak



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=599500.0&y=225500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&location=Colchester,%20Essex&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=597570&y=223852&lg=1,2,10,&scale=7

highway?

PH. Exact width for suitable creation of entrance road would need
to be checked.

Stage 1B: Second sieve

This sieve tests sites in terms of their existing status and use. Sites are sieved out at this stage where there is sufficient information in relation to their existing status and use that renders further assessment
unnecessary. A yes in the stage 1B sieve means further assessment is not required. A conclusion and details of site capacity and delivery should be given where appropriate.

1B Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source

1B.1 Is the site allocated with extant planning permission, or is it G CBC NO — based on search of CBC planning portal
allocated with a strong likelihood of a planning application Planning
being submitted in the near future? Portal

1B.2 Is the site protected for another use (with no reason to G CBC Assumed NO
suggest it should be otherwise), or is it in use with a Planning
likelihood that that use will continue for the foreseeable Portal,
future? Magic

1B.3 Is there another reason why it is clear that full assessment G Assumed NO
of this site would not be necessary?




Stage 1 Assessment R/G Comments

Rating If site is assessed “Red” at either stage then no further assessment is necessary
Stage 1A G
Stage 1B G

Stage 1 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 2: Availability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures

2.1 Has the site been promoted for G Call for Promoted by Granville Developments and John

development? Sites pro- Finch Partnership

G —Yes it's been promoted forma

A —No, but it was submitted by the site

owner through the call for sites process

R — Site has not been put forward for

allocation by the landowner, or promoted for

development
2.2 Site ownership G Call for Sole Owner- Mrs J Bonnet of 67 Maldon Road,

G - Single or joint (max 2) known ownership Sites pro- Tiptree

A —site owned by 3 or more different parties forma /

or intensions of a part owner not known La”‘_"

R — ownership not known / multiple Registry

ownership (more than 3)
2.3 Is the site currently in use and is it likely to G Call for Currently in agricultural use

continue to be used for the foreseeable Sites pro-

future / would that use prevent development forma &

site visit

on the site from coming forward?

Summary and conclusion in relation to site availability

No issues with respect to availability




Stage 2 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 3: Achievability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures
3.1 Viability — is development of the site G Call for
economically viable? Are there any factors Sites pro-
which could limit its viability? forma and
additional
informatio
n from site
promoter /
owner
3.2 Ransom strip — does the development of, or G Call for Looking at map and site entrance area to Oak Road
access to, the site rely on another piece of Sites pro- there does not appear to be any obvious
land, and has that land been put forward for forma' & dependency on another site if developed in
development? mapping isolation
33 Is the land currently protected for an G Mapping,
alternative use (including minerals Magic,
allocations and waste allocation (and ECC 2014
proposed allocations))? Minerals
Plans, ECC
Refer to ECC 2014 Minerals Plans — Replacem
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla ent Waste
Plan

nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-
document/Pages/Default.aspx

Refer to ECC Replacement Waste Plan -
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla
nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-
Waste-Local-Plan.aspx



http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx

3.4 If protected for a particular use (other than Local Plan
that proposed), is there evidence to suggest evidence
that the site could or should be released for base -
an alternative use? Employme

nt Land
. Needs
Employment Land Needs Report - Appendix 2 Report
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.a
shx?id=16831&p=0

3.5 Contamination —is the site contaminated or Call for
partially contaminated? Sites pro-

forma

3.6 Infrastructure requirements — does the site Call for
require the provision of any unique or large Sites pro-
infrastructure to support its development? forma &

Local Plan
evidence
base

3.7 Does a local GP surgery have the capacity to GP
accommodate development of the site? (or Capacity
would development be likely to provide new Info
facilities?)

3.8 Does the local primary school have the Commissio Baynards
capacity to accommodate development of ning
the site? (or would development be likely to S°h°°|_
provide new facilities?) Places in

Essex
2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-
Essex/School-Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI
acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

3.9 Does the local secondary school have the G Commissio Thurstable
capacity to accommodate development of ning

the site? (or would development be likely to S°h°°|.

provide new facilities?) Places in
Essex

. 2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —

https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-

Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-

Essex/School-Organisation-

Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI

acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf

3.10 Unimplemented permissions — does the site G Call for

have a history of unimplemented Sites pro-

permissions? forma &

G — No unimplemented permissions caC .

A —one (maybe two) recent lapsed planning
portal

permissions
R —a history of unimplemented permissions

3.11 Are there any other known reasons why the G
development of this site for the specified
purpose could raise issues not covered in the
assessment criteria, or have unintended
consequences — such as impeding the
delivery of future infrastructure projects?

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s achievability

Healthcare and education capacity considerations common to all sites considered under SLAA process therefore site classed at GREEN



https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

Stage 3 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 4: Suitability and sustainability

4 Assessment criterion RAG Data Comments Potential
Source mitigation
measures
Physical constraints
41 Is the site within or adjacent to the G Mapping Site adjacent to current settlement boundary
settlement boundary (or could it form part of
a new settlement within the identified
growth areas)?
4.2 Would development of the site lead to G Mapping Would result in extension of the village boundary
coalescence between settlements? towards Messing village but not significantly so
4.3 What is the main access point/s to the site? G Mapping, There is direct access to Oak Road between No.32
Are there any highway constraints? Transport and the Oak PH. Exact width for suitable creation of
Planners & entrance road and sight lines would need to be
ECC checked
4.4 Utilities — is there any evidence that it would G Call for Assumption that as utilities are provided to other
not be possible to deliver the necessary Sites pro- properties along Oak Road that there would not be
utilities? forma a problem to extend services to TIPO4. Capacity at
sewage works TBC
4.5 Site specifics (e.g. topography, pylons) — are G Call for Telegraph pole to side of entrance track. Unlikely to
there any issues that would prevent/limit Sites pro- limit development.
development? Could development improve formaj
an existing issue? n_1app_|r.1g,
site visit

11




4.6 Nature of the site —is it Call for Currently greenfield and in agricultural use
brownfield or greenfield? Sites pro-
G — brownfield (approx. 75% plus) formaj
A — part brownfield, part greenfield mapping,
R — greenfield (approx. 75% plus) site visit
4.7 What is the agricultural land classification? Magic Agricultural land classification 3
G — Grades 4-5 (50% or more)
A — Grades 3a or 3b (50% or more, or a mix
of categories)
R — Grades 1-2 (50% or more)
4.8 Impact of neighbouring uses (e.g. noise, Call for 1.
smell, amenity) — would development be Sites pro-
likely to be negatively impacted by, or to forma"
cause negative impact on, neighbouring mapping,
areas? site visit
49 Is the site within an area that has previously TPC
been identified by the parish council as a response
potentially preferred area? to call for
G - Yes sites
R—-No
4.10 Is the site within an area that has been Feedback Location A
identified by the village questionnaire as a from
potentially preferred area or an area that village
surveys

might provide other additional benefits?
G-—Yes
R—-No

12




Environmental constraints

4.11 Landscape impact — would development Call for
harm landscape character or setting, Sites pro-
particularly relevant to any AONB and forma,
undeveloped coastal areas (including areas '(‘:T]r:::z::f
outside of the Borough boundary)?
Assessmen
t,
4.12 Impact on areas of biological or geological Call for LWS — Eden Wood (Co13) is to the north of the site,
importance — would development be likely Sites pro- potentially ancient woodland. Privately owned.
to cause harm to these areas / is the site forma" Development of CO4 unlikely to cause harm. Nearby
covered, or partially covered, by a local ;2::';:121 but not adjoining
designation? .
t, Magic & N
site visit The northern part of the site is within “Woodland
Refer to CBC Local Sites Assessment Priority Habitat Network
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler No other designations are apparent.
.ashx?id=21564&p=0
4.13 Impact on archaeological and heritage assets Call for Historic Environment Characterisation Report refers
— would development of the site be likely to Sites pro- to Tiptree Heath and Tiptree Urban Area but it is not
cause harm to any such assets or their form.a' obvious if development of this site will have any
setting? N!ag'cf impact
Historic
Environme
nt
Character
Report
4.14 Impact on open space —would development Call for Site OS map shows path around the west and north of
of the site result in the loss of, or partial loss pro-forma, the site but not clear if this is a PROW, bridleway,
of, designated open space, a PRoW, or a Ur.ban etc. site visit required.
bridleway? Fringe
Report

As path is around the outside of site have assumed
would not prohibit development

13



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study

Call for Sites
pro-forma,
Flood Map
for

Planning Riv
ers and Sea

Call for
Sites pro-
forma,
Surface
Water
Flood map

4.15 Flood risk —is the site within, or partially
within, an area of flood risk?
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and
Sea
http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357
683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=d
efault&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topi
c=floodmap

4.16 Drainage — can suitable drainage for the site
be provided? Will development of the site
increase the risk of flooding on site or
elsewhere?
Refer to Surface Water Flood map —
https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map

4.17 Views — are there any key views to or from

the site?

Call for
Sites pro-
forma &
site visit

View from gardens of properties along north side of
Oak Road would be affected. Unlikely to be a factor to
prevent development

14



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map

Access to services

4.18

Distance to bus stop with a frequent service
at least six days a week (or could a new bus
service be incorporated into the
development?)

G —up to 400m

A—401m -800m

R —over 800m

4.19

Distance to train station with a frequent
service at least six days a week

G —upto 2,000m

A—-2,001m —4,000m

R —over 4,000m

Mapping,
bus
timetables

4.20

Distance to primary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development?)

G —up to 400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

Mapping

4.21

Distance to secondary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development)

G—-upto1,200m

A—-1,201m —-2,000m

R —over 2,000m

Mapping

15




4.22 Distance to health services (or could new Mapping 1 mile
health services be provided as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to400m
A—-401m -800m
R —over 800m
4.23 Distance to town, neighbourhood, rural Mapping 1 mile
district or urban district centre (or would it
be likely that a new centre will be provided
as part of development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A-801m-—1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.24 Distance to Local Employment Zone or Mapping 965m to Business Park
Colchester Town Centre (whichever is
closest) (or would employment opportunities
be likely to be created as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m—1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.25 Distance to play area (or would new play Mapping 321m to Walnut Tree Way play area

facilities be likely to be provided as part of
the development of the site)?

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

16




4.26 Distance to park/public open space (or G
would new open space / parks be
incorporated into the development of the
site?)

G —up to 800m

A—-801m—-1,200m

R —over 1,200m

Mapping

Nearest public open space is Windmill Green which
is less than 800m away

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s suitability and sustainability

Overall classification Amber — distance to village centre

Stage 4 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 5: Site visit

Notes and observations from site visit (if required)

18




Stage 6: Outcome of Assessment

Overall conclusions and recommendations

Summarise the findings of the assessment here. Where are the key areas that the site performs well in, and what are the key
issues/constraints/questions in relation to whether the site is likely to come forward for development. Example conclusion — “In conclusion, the
site shows some suitability for development given its location adjacent to an existing development boundary, although there are issues in
relation to landscape impact, agricultural land classification, and distances to facilities and services. Availability and achievability are the key
issues in relation to the possibility of the site being developed, as the site has not been promoted for development, nor is there any planning
history or details of land ownership.”

Outcome

G — suitable/achievable/available
A — could be suitable/achievable/available, but with some uncertainty
R — the site is not suitable/achievable/available, or is highly unlikely to be so

Final Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name Grove Road

Reference number TIPO5 (CO55)

Settlement Tiptree

Size 1.4 Ha

Proposed use/s Residential

Site Owner Mr & Mrs V Pomphrett, Oakfield House, Grove Road
Agent / Promoter BDG Design (South) Limited

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

There are previous planning applications related to change of use of outbuildings.




Stage 1A: Initial sieve

A red rating for any of the assessment criterions within this section means the site will not be taken further in the assessment process. A red rating in Stage 1 means that a site is considered to be unsuitable for
development at the current time, in accordance with national and local policy, or that the site is too small to be taken through the SLAA process.

1A Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1A1 Is the site greenfield and within flood zone 3 (more than G Call for
50%) without flood defences? Sites pro-
forma,
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and Sea ';/I'ag';'
http://maps.environment- 00 ‘
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=35513 IVllap 'or
4.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&la P.annlng
ng=_e&topic=floodmap Rivers
and Sea
1A.2 Is the site for fewer than 5 dwellings or less than 0.25ha? Call for Proposed 4 houses
Sites pro-
forma
1A.3 Is the site physically separate from an existing development Call for Set back from Grove Road therefore not adjacent to existing
boundary Sites pro- village boundary
forma,
village
boundary
map
1A4 Would development of the site have a significant negative G Call for
effect on a site nationally or internationally designated for Sites pro-
its landscape, biological, geological, archaeological or forma'
historical importance? Magic
1A5 Can the site be accessed by vehicle from the public G Mapping There is direct access on to Grove Road.



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=599500.0&y=225500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&location=Colchester,%20Essex&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=597570&y=223852&lg=1,2,10,&scale=7

highway?

Stage 1B: Second sieve

This sieve tests sites in terms of their existing status and use. Sites are sieved out at this stage where there is sufficient information in relation to their existing status and use that renders further assessment
unnecessary. A yes in the stage 1B sieve means further assessment is not required. A conclusion and details of site capacity and delivery should be given where appropriate.

1B Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source

1B.1 Is the site allocated with extant planning permission, or is it G CBC NO — based on search of CBC planning portal
allocated with a strong likelihood of a planning application Planning
being submitted in the near future? Portal

1B.2 Is the site protected for another use (with no reason to G CBC Assumed NO
suggest it should be otherwise), or is it in use with a Planning
likelihood that that use will continue for the foreseeable Portal,
future? Magic

1B.3 Is there another reason why it is clear that full assessment G Assumed NO
of this site would not be necessary?




Stage 1 Assessment R/G Comments
Rating If site is assessed “Red” at either stage then no further assessment is necessary

Stage 1A

Stage 1B G

Stage 1 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 2: Availability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures

2.1 Has the site been promoted for Call for

development? Sites pro-

G —Yes it's been promoted forma

A —No, but it was submitted by the site

owner through the call for sites process

R — Site has not been put forward for

allocation by the landowner, or promoted for

development
2.2 Site ownership Call for

G - Single or joint (max 2) known ownership Sites pro-

A — site owned by 3 or more different parties forma /

or intensions of a part owner not known Lam.j

R — ownership not known / multiple Registry

ownership (more than 3)
2.3 Is the site currently in use and is it likely to Call for

continue to be used for the foreseeable Sites pro-

future / would that use prevent development f‘?rm"f‘ &

site visit

on the site from coming forward?

Summary and conclusion in relation to site availability




Stage 2 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 3: Achievability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures
3.1 Viability — is development of the site Call for [check pro-forma for any comments, gas, electricity,
economically viable? Are there any factors Sites pro- telecommunications, broadband, etc]
which could limit its viability? forma and
additional
informatio
n from site
promoter /
owner
3.2 Ransom strip — does the development of, or Call for
access to, the site rely on another piece of Sites pro-
land, and has that land been put forward for forma' &
development? mapping
33 Is the land currently protected for an Mapping,
alternative use (including minerals Magic,
allocations and waste allocation (and ECC 2014
proposed allocations))? Minerals
Plans, ECC
Refer to ECC 2014 Minerals Plans — Replacem
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla ent Waste
Plan

nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-
document/Pages/Default.aspx

Refer to ECC Replacement Waste Plan -
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla
nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-
Waste-Local-Plan.aspx



http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx

3.4 If protected for a particular use (other than Local Plan
that proposed), is there evidence to suggest evidence
that the site could or should be released for base -
an alternative use? Employme

nt Land
. Needs
Employment Land Needs Report - Appendix 2 Report
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.a
shx?id=16831&p=0

3.5 Contamination —is the site contaminated or Call for
partially contaminated? Sites pro-

forma

3.6 Infrastructure requirements — does the site Call for
require the provision of any unique or large Sites pro-
infrastructure to support its development? forma &

Local Plan
evidence
base

3.7 Does a local GP surgery have the capacity to GP [refer to separate report]
accommodate development of the site? (or Capacity
would development be likely to provide new Info
facilities?)

3.8 Does the local primary school have the Commissio
capacity to accommodate development of ning
the site? (or would development be likely to S°h°°|_
provide new facilities?) Places in

Essex
2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-
Essex/School-Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI
acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

3.9 Does the local secondary school have the Commissio
capacity to accommodate development of ning

the site? (or would development be likely to s°h°°|.

provide new facilities?) Places in
Essex

. 2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —

https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-

Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-

Essex/School-Organisation-

Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI

acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf

3.10 Unimplemented permissions — does the site Call for

have a history of unimplemented Sites pro-

permissions? forma &

G — No unimplemented permissions caC .

A —one (maybe two) recent lapsed planning
portal

permissions
R —a history of unimplemented permissions

3.11 Are there any other known reasons why the
development of this site for the specified
purpose could raise issues not covered in the
assessment criteria, or have unintended
consequences — such as impeding the
delivery of future infrastructure projects?

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s achievability



https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

Stage 3 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 4: Suitability and sustainability

4 Assessment criterion RAG Data Comments Potential
Source mitigation
measures
Physical constraints
41 Is the site within or adjacent to the Mapping
settlement boundary (or could it form part of
a new settlement within the identified
growth areas)?
4.2 Would development of the site lead to Mapping
coalescence between settlements?
43 What is the main access point/s to the site? Mapping,
Are there any highway constraints? Transport
Planners &
ECC
4.4 Utilities — is there any evidence that it would Call for
not be possible to deliver the necessary Sites pro-
utilities? forma
4.5 Site specifics (e.g. topography, pylons) —are Call for
there any issues that would prevent/limit Sites pro-
development? Could development improve formaj
an existing issue? mapping,
site visit

11




4.6 Nature of the site —is it Call for
brownfield or greenfield? Sites pro-
G — brownfield (approx. 75% plus) forma.,

A — part brownfield, part greenfield mapping,
R — greenfield (approx. 75% plus) site visit

4.7 What is the agricultural land classification? Magic
G — Grades 4-5 (50% or more)

A — Grades 3a or 3b (50% or more, or a mix
of categories)
R — Grades 1-2 (50% or more)

4.8 Impact of neighbouring uses (e.g. noise, Call for
smell, amenity) — would development be Sites pro-
likely to be negatively impacted by, or to forma',
cause negative impact on, neighbouring mapping,
areas? site visit

49 Is the site within an area that has previously TPC
been identified by the parish council as a response
potentially preferred area? to call for
G - Yes sites
R—-No

4.10 Is the site within an area that has been Feedback
identified by the village questionnaire as a from
potentially preferred area or an area that village

surveys

might provide other additional benefits?
G-—Yes
R—-No

12




Environmental constraints

4.11 Landscape impact — would development Call for [refer to Tiptree extract from Landscape Character
harm landscape character or setting, Sites pro- Assessment]
particularly relevant to any AONB and forma,
undeveloped coastal areas (including areas I(.;ndsc:pe NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
outside of the Borough boundary)? As:;a;n:n of reference
t,
4.12 Impact on areas of biological or geological Call for [Local Wildlife Sites — via link. Local Sites are listed
importance — would development be likely Sites pro- for Tiptree CO4, CO5, CO7, CO10, CO13, CO16,
to cause harm to these areas / is the site forma', €019, CO21, CO25, CO32, CO37 and CO169]
covered, or partially covered, by a local ;2::2::;21
designation? t, Magic & NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
site visit of reference
Refer to CBC Local Sites Assessment
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler
.ashx?id=21564&p=0
4.13 Impact on archaeological and heritage assets Call for [refer to Tiptree extract from Historic Environment
— would development of the site be likely to Sites pro- Character Assessment]
cause harm to any such assets or their forma,
setting? E/!atglc{ NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
nore | orrefrene
nt
Character
Report
4.14 Impact on open space —would development Call for Site
of the site result in the loss of, or partial loss pro-forma,
of, designated open space, a PRoW, or a Ufba”
bridleway? Fringe
Report

13



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study

4.15 Flood risk — is the site within, or partially Call for Sites
within, an area of flood risk? pro-forma,
Flood Map
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and for ) )
Planning Riv
Sea
. ers and Sea
http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357
683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=d
efault&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topi
c=floodmap
4.16 Drainage — can suitable drainage for the site Call for
be provided? Will development of the site Sites pro-
increase the risk of flooding on site or forma,
elsewhere? Surface
Water
Flood map
Refer to Surface Water Flood map —
https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map
4.17 Views — are there any key views to or from Call for
the site? Sites pro-
forma &
site visit

14



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map

Access to services

4.18

Distance to bus stop with a frequent service
at least six days a week (or could a new bus
service be incorporated into the
development?)

G —up to400m

A—-401m - 800m

R —over 800m

Mapping,
bus
timetables

4.19

Distance to train station with a frequent
service at least six days a week

G —upto 2,000m

A—-2,001m —4,000m

R —over 4,000m

Mapping

4.20

Distance to primary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development?)

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

4.21

Distance to secondary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development)

G—-upto1,200m

A—-1,201m —-2,000m

R —over 2,000m

Mapping

15




4.22 Distance to health services (or could new Mapping
health services be provided as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to400m
A—-401m -800m
R —over 800m
4.23 Distance to town, neighbourhood, rural Mapping
district or urban district centre (or would it
be likely that a new centre will be provided
as part of development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m-1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.24 Distance to Local Employment Zone or Mapping
Colchester Town Centre (whichever is
closest) (or would employment opportunities
be likely to be created as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m—1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.25 Distance to play area (or would new play Mapping

facilities be likely to be provided as part of
the development of the site)?

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

16




4.26 Distance to park/public open space (or Mapping
would new open space / parks be
incorporated into the development of the
site?)

G —up to 800m

A—-801m—-1,200m

R —over 1,200m

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s suitability and sustainability

Stage 4 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 5: Site visit

Notes and observations from site visit (if required)

18




Stage 6: Outcome of Assessment

Overall conclusions and recommendations

Summarise the findings of the assessment here. Where are the key areas that the site performs well in, and what are the key
issues/constraints/questions in relation to whether the site is likely to come forward for development. Example conclusion — “In conclusion, the
site shows some suitability for development given its location adjacent to an existing development boundary, although there are issues in
relation to landscape impact, agricultural land classification, and distances to facilities and services. Availability and achievability are the key
issues in relation to the possibility of the site being developed, as the site has not been promoted for development, nor is there any planning
history or details of land ownership.”

Outcome

G — suitable/achievable/available
A — could be suitable/achievable/available, but with some uncertainty
R —the site is not suitable/achievable/available, or is highly unlikely to be so

Final Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name West End Road

Reference number TIPO7 (CO73)

Settlement Tiptree

Size 1.95 Ha

Proposed use/s Residential

Site Owner Mr Anthony Eden, West End House, West End Road
Agent / Promoter None

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

Currently part developed with bungalow, garages and wooden stables. In use as equine paddocks. Immediately adjacent to TIP13 (Nurseries
Field). Landowners appear to be working together.




Stage 1A: Initial sieve

A red rating for any of the assessment criterions within this section means the site will not be taken further in the assessment process. A red rating in Stage 1 means that a site is considered to be unsuitable for
development at the current time, in accordance with national and local policy, or that the site is too small to be taken through the SLAA process.

1A Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1A.1 Is the site greenfield and within flood zone 3 (more than G Call for
50%) without flood defences? Sites pro-
forma,
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and Sea ';/I'ag';'
http://maps.environment- 00 ‘
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=35513 IVllap 'or
4.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&la P.annlng
ng=_e&topic=floodmap Rivers
and Sea
1A.2 Is the site for fewer than 5 dwellings or less than 0.25ha? G Call for 1.95 x 30 x 0.85 = 49 houses
Sites pro- Proforma states 24 larger properties plus affordable
forma
1A3 Is the site physically separate from an existing development Call for
boundary Sites pro-
forma,
village
boundary
map
1A.4 Would development of the site have a significant negative G Call for
effect on a site nationally or internationally designated for Sites pro-
its landscape, biological, geological, archaeological or forma,
historical importance? Magic
1A5 Can the site be accessed by vehicle from the public G Mapping There is direct access to West End Road. Exact width for suitable



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=599500.0&y=225500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&location=Colchester,%20Essex&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=597570&y=223852&lg=1,2,10,&scale=7

highway?

creation of entrance road would need to be checked.

Stage 1B: Second sieve

This sieve tests sites in terms of their existing status and use. Sites are sieved out at this stage where there is sufficient information in relation to their existing status and use that renders further assessment
unnecessary. A yes in the stage 1B sieve means further assessment is not required. A conclusion and details of site capacity and delivery should be given where appropriate.

1B Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source

1B.1 Is the site allocated with extant planning permission, or is it G CBC NO — based on search of CBC planning portal
allocated with a strong likelihood of a planning application Planning
being submitted in the near future? Portal

1B.2 Is the site protected for another use (with no reason to G CBC Assumed NO
suggest it should be otherwise), or is it in use with a Planning
likelihood that that use will continue for the foreseeable Portal,
future? Magic

1B.3 Is there another reason why it is clear that full assessment G Assumed NO
of this site would not be necessary?




Stage 1 Assessment R/G Comments
Rating If site is assessed “Red” at either stage then no further assessment is necessary

Stage 1A At a later call for sites round in 2017, this site became joined up.

Stage 1B G

Stage 1 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 2: Availability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures

2.1 Has the site been promoted for A Call for Submitted by owner

development? Sites pro-

G —Yes it's been promoted forma

A —No, but it was submitted by the site

owner through the call for sites process

R — Site has not been put forward for

allocation by the landowner, or promoted for

development
2.2 Site ownership G Call for Single

G - Single or joint (max 2) known ownership Sites pro-

A —site owned by 3 or more different parties forma /

or intensions of a part owner not known La”‘_"

R — ownership not known / multiple Registry

ownership (more than 3)
2.3 Is the site currently in use and is it likely to G Call for Submitted by owner for development

continue to be used for the foreseeable Sites pro-

future / would that use prevent development forma &

site visit

on the site from coming forward?

Summary and conclusion in relation to site availability

There are no major issues identified.




Stage 2 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 3: Achievability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures
3.1 Viability — is development of the site G Call for All utilities available to site
economically viable? Are there any factors Sites pro-
which could limit its viability? forr@ and [check pro-forma for any comments, gas, electricity,
‘add|t|ona‘1I telecommunications, broadband, etc]
informatio
n from site
promoter /
owner
3.2 Ransom strip — does the development of, or G Call for no
access to, the site rely on another piece of Sites pro-
land, and has that land been put forward for forma &
development? mapping
33 Is the land currently protected for an G Mapping, MAGIC - Countryside Stewardship
alternative use (including minerals Magic, Targeting & Scoring Layers (Biodiversity)
allocations and waste allocation (and ECC 2014 highlights the ‘Farm Wildlife Package’ as
proposed allocations))? Minerals being relevant to this site.
Plans, ECC
Refer to ECC 2014 Minerals Plans — Replacem
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla ent Waste
Plan

nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-
document/Pages/Default.aspx

Refer to ECC Replacement Waste Plan -
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla
nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-
Waste-Local-Plan.aspx



http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx

3.4 If protected for a particular use (other than Local Plan
that proposed), is there evidence to suggest evidence
that the site could or should be released for base -
an alternative use? Employme
nt Land
. Needs
Employment Land Needs Report - Appendix 2 Report
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.a
shx?id=16831&p=0
3.5 Contamination —is the site contaminated or Call for None mentioned in proforma
partially contaminated? Sites pro-
forma
3.6 Infrastructure requirements — does the site Call for None identified
require the provision of any unique or large Sites pro-
infrastructure to support its development? forma &
Local Plan
evidence
base
3.7 Does a local GP surgery have the capacity to GP
accommodate development of the site? (or Capacity
would development be likely to provide new Info
facilities?)
3.8 Does the local primary school have the Commissio Tiptree heath - no
capacity to accommodate development of ning
the site? (or would development be likely to SCh°°|_
provide new facilities?) Places in
Essex
2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-
Essex/School-Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI
acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

3.9 Does the local secondary school have the G Commissio Thurstable - yes
capacity to accommodate development of ning
the site? (or would development be likely to S°h°°|.
provide new facilities?) Places in
Essex
. 2016-2021
Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-
Essex/School-Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI
acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
3.10 Unimplemented permissions — does the site G Call for No. Search of Colchester Planning site
have a history of unimplemented f'tes pro- using didn’t highlight any items of concern.
permissions? orma &
G — No unimplemented permissions Elixining
A- Oltle .(maybe two) recent lapsed portal
permissions
R —a history of unimplemented permissions
3.11 Are there any other known reasons why the G None known
development of this site for the specified
purpose could raise issues not covered in the
assessment criteria, or have unintended
consequences — such as impeding the
delivery of future infrastructure projects?

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s achievability

MAGIC - Countryside Stewardship Targeting & Scoring Layers (Biodiversity) ‘Farm Wildlife Package’ is relevant to this site.



https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

No site in Tiptree has been selected as part of the Replacement Waste Plan. This can be confirmed for Tiptree as a whole.

Stage 3 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 4: Suitability and sustainability

4 Assessment criterion RAG Data Comments Potential
Source mitigation
measures
Physical constraints
4.1 Is the site within or adjacent to the Mapping Outside existing boundary, but connected
settlement boundary ('or cou!d it fc.)rm part of via other sites
a new settlement within the identified
growth areas)?
4.2 Would development of the site lead to G Mapping No
coalescence between settlements?
4.3 What is the main access point/s to the site? G Mapping, Via West End Road
Are there any highway constraints? Transport
Planners &
ECC
4.4 Utilities —is there any evidence that it would G Call for No.
not be possible to deliver the necessary Sites pro-
utilities? forma
4.5 Site specifics (e.g. topography, pylons) —are G Call for None identified
there any issues that would prevent/limit Sites pro-
development? Could development improve formaj
an existing issue? mapping,
site visit
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4.6 Nature of the site —is it Call for Agriculture. Greenfield
brownfield or greenfield? Sites pro-
G — brownfield (approx. 75% plus) forma.,
A — part brownfield, part greenfield mapping,
R — greenfield (approx. 75% plus) site visit
4.7 What is the agricultural land classification? Magic Grade 2
G — Grades 4-5 (50% or more)
A — Grades 3a or 3b (50% or more, or a mix
of categories)
R — Grades 1-2 (50% or more)
4.8 Impact of neighbouring uses (e.g. noise, Call for No issues identified.
smell, amenity) — would development be Sites pro-
likely to be negatively impacted by, or to forma"
cause negative impact on, neighbouring mapping,
areas? site visit
4.9 Is the site within an area that has previously TPC West
been identified by the parish council as a response
potentially preferred area? to call for
G- Yes sites
R—-No
4.10 Is the site within an area that has been Feedback Location E
identified by the village questionnaire as a from
potentially preferred area or an area that village
surveys

might provide other additional benefits?
G-—Yes
R—-No

12




Environmental constraints

4.11 Landscape impact — would development Call for None identified.
harm landscape character or setting, Sites pro-
particularly relevant to any AONB and forma, [refer to Tiptree extract from Landscape Character
undeveloped coastal areas (including areas Landscape Assessment]
outside of the Borough boundary)? 22:;2:;?;
t NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
of reference
4.12 Impact on areas of biological or geological Call for None identified
importance — would development be likely Sites pro-
to cause harm to these areas / is the site forma,. [Local Wildlife Sites — via link. Local Sites are listed
covered, or partially covered, by a local ;‘Z;:'si;zsn for Tiptree CO4, CO5, CO7, CO10, CO13, CO16,
designation? t, Magic & C019, C021, CO25, CO32, CO37 and CO169]
Refer to CBC Local Sites Assessment sitevist NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler of reference
.ashx?id=21564&p=0
4.13 Impact on archaeological and heritage assets Call for No
—would development of the site be likely to Sites pro-
cause harm to any such assets or their ;;;mii’ [refer to Tiptree extract from Historic Environment
setting? Histgor;c Character Assessment]
Environme
nt NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
Character of reference
Report
4.14 Impact on open space — would development Call for Site No
of the site result in the loss of, or partial loss pro-forma,
of, designated open space, a PRoW, or a U'fba”
bridleway? Fringe
Report
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http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study

Call for Sites
pro-forma,
Flood Map
for

Planning Riv
ers and Sea

No risk shown

Call for
Sites pro-
forma,
Surface
Water
Flood map

Surface Water Flood map doesn’t highlight
any risk.

4.15 Flood risk — is the site within, or partially
within, an area of flood risk?
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and
Sea
http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357
683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=d
efault&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topi
c=floodmap

4.16 Drainage — can suitable drainage for the site
be provided? Will development of the site
increase the risk of flooding on site or
elsewhere?
Refer to Surface Water Flood map —
https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map

4.17 Views — are there any key views to or from

the site?

Call for
Sites pro-
forma &
site visit

Open land
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http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map

Access to services

4.18

Distance to bus stop with a frequent service
at least six days a week (or could a new bus
service be incorporated into the
development?)

G —up to 400m

A—401m -800m

R —over 800m

4.19

Distance to train station with a frequent
service at least six days a week

G —upto 2,000m

A—-2,001m —4,000m

R —over 4,000m

4.20

Distance to primary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development?)

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

4.21

Distance to secondary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development)

G—-upto1,200m

A—-1,201m —-2,000m

R —over 2,000m

E/'appingf Assumed that nearest bus stop is Ship Inn

us

timetables
Distance is 0.2m (322m)

Mapping Distance to Kelvedon Station is 4.4 miles
(7,084m)

Mapping Distance to Tiptree Heath is 0.4 miles (644m)

Mapping Distance to Thurstable is 1.4 miles (2,254m)
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4.22 Distance to health services (or could new
health services be provided as part of
development of the site?)

G —up to400m
A—-401m -800m
R —over 800m

4.23 Distance to town, neighbourhood, rural
district or urban district centre (or would it
be likely that a new centre will be provided
as part of development of the site?)

G —up to 800m
A-801m-—1,200m
R —over 1,200m

4.24 Distance to Local Employment Zone or
Colchester Town Centre (whichever is
closest) (or would employment opportunities
be likely to be created as part of
development of the site?)

G —up to 800m
A—-801m—1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.25 Distance to play area (or would new play

facilities be likely to be provided as part of
the development of the site)?

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

Mapping Distance to Medical Centre is 1.3miles
(2,093m)

Mapping Uses same distance to Medical Centre i.e.
1.3miles (2,093 m)

Mapping Distance to Tiptree Jam Factory is 1.3 miles
(2,093m) or village centre

Mapping Distance to Caxton Close is 1770m
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4.26 Distance to park/public open space (or G
would new open space / parks be
incorporated into the development of the
site?)

G —up to 800m

A—-801m—-1,200m

R —over 1,200m

Mapping

West End Road is open space

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s suitability and sustainability

No major issues identified.

Stage 4 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 5: Site visit

Notes and observations from site visit (if required)

18




Stage 6: Outcome of Assessment

Overall conclusions and recommendations

Summarise the findings of the assessment here. Where are the key areas that the site performs well in, and what are the key
issues/constraints/questions in relation to whether the site is likely to come forward for development. Example conclusion — “In conclusion, the
site shows some suitability for development given its location adjacent to an existing development boundary, although there are issues in
relation to landscape impact, agricultural land classification, and distances to facilities and services. Availability and achievability are the key
issues in relation to the possibility of the site being developed, as the site has not been promoted for development, nor is there any planning
history or details of land ownership.”

Outcome

G — suitable/achievable/available
A — could be suitable/achievable/available, but with some uncertainty
R —the site is not suitable/achievable/available, or is highly unlikely to be so

Final Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name Kelvedon Road (Land between The Gables-Stourton) CO5 OLU

Reference number TIPO8 (C074)

Settlement Tiptree

Size 1.6 Ha

Proposed use/s Residential

Site Owner Mr N T Clayton, 3 Langlaagte Terrace, St Andrews Road, Knodishall, Saxmundham
Agent / Promoter Owner developer

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

There are no previous planning applications. The site partially adjoins the northern section of an application for Vine Farm which has exiting
planning permission for 48 homes and is also within the wider area of TIP33. No title deeds submitted. Also close to TIP15, TIP16 and TIP48




Stage 1A: Initial sieve

A red rating for any of the assessment criterions within this section means the site will not be taken further in the assessment process. A red rating in Stage 1 means that a site is considered to be unsuitable for development at the current
time, in accordance with national and local policy, or that the site is too small to be taken through the SLAA process.

1A Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1A.1 Is the site greenfield and within flood zone 3 (more than G Call for Sites Zone 1, low risk of surface water flooding on Kelvedon Road
50%) without flood defences? pro-forma,
Magic,
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and Sea Flood Map
http://maps.environment- for . )
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134 Planning Ri
.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lan vers and
g=_e&topic=floodmap Sea
1A.2 Is the site for fewer than 5 dwellings or less than 0.25ha? G Call for Sites 1.6x30x0.85=40
pro-forma 1.6 x.7x30=33
1A3 Is the site physically separate from an existing development G Call for Sites No
boundary pro-forma,
village
boundary
map
1A4 Would development of the site have a significant negative G Call for Sites No
effect on a site nationally or internationally designated for pro—forma,
its landscape, biological, geological, archaeological or Magic
historical importance?
1A5 Can the site be accessed by vehicle from the public G Mapping There is direct access on to Kelvedon Road.
highway?



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=599500.0&y=225500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&location=Colchester,%20Essex&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=597570&y=223852&lg=1,2,10,&scale=7

Stage 1B: Second sieve

This sieve tests sites in terms of their existing status and use. Sites are sieved out at this stage where there is sufficient information in relation to their existing status and use that renders further assessment unnecessary. A yes in the stage
1B sieve means further assessment is not required. A conclusion and details of site capacity and delivery should be given where appropriate.

1B Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source

1B.1 Is the site allocated with extant planning permission, or is it G CBC NO — based on search of CBC planning portal
allocated with a strong likelihood of a planning application Planning
being submitted in the near future? Portal

1B.2 Is the site protected for another use (with no reason to G CBC Assumed NO
suggest it should be otherwise), or is it in use with a Planning
likelihood that that use will continue for the foreseeable Portal,
future? Magic

1B.3 Is there another reason why it is clear that full assessment G Assumed NO
of this site would not be necessary?




Stage 1 Assessment R/G Comments
Rating If site is assessed “Red” at either stage then no further assessment is necessary
Stage 1A G This site in conjunction with the north Grange Road site (TIP20) that has current planning permission and suitable layout and
TIP15 might provide part of a north-western relief road for Tiptree to avoid increasing amounts of traffic at the Vine Road /
Kelvedon Road junction, which has poor sight lines and are further exacerbated by proximity to Baynards school. An opportunity
to enhance foot/cycle way.
Stage 1B G

Stage 1 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 2: Availability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures

2.1 Has the site been promoted for G Call for The owner is currently developing residential

development? Sites pro- property in Suffolk.

G - Yes it’s been promoted forma

A —No, but it was submitted by the site

owner through the call for sites process

R —Site has not been put forward for

allocation by the landowner, or promoted for

development
2.2 Site ownership A Call for 3 part owners and other owners support proposal.

G - Single or joint (max 2) known ownership Sites pro- (2 have same surname).

A —site owned by 3 or more different parties forma /

or intensions of a part owner not known Lam'j

R — ownership not known / multiple Registry

ownership (more than 3)
2.3 Is the site currently in use and is it likely to G Call for Stated immediately available for development.

continue to be used for the foreseeable Sites pro-

future / would that use prevent development forma &

site visit

on the site from coming forward?

Summary and conclusion in relation to site availability

On the basis of the call for sites form, it is available.
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Stage 3: Achievability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation measures
Source
3.1 Viability — is development of the site economically viable? G Call for Sites Mains water. No electricity, gas, landline / broadband, |Close to main road all
Are there any factors which could limit its viability? pro-forma and query sewerage. No streetlighting in the area. should be easily
additional achievable
information
from site
promoter /
owner
3.2 Ransom strip — does the development of, or access to, the G Call for Sites Unsure of access to public highway. Site against highway’s
site rely on another piece of land, and has that land been pro-forma & verge, so no obvious
put forward for development? mapping problem
33 Is the land currently protected for an alternative use G Mapping, No
(including minerals allocations and waste allocation (and Magic, ECC
proposed allocations))? 2014 Minerals
Plans, ECC
Refer to ECC 2014 Minerals Plans — Replacement
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planni Waste Plan
ng/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-
Policy/minerals-development-
document/Pages/Default.aspx
Refer to ECC Replacement Waste Plan -
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planni
ng/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-
Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
3.4 If protected for a particular use (other than that proposed), G Local Plan Currently grazing land, no apparent reason why it

is there evidence to suggest that the site could or should be
released for an alternative use?

evidence base -
Employment
Land Needs
Report

shouldn’t change use.



http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx

Employment Land Needs Report - Appendix 2
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1683
1&p=0

35 Contamination — is the site contaminated or partially Call for Sites Unsure Unlikely as used for
contaminated? pro-forma Grazing
3.6 Infrastructure requirements — does the site require the Call for Sites No
provision of any unique or large infrastructure to support pro-forma &
its development? Local Plan
evidence base
3.7 Does a local GP surgery have the capacity to accommodate GP Capacity Info | No, needs expansion of £820,00 already and additional
development of the site? (or would development be likely £933,000 forecast. Top 20 need now, top 9 need of 103
to provide new facilities?) in 2021.
3.8 Does the local primary school have the capacity to Commissioning | Baynards / Milldene — Yes, St. Luke’s / Tiptree Heath
accommodate development of the site? (or would School Placesin | marginally no
development be likely to provide new facilities?) 5(5)5291" 2016-
Schools capacity 2016/2021 -
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-
Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-
2016-2021.pdf
3.9 Does the local secondary school have the capacity to Commissioning | Thurstable School - Yes

accommodate development of the site? (or would
development be likely to provide new facilities?)

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-
Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-
2016-2021.pdf

School Places in
Essex 2016-
2021



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

3.10 Unimplemented permissions — does the site have a history G Call for Sites
of unimplemented permissions? pro-forma &
G - No unimplemented permissions CBC planning
A —one (maybe two) recent lapsed permissions portal

R — a history of unimplemented permissions

3.11 Are there any other known reasons why the development G
of this site for the specified purpose could raise issues not
covered in the assessment criteria, or have unintended
consequences — such as impeding the delivery of future
infrastructure projects?

Part of the site might be needed to improve the
connection of Grange and Kelvedon Roads to improve
safety for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists at the
existing junction.

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s achievability

No insurmountable problems apart from problems in Tiptree generally.

Stage 3 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 4: Suitability and sustainability

4 Assessment criterion RAG Data Comments Potential
Source mitigation
measures
Physical constraints
4.1 Is the site within or adjacent to the settlement G Mapping Yes, on Kelvedon Road within the village envelope
boundary (or could it form part of a new
settlement within the identified growth areas)?
4.2 Would development of the site lead to G Mapping No
coalescence between settlements?
4.3 What is the main access point/s to the site? Are G Mapping, Kelvedon Road. No
there any highway constraints? Transport
Planners & ECC
4.4 Utilities — is there any evidence that it would G Call for Sites On a main road in Tiptree
not be possible to deliver the necessary pro-forma
utilities?
4.5 Site specifics (e.g. topography, pylons) — are G Call for Sites None apparent prior to site visit.
there any issues that would prevent/limit prO-forma,.
development? Could development improve an mapping, site
existing issue? visit
4.6 Nature of the site —is it Call for Sites Grazing land

brownfield or greenfield?

G — brownfield (approx. 75% plus)
A — part brownfield, part greenfield
R — greenfield (approx. 75% plus)

pro-forma,
mapping, site
visit

10




4.7 What is the agricultural land classification? Magic This land is on the boundary of grade 2 and 3. Magic
G — Grades 4-5 (50% or more) map no longer includes the garidings on its map and
A — Grades 3a or 3b (50% or more, or a mix of offers a download because of concerns about the
categories) mapping. This land has not been cultivated for a long
R — Grades 1-2 (50% or more) time, being a small irregular shaped grazing plot

between to domestic properties. Hence Amber.

4.8 Impact of neighbouring uses (e.g. noise, smell, Call for Sites None apparent prior to site visit.
amenity) — would development be likely to be pro-forma,
negatively impacted by, or to cause negative ”_‘a_ppi”g' site
impact on, neighbouring areas? visit

4.9 Is the site within an area that has previously TPC response
been identified by the parish council as a to call for sites
potentially preferred area?
G-—Yes
R—-No

4.10 Is the site within an area that has been Feedback from

identified by the village questionnaire as a
potentially preferred area or an area that might
provide other additional benefits?

G—Yes

R—-No

village surveys

11




Environmental constraints

411 Landscape impact — would development harm Call for Sites
landscape character or setting, particularly pro-forma,
relevant to any AONB and undeveloped coastal Landscape
areas (including areas outside of the Borough Character
boundary)? Assessment,

4.12 Impact on areas of biological or geological Call for Sites Farmland Wildlife Package Area; Nitrate Vulnerable
importance — would development be likely to pro-forma, zone — surface water; Drinking Water (Surface Water)
cause harm to these areas / is the site covered, Local Sites Protected and Safeguard Areas; Farmland Birds.
or partially covered, by a local designation? Assessment,

Magic & site
visit
Refer to CBC Local Sites Assessment
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.as
hx?id=21564&p=0

4.13 Impact on archaeological and heritage assets — Call for Sites
would development of the site be likely to cause pro-forma,
harm to any such assets or their setting? Magic, Historic

Environment
Character
Report

4.14 Impact on open space — would development of Call for Site No designated open space, no Prow, no bridleway.
the site result in the loss of, or partial loss of, pro-forma,
designated open space, a PRoW, or a Urban Fringe

Report

bridleway?

12



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study

Call for Sites
pro-forma,
Flood Map for
Planning River
s and Sea

Zone 1.

4.15 Flood risk — is the site within, or partially within,
an area of flood risk?
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and Sea
http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=35768
3.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default
&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodm
ap

4.16 Drainage — can suitable drainage for the site be
provided? Will development of the site increase
the risk of flooding on site or elsewhere?
Refer to Surface Water Flood map —
https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map

4.17 Views — are there any key views to or from the

site?

Call for Sites
pro-forma,
Surface Water
Flood map

Low risk of surface water flooding on Kelvedon Road
between Vine Road and Oak Road. Any loss of bare
land will contribute to surface water flooding unless
adequate drainage measures are undertaken.

Call for Sites
pro-forma &
site visit

None stated, unlikely.

13



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map

Access to services

4.18

Distance to bus stop with a frequent service
at least six days a week (or could a new bus
service be incorporated into the
development?)

G —up to400m

A—-401m - 800m

R —over 800m

4.19

Distance to train station with a frequent
service at least six days a week

G —up to 2,000m

A-2,001lm-4,000m

R —over 4,000m

Mapping,
bus
timetables

160m to number 91 service, but not particularly
frequent. 600m to number 75 service. All of Tiptree
could benefit from a more regular service to the
railway stations in Kelvedon and Witham.

4.20

Distance to primary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development?)

G —up to400m

A—-401m —-800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

4500m from northern limit of Tiptree.

Mapping

350m to Baynards with capacity

4.21

Distance to secondary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new development)
G—upto1,200m

A-1,201m -2,000m

R —over 2,000m

4.22

Distance to health services (or could new
health services be provided as part of
development of the site?)

G —up to400m

A—401m -800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

800m to Thurstable

Mapping

1448m to Medical Centre. A second facility to the
north of the village would provide some balance.

14




4.23 Distance to town, neighbourhood, rural Mapping 1448m to The Centre.
district or urban district centre (or would it
be likely that a new centre will be provided
as part of development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m-1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.24 Distance to Local Employment Zone or Mapping 321m to Business Park
Colchester Town Centre (whichever is
closest) (or would employment opportunities
be likely to be created as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A-801m-1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.25 Distance to play area (or would new play Mapping 643m to Trees Estate playground.
facilities be likely to be provided as part of
the development of the site)?
G —up to 400m
A—-401m —-800m
R —over 800m
4.26 Distance to park/public open space (or Mapping 321m to Windmill Green. A new park in the NW of

would new open space / parks be
incorporated into the development of the
site?)

G —up to 800m

A—-801m—1,200m

R —over 1,200m

Tiptree would offer an alternative walking and
recreation area and take pressure off Tiptree heath.

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s suitability and sustainability

15




This site is close to Baynards School which has capacity and in conjunction with TIP48 and TIP15 and current developments, would be suitable for
development, affording an opportunity to develop a spine road that would connect to Kelvedon Road, hence bypassing the current difficult Vine / Grange
Road junction with Kelvedon Road and reduce traffic near Baynards School. With improvements at the Tiptree Road junction with Braxted Park Road, a NW

bypass for Tiptree could be created for traffic from the west wanting to reach the A12 in the Colchester direction, avoiding it passing Tiptree Heath (a difficult
car park to exit) and feeding along Maldon Road and the junction at Windmill Green.

Stage 4 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 5: Site visit

Notes and observations from site visit (if required)
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Stage 6: Outcome of Assessment

Overall conclusions and recommendations

Summarise the findings of the assessment here. Where are the key areas that the site performs well in, and what are the key
issues/constraints/questions in relation to whether the site is likely to come forward for development. Example conclusion — “In conclusion, the
site shows some suitability for development given its location adjacent to an existing development boundary, although there are issues in
relation to landscape impact, agricultural land classification, and distances to facilities and services. Availability and achievability are the key
issues in relation to the possibility of the site being developed, as the site has not been promoted for development, nor is there any planning
history or details of land ownership.”

Outcome

G — suitable/achievable/available
A — could be suitable/achievable/available, but with some uncertainty
R —the site is not suitable/achievable/available, or is highly unlikely to be so

Final Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name Bull Lane (22) CO5 0BG

Reference number TIP10/C113

Settlement Tiptree

Size 3.05 HA

Proposed use/s Residential and Affordable Housing
Site Owner Mr D. Clough

Agent / Promoter Edward Gittins / EG Associates

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

No recent planning on site. No title deeds submitted.




Stage 1A: Initial sieve

A red rating for any of the assessment criterions within this section means the site will not be taken further in the assessment process. A red rating in Stage 1 means that a site is considered to be unsuitable for
development at the current time, in accordance with national and local policy, or that the site is too small to be taken through the SLAA process.

highway?

1A Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1A.1 Is the site greenfield and within flood zone 3 (more than G Call for Zone 1, some low risk of surface water flooding.
50%) without flood defences? Sites pro-
forma,
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and Sea ';/Ilag';'
http://maps.environment- MOO ‘
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=35513 Plap .or
4.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&la .annlng
ng=_e&topic=floodmap Rivers
and Sea
1A.2 Is the site for fewer than 5 dwellings or less than 0.25ha? G Call for 3.05x.85x30=77
Sites pro- 3.05x.7x30=64
forma Stated up to 100
1A.3 Is the site physically separate from an existing development G Call for No
boundary Sites pro-
forma,
village
boundary
map
1A.4 Would development of the site have a significant negative G Call for No
effect on a site nationally or internationally designated for Sites pro-
its landscape, biological, geological, archaeological or forma,
historical importance? Magic
1A5 Can the site be accessed by vehicle from the public A Mapping Bull Lane, nature of road. 2003 planning doubts about the suitability

of adding a single extra house nearby — application refused.



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=599500.0&y=225500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&location=Colchester,%20Essex&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=597570&y=223852&lg=1,2,10,&scale=7

Stage 1B: Second sieve

This sieve tests sites in terms of their existing status and use. Sites are sieved out at this stage where there is sufficient information in relation to their existing status and use that renders further assessment unnecessary.
A yes in the stage 1B sieve means further assessment is not required. A conclusion and details of site capacity and delivery should be given where appropriate.

1B Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source

1B.1 Is the site allocated with extant planning permission, or is it G CBC No
allocated with a strong likelihood of a planning application Planning
being submitted in the near future? Portal

1B.2 Is the site protected for another use (with no reason to G CBC No
suggest it should be otherwise), or is it in use with a Planning
likelihood that that use will continue for the foreseeable Portal,
future? Magic

1B.3 Is there another reason why it is clear that full assessment G No
of this site would not be necessary?




Stage 1 Assessment R/G Comments
Rating If site is assessed “Red” at either stage then no further assessment is necessary
Stage 1A A Access point needs to be carefully chosen, Bull Lane has approx. 20 properties and Brookland approx. 40 properties. Possibly some
road widening at the access point to enhance safety, consideration of retaining hedge to keep local character.
Stage 1B G Easy access to public transport, bus stop 2-5 minutes walking distance. Possible gains from removing chicken farm and provided

much needed public open space / play equipment in south of Tiptree.

Stage 1 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 2: Availability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures

2.1 Has the site been promoted for G Call for Has agent / promoter

development? Sites pro-

G —Yes it’s been promoted forma

A — No, but it was submitted by the site

owner through the call for sites process

R — Site has not been put forward for

allocation by the landowner, or promoted for

development
2.2 Site ownership G Call for

G - Single or joint (max 2) known ownership Sites pro-

A —site owned by 3 or more different parties forma /

or intensions of a part owner not known Lam'j

R — ownership not known / multiple Registry

ownership (more than 3)
2.3 Is the site currently in use and is it likely to G Call for Current use is Chicken Farm and Grazing

continue to be used for the foreseeable Sites pro- (Proforma). Submitted by owner for development.

future / would that use prevent development forma &

site visit

on the site from coming forward?

Bull Lane Livery is enveloped by TIP10.

Summary and conclusion in relation to site availability

Impact on Bull Lane Livery will need to be determined.




Stage 2 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 3: Achievability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures
3.1 Viability — is development of the site G Call for All utilities available
economically viable? Are there any factors Sites pro-
which could limit its viability? ]::Ir(;l?oig? [check pro-forma for any comments, gas, electricity,
informatio telecommunications, broadband, etc]
n from site
promoter /
owner
3.2 Ransom strip — does the development of, or G Call for Bull Lane Livery may be impacted.
access to, the site rely on another piece of Sites pro-
land, and has that land been put forward for forma‘ &
development? mapping
33 Is the land currently protected for an G Mapping, MAGIC - Countryside Stewardship
alternative use (including minerals Magic, Targeting & Scoring Layers (Biodiversity)
allocations and waste allocation (and ECC 2014 highlights the ‘Farm Wildlife Package’ as
proposed allocations))? Minerals being relevant to this site.
Plans, ECC
Refer to ECC 2014 Minerals Plans — Replacem
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla ent Waste
Plan

nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-
document/Pages/Default.aspx

Refer to ECC Replacement Waste Plan -
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla
nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-
Waste-Local-Plan.aspx



http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx

34 If protected for a particular use (other than Local Plan Employment Land Needs Report suggests
that proposed), is there evidence to suggest E‘"dence there is no available employment land in
that the site could or should be released for ase - .
an alternative use? Employme Tiptree
nt Land
. Needs
Employment Land Needs Report - Appendix 2 Report
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.a
shx?id=16831&p=0
35 Contamination —is the site contaminated or Call for Proforma states NO
partially contaminated? Sites pro-
forma
3.6 Infrastructure requirements — does the site Call for None identified
require the provision of any unique or large Sites pro-
infrastructure to support its development? forma &
Local Plan
evidence
base
3.7 Does a local GP surgery have the capacity to GP
accommodate development of the site? (or Capacity
would development be likely to provide new Info
facilities?)
3.8 Does the local primary school have the Commissio Tiptree heath - no
capacity to accommodate development of ning
the site? (or would development be likely to School
provide new facilities?) Places in
Essex
2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-
Essex/School-Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI
acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

3.9 Does the local secondary school have the Commissio Thurstable - yes
capacity to accommodate development of ning
the site? (or would development be likely to School
provide new facilities?) Places in
Essex
, 2016-2021
Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-
Essex/School-Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPl
acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
3.10 Unimplemented permissions — does the site Call for Bull Lane, nature of road. 2003 planning
have a history of unimplemented ?;tj;;;o' doubts about the suitability of adding a
i
ge_rrzislﬁ?;'memented permissions cBC single extra house nearby — application
A —one (maybe two) recent lapsed p:;:;;ng refused
permissions P
R —a history of unimplemented permissions
3.11 Are there any other known reasons why the None identified

development of this site for the specified
purpose could raise issues not covered in the
assessment criteria, or have unintended
consequences — such as impeding the
delivery of future infrastructure projects?

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s achievability

No Major issues but some concerns re access off Bull Lane (or need to widen access road) plus possible impact to Bull Lane Livery.



https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

Stage 3 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 4: Suitability and sustainability

4 Assessment criterion RAG Data Comments Potential
Source mitigation
measures

Physical constraints

4.1 Is the site within or adjacent to the G Mapping Within current settlement boundary
settlement boundary (or could it form part of
a new settlement within the identified
growth areas)?

4.2 Would development of the site lead to G Mapping
coalescence between settlements?

4.3 What is the main access point/s to the site? A Mapping, Bull Lane — Road already used for access to
Are there any highway constraints? Transport
Planners & households e.g. Brookland
ECC
4.4 Utilities — is there any evidence that it would G Call for Within settlement area and surrounded by
not be possible to deliver the necessary Sites pro- dwellings
utilities? forma
4.5 Site specifics (e.g. topography, pylons) —are G Call for Proximity to Bull Lane Livery although not
there any issues that would prevent/limit Sites pro- part of TIP10
development? Could development improve forma.,
an existing issue? mapping,
site visit
4.6 Nature of the site —is it A Call for Chicken Farm, Grazing
brownfield or greenfield? Sites pro-
G — brownfield (approx. 75% plus) forma./
A — part brownfield, part greenfield mapping,
site visit

R — greenfield (approx. 75% plus)

11




4.7 What is the agricultural land classification? Magic Predominately urban
G — Grades 4-5 (50% or more)
A — Grades 3a or 3b (50% or more, or a mix
of categories)
R — Grades 1-2 (50% or more)
4.8 Impact of neighbouring uses (e.g. noise, Call for Site already surrounded by dwellings and
itv) — Sit - L
s'meII, amenity) 'woul'd development be f' es pro within settlement area.
likely to be negatively impacted by, or to orma,
cause negative impact on, neighbouring mapping,
areas? site visit
4.9 Is the site within an area that has previously TPC South
been identified by the parish council as a response
potentially preferred area? to call for
G = Yes sites
R—No
4.10 Is the site within an area that has been Feedback Location D
identified by the village questionnaire as a ff_om
potentially preferred area or an area that village
surveys

might provide other additional benefits?
G—Yes
R—-No

12




Environmental constraints

4.11 Landscape impact — would development Call for Site already surrounded by dwellings and
harm landscape character or setting, Sites pro- within settlement area
particularly relevant to any AONB and If_o"za'
. . anascape
unfc:le.(\j/elo?f: cgaital ahrias (rl]r;clruc)lgng areas Character [refer to Tiptree extract from Landscape Character
outside ot the Borough boundary): Assessmen Assessment]
t,
NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
of reference
4.12 Impact on areas of biological or geological Call for No
importance — would development be likely Sites pro-
; ; forma,
to causde harm tt(? tlrese areads /bls tf:e sTe Local Sites [Local Wildlife Sites — via link. Local Sites are listed
zov?re o Of partially cotiered, by afoca Assessmen for Tiptree CO4, CO5, CO7, CO10, CO13, CO16,
esignation: t, Magic & €019, C021, CO25, CO32, CO37 and CO169]
site visit
Eftfsr/xvﬁlilccL;)IzileSsltt:rsgAcf\jislf/rzazspHandler NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
’ ) e of reference
.ashx?id=21564&p=0 fref
4.13 Impact on archaeological and heritage assets Call for No
— would development of the site be likely to Sites pro-
cause harm to any such assets or their ]I:(A);Ei’ [refer to Tiptree extract from Historic Environment
setting? Historic Character Assessment]
Environme
nt NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
Character of reference
Report
4.14 Impact on open space — would development Call for Site No
of the site result in the loss of, or partial loss pro-forma,
of, designated open space, a PRoW, or a Ufba”
bridleway? Fringe
Report
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http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study

4.15

Flood risk — is the site within, or partially
within, an area of flood risk?

Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and
Sea

http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357
683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=d
efault&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topi
c=floodmap

Call for Sites
pro-forma,
Flood Map
for

Planning Riv
ers and Sea

None

4.16

Drainage — can suitable drainage for the site
be provided? Will development of the site
increase the risk of flooding on site or
elsewhere?

Refer to Surface Water Flood map —
https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map

Call for
Sites pro-
forma,
Surface
Water
Flood map

4.17

Views — are there any key views to or from
the site?

Call for
Sites pro-
forma &
site visit

Removal of grazing field will impact views
but removal of chicken farm will improve
views and reduce odour.

14



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map

Access to services

4.18

Distance to bus stop with a frequent service
at least six days a week (or could a new bus
service be incorporated into the
development?)

G —up to400m

A—-401m - 800m

R —over 800m

4.19

Distance to train station with a frequent
service at least six days a week

G —up to 2,000m

A—2,001m —4,000m

R —over 4,000m

Mapping,
bus
timetables

322m

4.20

Distance to primary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development?)

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

6601m

Mapping

644m

4.21

Distance to secondary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development)

G-uptol1,200m

A-1,201m —2,000m

R —over 2,000m

4.22

Distance to health services (or could new
health services be provided as part of
development of the site?)

G —up to400m

A—-401m -800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

1932m

Mapping

1127m
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4.23 Distance to town, neighbourhood, rural Mapping 1127m to centre of village
district or urban district centre (or would it
be likely that a new centre will be provided
as part of development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A-801m-1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.24 Distance to Local Employment Zone or Mapping 804m to Jam Factory
Colchester Town Centre (whichever is
closest) (or would employment opportunities
be likely to be created as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m-1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.25 Distance to play area (or would new play Mapping 804m to Caxton Close
facilities be likely to be provided as part of
the development of the site)?
G —up to400m
A—401m —800m
R —over 800m
4.26 Distance to park/public open space (or Mapping 1449m to Tiptree Heath

would new open space / parks be
incorporated into the development of the
site?)

G —up to 800m

A—-801m—1,200m

R —over 1,200m
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Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s suitability and sustainability

No issues with site but proximity to other items such as open space and play parks are AMBER and RED

Stage 4 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 5: Site visit

Notes and observations from site visit (if required)

18




Stage 6: Outcome of Assessment

Overall conclusions and recommendations

Summarise the findings of the assessment here. Where are the key areas that the site performs well in, and what are the key
issues/constraints/questions in relation to whether the site is likely to come forward for development. Example conclusion — “In conclusion, the
site shows some suitability for development given its location adjacent to an existing development boundary, although there are issues in
relation to landscape impact, agricultural land classification, and distances to facilities and services. Availability and achievability are the key
issues in relation to the possibility of the site being developed, as the site has not been promoted for development, nor is there any planning
history or details of land ownership.”

Outcome

G — suitable/achievable/available
A — could be suitable/achievable/available, but with some uncertainty
R —the site is not suitable/achievable/available, or is highly unlikely to be so

Final Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name Grove Road
Reference number TIP11 (C134)
Settlement (a) 13.5 dwellings @ 30 dwellings per ha
(b) 19.8 dwellings @ 30 dwellings per ha (Proforma states 8 to 10 houses)
Size (a) 0.45ha - CBC Site List
(b) 0.66ha - Proforma
Proposed use/s Residential
Site Owner Mrs D Morrall
Agent / Promoter Edward Gittins & Associates

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

TIP 11 is in very close in proximity to TIPO5, TIP22 and TIP23 which could suggest this site be considered as part of a composite area for
development. The owners/status of the land in-between TIP11 and TIPO5 is not known at this stage.

TIP11 borders onto the section of Grove Road that is a small country lane. Additional traffic could have a significant impact on safety without
improvement of the road and provision of pavements for walkers and school children (who use the lane to get to Mildene School and Thurstable

School).

Size of site needs to be agreed as CBC Site List and Proforma differ by space for 6 dwellings.




Stage 1A: Initial sieve

A red rating for any of the assessment criterions within this section means the site will not be taken further in the assessment process. A red rating in Stage 1 means that a site is considered to be unsuitable for
development at the current time, in accordance with national and local policy, or that the site is too small to be taken through the SLAA process.

1A Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1A1 Is the site greenfield and within flood zone 3 (more than G Call for
50%) without flood defences? Sites pro-
forma,
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and Sea ';/Ilag';’
http://maps.environment- 00 ‘
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=35513 IVllap 'or
4.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&la P.annlng
ng=_e&topic=floodmap Rivers
and Sea
1A.2 Is the site for fewer than 5 dwellings or less than 0.25ha? G Call for NO. There are two different sizes provided (see above)
Sites pro-
forma
1A3 Is the site physically separate from an existing development G Call for Site outside but adjoins current boundary; using CBC Local
boundary Sites pro- Development Framework’s proposal map (Oct 2010) for Tiptree.
forma,
\k/)illagz Site adjacent to other developments in Grove Road and opposite the
moaupn any Grove Road Estate.



http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=599500.0&y=225500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&location=Colchester,%20Essex&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=597570&y=223852&lg=1,2,10,&scale=7

1A.4 Would development of the site have a significant negative G Call for Landscape Character Assessment
effect on a site nationally or internationally designated for Sites pro- No obvious reference to this site.
its landscape, biological, geological, archaeological or forma'
historical importance? Magic Historical Environment Character Assessment
No obvious reference to this site other than generic statement on
potential of below ground deposits in undeveloped areas (of which
this is one).
Wildlife Sites
No obvious reference to this site.
1A5 Can the site be accessed by vehicle from the public G Mapping Yes - Directly from Grove Road.
highway?

Stage 1B: Second sieve

This sieve tests sites in terms of their existing status and use. Sites are sieved out at this stage where there is sufficient information in relation to their existing status and use that renders further assessment
unnecessary. A yes in the stage 1B sieve means further assessment is not required. A conclusion and details of site capacity and delivery should be given where appropriate.

1B Assessment criterion R/G Data Comments
Rating Source
1B.1 Is the site allocated with extant planning permission, or is it G CBC NO. Search of Colchester Planning site did not highlight any
allocated with a strong likelihood of a planning application Planning current applications.
being submitted in the near future? Portal
1B.2 Is the site protected for another use (with no reason to G CBC NO. CBC Planning Portal does not highlight any current planning
suggest it should be otherwise), or is it in use with a Planning applications.
likelihood that that use will continue for the foreseeable Portal,
future? Magic Magic does not highlight any concerns for this site.
1B.3 Is there another reason why it is clear that full assessment G No.




of this site would not be necessary?

Stage 1 Assessment R/G Comments
Rating If site is assessed “Red” at either stage then no further assessment is necessary
Stage 1A G This site adjoins the eastern boundary limit of the current development area. It is in very close proximity to existing houses in
Grove Road and is only separated from the Grove Road Estate by a small country road section of Grove Road. This site is very
close to other proposed sites adjoin Grove Road such as TIPO5, TIP22 and TIP23.
Stage 1B G No current planning applications or intended land use was identified.

Stage 1 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 2: Availability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures

2.1 Has the site been promoted for G Call for Edward Gittins & associates.

development? Sites pro-

G —Yes it's been promoted forma

A —No, but it was submitted by the site

owner through the call for sites process

R — Site has not been put forward for

allocation by the landowner, or promoted for

development
2.2 Site ownership G Call for Owned by Mrs D.Morrall

G - Single or joint (max 2) known ownership Sites pro-

A —site owned by 3 or more different parties forma /

or intensions of a part owner not known Lam.j

R — ownership not known / multiple Registry

ownership (more than 3)
2.3 Is the site currently in use and is it likely to G Call for Immediately available

continue to be used for the foreseeable Sites pro-

future / would that use prevent development forma &

site visit

on the site from coming forward?

Summary and conclusion in relation to site availability




Stage 2 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments




Stage 3: Achievability

Assessment criterion RAG Data Comment Mitigation
Source measures
3.1 Viability — is development of the site G Call for [check pro-forma for any comments, gas, electricity,
economically viable? Are there any factors Sites pro- telecommunications, broadband, etc]
which could limit its viability? forma and
additional
informatio
n from site
promoter /
owner
3.2 Ransom strip — does the development of, or G Call for Adjoins site TIP24 — should perhaps be considered
access to, the site rely on another piece of Sites pro- as 1 large site
land, and has that land been put forward for forma &
development? mapping
33 Is the land currently protected for an G Mapping,
alternative use (including minerals Magic,
allocations and waste allocation (and ECC 2014
proposed allocations))? Minerals
Plans, ECC
Refer to ECC 2014 Minerals Plans — Replacem
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla ent Waste
Plan

nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-
document/Pages/Default.aspx

Refer to ECC Replacement Waste Plan -
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Pla
nning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-
Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-
Waste-Local-Plan.aspx



http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx

34 If protected for a particular use (other than Local Plan No restrictions on the site
that proposed), is there evidence to suggest evidence
that the site could or should be released for base -
an alternative use? Employme

nt Land
. Needs
Employment Land Needs Report - Appendix 2 Report
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.a
shx?id=16831&p=0

3.5 Contamination —is the site contaminated or Call for
partially contaminated? Sites pro-

forma

3.6 Infrastructure requirements — does the site Call for
require the provision of any unique or large Sites pro-
infrastructure to support its development? forma &

Local Plan
evidence
base

3.7 Does a local GP surgery have the capacity to GP
accommodate development of the site? (or Capacity
would development be likely to provide new Info
facilities?)

3.8 Does the local primary school have the Commissio Milldene yes
capacity to accommodate development of ning
the site? (or would development be likely to S°h°°|_
provide new facilities?) Places in

Essex
2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-
Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-
Essex/School-Organisation-
Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI
acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16831&p=0
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

3.9 Does the local secondary school have the G Commissio
capacity to accommodate development of ning

Thurstable yes

the site? (or would development be likely to S°h°°|.

provide new facilities?) Places in
Essex

. 2016-2021

Schools capacity 2016/2021 —

https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-

Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-

Essex/School-Organisation-

Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPI

acesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf

3.10 Unimplemented permissions — does the site G Call for

have a history of unimplemented Sites pro-

permissions? forma &

G — No unimplemented permissions caC .

A —one (maybe two) recent lapsed planning
portal

permissions
R —a history of unimplemented permissions

3.11 Are there any other known reasons why the G
development of this site for the specified
purpose could raise issues not covered in the
assessment criteria, or have unintended
consequences — such as impeding the
delivery of future infrastructure projects?

Site should be assessed along side site TIP24

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s achievability



https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/CommissioningSchoolPlacesinEssex-2016-2021.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Documents/Commissioning_School_Places_in_Essex_2014_19.pdf

Stage 3 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 4: Suitability and sustainability

4 Assessment criterion RAG Data Comments Potential
Source mitigation
measures
Physical constraints
41 Is the site within or adjacent to the G Mapping
settlement boundary (or could it form part of
a new settlement within the identified
growth areas)?
4.2 Would development of the site lead to G Mapping
coalescence between settlements?
4.3 What is the main access point/s to the site? A Mapping, Grove Road — very narrow lane access better via
Are there any highway constraints? Transport other sites.
Planners &
ECC
4.4 Utilities — is there any evidence that it would G Call for
not be possible to deliver the necessary Sites pro-
utilities? forma
4.5 Site specifics (e.g. topography, pylons) —are G Call for
there any issues that would prevent/limit Sites pro-
development? Could development improve formaj
an existing issue? ”,‘app_",‘g'
site visit

11




4.6 Nature of the site —is it Call for greenfield
brownfield or greenfield? Sites pro-
G — brownfield (approx. 75% plus) forma,
A — part brownfield, part greenfield mapping,
R — greenfield (approx. 75% plus) site visit
4.7 What is the agricultural land classification? Magic Grade 3
G — Grades 4-5 (50% or more)
A — Grades 3a or 3b (50% or more, or a mix
of categories)
R — Grades 1-2 (50% or more)
4.8 Impact of neighbouring uses (e.g. noise, Call for Heritage lane
smell, amenity) — would development be Sites pro-
likely to be negatively impacted by, or to forma"
cause negative impact on, neighbouring mapping,
areas? site visit
49 Is the site within an area that has previously TPC Location B.
been identified by the parish council as a response Sites in E, F, A graded Green as in North or
potentially preferred area? tocallfor | \vest, all other sites graded Amber.
G - Yes sites
R—-No
4.10 Is the site within an area that has been Feedback sites in locations A & F have been graded Green;
identified by the village questionnaire as a from B & E graded Amber; C & D graded Red
potentially preferred area or an area that village
surveys

might provide other additional benefits?
G-—Yes
R—-No

12




Environmental constraints

4.11 Landscape impact — would development Call for [refer to Tiptree extract from Landscape Character
harm landscape character or setting, Sites pro- Assessment]
particularly relevant to any AONB and forma,
undeveloped coastal areas (including areas I(.;ndsc:pe NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
outside of the Borough boundary)? Assagj:n:n of reference
t,
4.12 Impact on areas of biological or geological Call for [Local Wildlife Sites — via link. Local Sites are listed
importance — would development be likely Sites pro- for Tiptree CO4, CO5, CO7, CO10, CO13, CO16,
to cause harm to these areas / is the site forma'. €019, CO21, CO25, CO32, CO37 and CO169]
covered, or partially covered, by a local ;ZEZL::;ZE
designation? t, Magic & NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
site visit of reference
Refer to CBC Local Sites Assessment
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler
.ashx?id=21564&p=0
4.13 Impact on archaeological and heritage assets Call for [refer to Tiptree extract from Historic Environment
— would development of the site be likely to Sites pro- Character Assessment]
cause harm to any such assets or their forma,
setting? L/!atglc{ NB: Hard copy of this report also provided for ease
nore | orrefrene
nt
Character
Report
4.14 Impact on open space —would development Call for Site
of the site result in the loss of, or partial loss pro-forma,
of, designated open space, a PRoW, or a Ufba”
bridleway? Fringe
Report

13



http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5439&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study
file://///cbcdata02/User_Data/Strategic%20Policy%20&%20Regeneration/Spatial%20Policy/Planning%20Policy/LDF/Landscape/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment/Fringe%20Study

Call for Sites
pro-forma,
Flood Map
for

Planning Riv
ers and Sea

Call for
Sites pro-
forma,
Surface
Water
Flood map

4.15 Flood risk —is the site within, or partially
within, an area of flood risk?
Refer to Flood Map for Planning Rivers and
Sea
http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357
683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=d
efault&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topi
c=floodmap

4.16 Drainage — can suitable drainage for the site
be provided? Will development of the site
increase the risk of flooding on site or
elsewhere?
Refer to Surface Water Flood map —
https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map

4.17 Views — are there any key views to or from

the site?

Call for
Sites pro-
forma &
site visit
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http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map

Access to services

4.18

Distance to bus stop with a frequent service
at least six days a week (or could a new bus
service be incorporated into the
development?)

G —up to 400m

A—401m -800m

R —over 800m

4.19

Distance to train station with a frequent
service at least six days a week

G —upto 2,000m

A—-2,001m —4,000m

R —over 4,000m

Mapping,
bus
timetables

1.2KM TO CHEAP SHOP BUS STOP

4.20

Distance to primary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development?)

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m

Mapping

4.21

Distance to secondary school (or could a new
school be provided as part of new
development)

G—-upto1,200m

A—-1,201m —-2,000m

R —over 2,000m

Mapping

1.1KM TO MILLDENE

Mapping

.1.6KM
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4.22 Distance to health services (or could new Mapping 1.5KM
health services be provided as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to400m
A—-401m -800m
R —over 800m
4.23 Distance to town, neighbourhood, rural Mapping 1.2KM TO CHEAP SHOP
district or urban district centre (or would it
be likely that a new centre will be provided
as part of development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A-801m-—1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.24 Distance to Local Employment Zone or Mapping 804m to Alexander Cleghorn
Colchester Town Centre (whichever is
closest) (or would employment opportunities
be likely to be created as part of
development of the site?)
G —up to 800m
A—-801m—1,200m
R —over 1,200m
4.25 Distance to play area (or would new play Mapping 1.1KM TO GROVE PARK

facilities be likely to be provided as part of
the development of the site)?

G —up to400m

A—401m —800m

R —over 800m
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4.26 Distance to park/public open space (or G
would new open space / parks be
incorporated into the development of the
site?)

G —up to 800m

A—-801m—-1,200m

R —over 1,200m

Mapping

260M Park Lane

Summary and conclusion in relation to the site’s suitability and sustainability

Stage 4 Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Stage 5: Site visit

Notes and observations from site visit (if required)
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Stage 6: Outcome of Assessment

Overall conclusions and recommendations

Summarise the findings of the assessment here. Where are the key areas that the site performs well in, and what are the key
issues/constraints/questions in relation to whether the site is likely to come forward for development. Example conclusion — “In conclusion, the
site shows some suitability for development given its location adjacent to an existing development boundary, although there are issues in
relation to landscape impact, agricultural land classification, and distances to facilities and services. Availability and achievability are the key
issues in relation to the possibility of the site being developed, as the site has not been promoted for development, nor is there any planning
history or details of land ownership.”

Outcome

G — suitable/achievable/available
A — could be suitable/achievable/available, but with some uncertainty
R — the site is not suitable/achievable/available, or is highly unlikely to be so

Final Assessment - Steering Group Decision & Comments
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Site name Ship Field, Maldon Road

Reference number TIP12 (C146)

Settlement Tiptree

Size 3.33 Ha

Proposed use/s Residential

Site Owner Mrs Jane Grant, 18 Red Hill, Wateringbury, Maidstone and Mrs Susan Tod (nee Birkin)
Agent / Promoter None

Planning history / context

This section provides a brief overview of any significant planning history on the site (including relationship to and information relating to the neighbourhood plan process where applicable) to identify any factors that
may require particular focus in the assessment of the site.

There are no previous planning applications.
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