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MATTER 3 – HOUSING 
 
Whether the scale, distribution, type and phasing of new housing 
development is appropriate to this borough, consistent with national 
and regional policy, soundly based and fully justified, with particular 
reference to: 

3/1 Regeneration and Growth Areas 
3/2 Affordable Housing, density and mix 
3/3 Consideration of other Regulation 32 sites 

 
Tests: 4 - 9 
Policies: H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, UR1 

 
ISSUES 

 
3/1 Growth Areas and Regeneration Areas 

 

(a) What evidence is there to underpin the location and extent of the 
Growth Areas?   
 
Reference should be made to the Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Housing Topic Paper (ref. CBC/SUB/002 and CBC/EB/058). The 
response to 3/1 (b) below is also relevant. 
 

(b) What is the primary function of the Growth Areas over and above 
the Regeneration Areas?  Are they to be areas of search for 
development land or areas in which to concentrate efforts at 
providing infrastructure? The Growth Areas do not appear on the 
Key Diagrams as suggested in policy SD1. 
 
The growth areas refer to broad locations in the borough that are 
the focus for significant housing and employment growth 
supported by enhanced infrastructure, during the plan period. 
Their purpose is to be an overarching focus for growth which 
combines new development with regeneration of existing areas on 
a complementary basis. The growth areas comprise four existing 
Regeneration Areas, one new Regeneration Area at North Station, 
and two new areas of Greenfield allocation accommodating growth 
at the end of the plan period. The term ‘Growth Area’ highlights the 
sustainable expansion of housing and job opportunities in the 
areas selected. It is a broader term encompassing the more 
specific form of growth expected in ‘Regeneration Area’ focused 
on the re-use of brownfield land and existing buildings.  



The growth potential has been identified through the following 
means: 

• Existing regeneration areas were initially identified 
though the earlier Local Plan process 

• Council monitoring was used to highlight areas with a 
large number of planning completions or permissions   

• The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
identified potential capacity within these locations 
(CBC/EB/031). 

• The Sustainability Appraisal supported growth in the 
Regeneration and Growth Areas because that 
approach would minimise the need for greenfield 
development and provide good access to the town 
centre, transport interchanges and other facilities.  
(CBC/SUB/002, Appendix B, evaluation of policy H1)  

• The Sustainability Appraisal process identified these 
options as the most sustainable, including the 
greenfield sites with potential for sustainable urban 
extensions. 

 
Having identified these areas as appropriate for growth, the Core 
Strategy also seeks to focus additional investment in facilities and 
infrastructure into these areas. 
  

(c) Would new housing on previously developed land in the urban area 
of Colchester be encouraged whether or not it is in a Growth Area 
or a Regeneration Area?  Where is this made clear?    
 
National policy in PPS1 (para. 27 (viii)) (ref.CBC/NAT/001) and 
PPS3 (Paras. 40-44) (CBC/NAT/002) provides for previously 
developed land to be considered as a priority location for new 
housing so the Core Strategy does not need to restate this. 
In general terms, the Core Strategy in Policy SD1 supports ‘priority 
to accessible locations and previously developed land (PDL).’ SD1 
also states: 

Throughout the borough, growth will be located at the most 
accessible and sustainable locations in accordance with the 
Settlement Hierarchy below and the Key Diagrams. 

 
The settlement hierarchy directs growth towards the settlements 
with the best range of employment, shops, community facilities and 
transport infrastructure.  
 
Given this is a strategy not a Development Policies DPD, it does not 
seem appropriate to try to stipulate all circumstance in which a 



development proposal are supported or rejected. Nevertheless 
overall priorities for the development of previously developed land 
follow from the settlement hierarchy and the focus on Growth and 
Regeneration Areas. This does not preclude development of PDL 
outside these areas, but they would need to be justified on a case 
by case basis through the Site Allocation process. 
 

(d) Should the North Growth Area be extended to the north or north 
east to include other possible broad areas for new housing?  If not, 
what is the justification for its present extent? 
 
There is no justification or need for an extension to the North 
Growth Area as sufficient land has already been identified through 
the submitted core strategy to provide for housing delivery up to 
2023 in sustainable locations. 
 
The North Growth Area incorporates a regeneration area, other 
areas of previously developed land in Mile End that are 
experiencing significant growth, and a broad area of greenfield 
land that has been identified for a sustainable urban extension 
through the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. Other greenfield 
locations to the North and North East would have been considered 
as part of the Housing Option 4 in the Sustainability Appraisal (ref. 
CBC/SUB/002). They were not found to be sustainable locations 
for development during the plan period. 
 

The broad extent of development in the North Growth Area has 
been informed by an understanding of the broad scale of 
development to be accommodated, and the physical relationship 
of this land with existing urban areas. Sites to the north east have 
been excluded due to their disconnection with the town centre, key 
community facilities and infrastructure, employment and transport 
links and they are not big enough to deliver their own.  
 
The detailed boundaries of development will be determined at 
subsequent plan-making stages – such as in preparing the Site 
Allocations DPD, Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) or 
an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the area and through master 
planning as part of a planning application. 
 

(e) Are there any constraints on delivery of the broad area of 
greenfield land in the North Growth Area or could it be brought 
forward to an earlier date if needed? 
 
The Housing Trajectory shows that Colchester has sufficient 
completions and permissions to meet its housing targets up to 
2017. Greenfield allocations were accordingly made to provide 



flexibility for the post 2016 period given that there was no identified 
need before that date. The sustainable urban extensions in the 
Core Strategy were intended to deliver zero carbon homes from 
2016 to coincide with the ambition for implementing zero carbon 
development as currently envisaged in the government’s Building 
a Greener Future strategy.  Development will be expected to 
accord with national policy requirements in place at that time, and 
may therefore be subject to different requirements depending 
upon the date of delivery.   
 
The Council will be undertaking an annual review of its Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment and this will identify if sites 
need to be brought forward earlier. A change to the text has been 
included within the Schedule of Proposed Minor Changes which 
will allow the North Growth Area to be delivered sooner should 
ongoing housing monitoring require that. Statements of Common 
Ground between the Council and the developers of the urban 
extension forming part of the North Growth Area are being 
prepared to demonstrate that development could be delivered 
earlier than 2016 if necessary.  The statements address the need 
for infrastructure, the timing of development and the scale of 
development.  
 
If due to unforeseen circumstances the greenfield allocations were 
needed at an earlier date, it would be important to ensure that their 
delivery was integrated with the infrastructure projects for the 
North Growth Area listed in the Infrastructure Trajectory 
(CBC/EB/085).  There will be a need to address local transport 
capacity as part of the development, alongside strategic capacity 
improvements already programmed through existing investment 
commitments.  Local capacity improvements, which might 
reasonably be required as a consequence of a planning 
permission, are likely to include elements of the A133 
improvements (or equivalent works) to enhance local access and 
movement.  These improvements could be delivered alongside 
development and would not materially influence the timing of 
delivery.  Strategic capacity improvements, such as the new A12 
junction and North Transit Corridor improvements provide wider 
capacity benefits.  These strategic infrastructure elements are 
committed through existing permitted schemes including the 
Severalls Hospital site and Cuckoo Farm schemes.  Other 
infrastructure elements, such as community facilities, will be 
considered through more detailed design work at subsequent 
stages of planning and are unlikely to have strategic 
consequences – they are therefore unlikely to materially influence 
the timing of delivery.   
 
 



(f) Should a secondary school be included in the North Growth Area 
and referred to in appropriate parts of the text? 
 
A Statement of Common Ground has been agreed with Essex 
County Council concerning the approach for assessing the best 
means of delivering secondary school capacity to serve the North 
Growth Area. This is reflected in the Schedule of Proposed Minor 
Changes. Developers in the Growth Area will also be signing a 
Statement of Common Ground agreeing to the approach set out. 
 

(g) Should the Stanway Growth Area be extended (for example to 
include Gosbecks Farm) to provide more flexibility and improve 
delivery?  If not, what is the justification for its present extent? 
 
There is no justification or need for an extension to the Stanway 
Growth Area as sufficient land has already been identified through 
the submitted core strategy to provide for housing delivery up to 
2023 in sustainable locations. 
 
The Stanway Growth Area is a broad allocation and is not 
intended to be site specific so there is flexibility inbuilt. Specific 
sites will be allocated through the Site Allocations DPD and will 
need to take account of the justification below. There is no strong 
justification for extending the Stanway Growth Area to include a 
specific site that is separated from the main part of the growth 
area and surrounded by areas of archaeological importance. 
 
A key element of sustainable urban extensions is the ability to 
create distinct neighbourhoods with local centres, walkable 
catchments, public transport and community identity. Dispersing 
developments amongst smaller disconnected sites makes it very 
difficult to create a neighbourhood that supports sustainable 
lifestyles, because sufficient walking catchments (400m-800m 
radii) are not achieved to support local shops, facilities and public 
transport. Without viable walking catchments, car usage becomes 
dominant and local community connections significantly reduced.   
 

(h) Are there any constraints on delivery of the broad area of 
greenfield land in the Stanway Growth Area or could it be brought 
forward to an earlier date if needed? 
 
The Housing Trajectory shows that Colchester has sufficient 
completions and permissions to meet its housing targets up to 
2017. Greenfield allocations were accordingly made to provide 
flexibility for the post 2016 period given that there was no identified 
need before that date. The sustainable urban extensions in the 
Core Strategy were intended to deliver zero carbon homes from 



2016 to coincide with the ambition for implementing zero carbon 
development as currently envisaged in the Government’s Building 
a Greener Future strategy (CBC/NAT/055).  Development will be 
expected to accord with national policy requirements in place at 
that time, and may therefore be subject to different requirements 
depending upon the date of delivery.   
 
The Council will be undertaking an annual review of its Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (CBC/EB/031) and this will 
identify if sites need to be brought forward earlier. A change to the 
text has been included within the Schedule of Proposed Minor 
Changes (CBC/EB/078) which will allow the Stanway Growth Area 
to be delivered sooner should ongoing housing monitoring require 
that. Statements of Common Ground between the Council and a 
major developer in the urban extension forming part of the 
Stanway Growth Area are being prepared to demonstrate that 
development could be delivered earlier than 2016 if necessary.  
The statements address the need for infrastructure and the timing 
of development. 
 
Colchester already has sufficient completions and permissions to 
meet its housing delivery targets up to 2017. Early development of 
greenfield land may undermine the viability and delivery of the 
regeneration areas in the short term but there have been sufficient 
sites in Stanway identified which could be brought forward if 
monitoring showed this was necessary. There are no significant 
constraints to this. 
 

(i) Is reference to land to the west of Maldon Road appropriate to the 
Core Strategy or is this too site specific? 
 
Yes it is too site specific. Specific allocations will need to be 
provided through the Site Allocation DPD process. 
 

(j) Can harm to the historic environment be avoided while 
accommodating development in the Stanway Growth Area?  What 
is the impact on Gosbecks Archaeological Park?  Where has this 
been assessed? 
 
The importance of avoiding disturbance to its rich archaeological 
assets meant that Gosbecks Archaeological Park lay outside the 
broad area of greenfield land search in Stanway to the northwest 
of the Park.  It is considered that sufficient sites have been put 
forward elsewhere in Stanway to deliver 800 dwellings whilst 
avoiding harm to the historic environment.  Evidence to support 
this conclusion is provided by a desk-based archaeological 
assessment carried out to support an allocation within the 
greenfield search area, which found that the site had low to 



moderate archaeological potential.  (Assessment by Waterman 
CPM submitted as part of Core Strategy responses 
0034/124/130,176 and confirmation of agreement of findings by 
Colchester Archaeological Officer – CBC/EB/079). The Site 
Allocation DPD process will identify specific sites to meet the 
greenfield housing target for Stanway identified in the Core 
Strategy. It will incorporate the findings of the Historic Environment 
Characterisation study which will include an appraisal and ranking 
of the area’s heritage, both above and below ground. At the 
planning application stage, the Environmental Impact Assessment 
process along with planning conditions will be used to further 
ensure the investigation and protection of archaeological assets. 
 

(k) Is the South West Distributor road essential in order to allow the 
delivery of housing in the Stanway area or can some/all of the 
greenfield land for future housing be accessed without it?  Would it 
be environmentally damaging? If it is delayed, would that prevent 
RSS housing targets being met? 
 
The South West Distributor Road (SWDR) consists of a series of 
highway capacity improvements required to support development 
to the West of Colchester, including the proposed greenfield 
allocation in the Stanway area. Please refer to the attached 
drawing and also see the response to question 6(p). 
 

The northern part of the SWDR, linking the A1124 Essex 
Yeomanry Way with the B1408 London Road, has already been 
constructed using Section 106 funding secured through proposed 
employment development. The southern section, linking the 
northern section to Warren Lane, will be delivered through the 
consented 800 residential units at the Lakelands development.  It 
is likely this section will be completed in 2010. 
 
Completion of the southern section of the SWDR is required to 
deliver the outstanding 600 units, of the consented 800, at 
Lakelands as well as support the delivery of the proposed 
greenfield allocation at Stanway and other developments in the 
area.  
 
For the Warren Lane section, there will be the need to provide on-
line and junction improvements. Any large-scale developments 
would require the submission of a Transport Assessment, which 
would identify any such improvements, and these would be funded 
and delivered by the developers. 
 

The Sustainability Appraisal acknowledges that the overall spatial 
strategy will direct development away from sensitive 
environmental areas and development should seek to make 



enhancements to the landscape and mitigate environmental 
impacts where possible. 
 

(l) Are there other possible conflicts between the 
Growth/Regeneration Areas and the historic/natural environment? 
 
Four out of five of the Regeneration Areas put forward in the Core 
Strategy are carried forward from the Local Plan and contain a 
number of projects that have been granted planning permission 
and accordingly have already considered the site-specific issues 
concerning the interaction of new development with the 
conservation of the historic and natural environment.    
 
A wide range of Core Strategy policies on sustainable 
development, urban regeneration and the environment will carry 
forward the prominence given in the Local Plan to the importance 
of safeguarding and enhancing the Borough’s historic and natural 
environment.  The broad principles established by these policies 
will then need to be followed up through the Site Allocations and 
Development Policies DPD process. The Sustainability Appraisal 
of both these documents will also single out specific issues and 
rule out sites where the historic and/or natural environment is 
negatively impacted on. 
 
Particular conflicts between growth and preservation of the 
historic/natural environment will need to be resolved through the 
planning application process and a close working relationship with 
groups and agencies responsible for its protection.  The Council’s 
intent in this regard is demonstrated by the Statements of 
Common Ground developed with Natural England and English 
Heritage.  
 

(m) Will delivery of housing and infrastructure in the Regeneration 
Areas be likely to be held up by constraints/viability problems e.g. 
financial, archaeological, contamination, land acquisition? 
 
Regeneration areas are often constrained, but most of the 
constraints in Colchester’s regeneration areas are being overcome 
by developers working in partnership with the Council. The 
success of regeneration in Colchester is reflected in the very high 
levels of housing delivery in recent years. This high level of 
delivery in regeneration areas should continue in future, as key 
sites have been granted permission and constraints and 
infrastructure issues are being duly addressed.  
 
It is anticipated that some individual sites may experience 
unexpected delays and constraints; however the overall housing 



delivery targets will still be achievable. The Sustainability Appraisal 
(CBC/SUB/002) and Housing Topic Paper (CBC/EB/058) discuss 
the conservative assumptions made by Colchester BC when 
determining minimum housing delivery. The housing market 
slowdown has been reflected in revisions to the Housing 
Trajectory and the Housing Topic Paper (CBC/EB/058). 
 

(n) Are there particular items of infrastructure that pose a risk for 
delivery of housing? 
 
Refer to the Infrastructure Trajectory and the responses to Matter 
10. 
 
Evidence of the Council’s commitment to delivery of infrastructure 
is presented in the response to Matters 10a and b and in the 
Housing and Transportation Topic Papers (CBC/EB/058 and 060).   
 
Housing delivery should not be viewed in isolation from the overall 
delivery of sustainable communities well supported by a wide 
range of social and physical infrastructure. The facilities and 
infrastructure identified in the Core Strategy are considered to be 
integral elements of sustainable high quality future development, 
in line with the holistic view characteristic of spatial planning.  
Overall the infrastructure and facilities requirements set out in the 
Core Strategy are considered to be appropriate, achievable and 
relevant to the achievement of the Core Strategy’s vision for 
Colchester as a sustainable prestigious regional centre. The 
Infrastructure Trajectory graph illustrates the steady pace of 
housing delivery and supporting infrastructure over the plan period 
(CBC/EB/085).  The phasing shown relates directly to the 
evidence provided by infrastructure providers and by developers in 
the Housing Survey included in the Housing Topic Paper 
(CBC/EB/58 (updated May 2008)).  In most cases, the 
infrastructure funding sources have been identified or can be 
feasibly delivered by future development within the area. 
 

Key partners all share with Colchester Borough Council a 
commitment to creating sustainable communities.  This includes 
delivering on agreed infrastructure commitments and to 
negotiating when necessary to resolve problems with funding 
shortfalls, delays, or changes in market conditions.  For example, 
the sustainable development of the former Severalls Hospital site 
has been based on an agreement between the landowners and 
the Council that key infrastructure, including a North Transit 
Corridor and a new junction to the A12 would be linked to the 
delivery of housing (CBC/S106/07).  While the current housing 
market has introduced delays in the delivery process, the partners 
have reacted proactively to the problem and are currently pursuing 



alternative Government sources of funding to deliver the road 
junction in a timely manner. 
 

(o) Should there be specific reference in Chapter 4 to the need for 
supporting retail facilities or a neighbourhood centre in the 
Garrison area? 
 
No, the Retail Study (CBC/EB/027) did not establish a specific 
need for a district scale centre in the Garrison area. 
Local/neighbourhood scale centres relate to the needs of the local 
catchment, and it is beyond the scope of the Core Strategy to 
identify these specifically. The Garrison has an approved master 
plan in place and CS Policies CE1 and CE2 provide sufficient 
flexibility for the development of these local centres to address the 
changing needs of local communities. 

 



MATTER 3/2 – Affordable Housing, density and mix 
 
Tests: 4 - 9 
Policies: H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, UR1 

 
ISSUES 
 
(a) Are the affordable housing targets appropriate and realistic, in line 

with national and regional policy and supported by robust evidence? 
 
Yes, the affordable housing targets are consistent with national and 
regional policy and supported by a robust evidence base. Please 
refer to the Sustainability Appraisal (CBC/SUB/002), Housing Topic 
Paper (CBC/EB/058) and Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) (CBC/EB/053).  Colchester BC received advice from GO 
East that housing affordability should be addressed in the Core 
Strategy.  This reflects guidance in PPS3 which requires that broad 
regional targets should be then supported by locally specific 
evidence and assessments in Local Development Documents.  The 
recently adopted East of England Plan has set a regional target of 
35% (CBC/REG/014a). This target has been assessed for 
Colchester as required through a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. This uses the Government’s Housing Needs Model, to 
estimate that there is a net need for affordable housing in the 
borough of 1082 units per annum.  The target of 35% accordingly 
only meets part of the need, but reflects PPS3 guidance on target 
setting by addressing viability considerations. 
 

(b) Are the thresholds appropriate or should they be left to a more 
detailed DPD? 
 
The thresholds are considered to be appropriate, and have been 
informed by evidence (see the Sustainability Appraisal 
(CBC/SUB/002), the Housing Topic Paper (CBC/EB/058) and the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (CBC/EB/053)) and were 
responding to strong local community concern about housing 
affordability.  
PPS3 requires Local Planning Authorities to have regard to the 
national indicative minimum site size threshold of 15 dwellings, and 
where viable and practicable, allows local authorities to set lower 
minimal thresholds.  The SHMA provides evidence on the extent of 
the need for affordable housing (see response to matter 3/2a 
above) to justify the lower threshold of ten units in the urban area.  
The answer to 3/2c below provides detail on the threshold of 3 units 
for rural areas.  Given that setting appropriate thresholds is an 
essential part of ensuring the delivery of affordable housing, it was 



not considered appropriate to delay their development until the 
Development Policies DPD stage, given that it is not scheduled for 
adoption until 2010.   
 

(c) Will the threshold of 3 in villages deter sites coming forward?  Does 
policy H4 need amending to make clear that the individual 
circumstances of each site will be considered with the possibility of 
off-site contributions being used in some cases? 
 
The Core Strategy provides a lower threshold in villages of three 
units to maximise the potential for market housing to contribute to 
affordable housing because very few large sites come forward in 
villages. Recent housing delivery figures indicate that villages are 
continuing on the incremental small scale pattern of growth and 
change that has characterised their historic development.  During 
the period 2003-07, the majority of planning permissions were for 
small schemes under 15 units. (198 permissions for a total of 324 
units).  There were only 2 schemes approved for larger schemes of 
over 15 units, and 150 of the 167 units provided were at one site, 
the Tile House Farm scheme at Great Horkesley.  The existing 
Local Plan threshold of 25 units accordingly was set far too high to 
provide benefit for rural housing, and a threshold of ten units is also 
considered to be too high to provide any affordable housing given 
the small scale nature of schemes coming forward. 
 
The evidence (see the Sustainability Appraisal (CBC/SUB/002) and 
Housing Topic Paper (CBC/EB/058)) suggested that the viability of 
affordable housing delivery was not a problem on greenfield sites, 
but may be an issue on constrained brownfield sites. The Policy 
was therefore worded as follows: 
 

In exceptional circumstances, where high developments costs 
undermine the viability of housing delivery on brownfield sites, 
developers will be expected to demonstrate an alternative 
affordable housing provision. 

 
 
 

(d) Is the density matrix supported by robust evidence? 
 
The table is “indicative” only, and the figures were intended to align 
with the guidance in PPS3 (CBC/NAT/002) and the more locally 
distinct design guidance in the Essex Design Guide (CBC/EB/015) 
and the Urban Place Supplement (CBC/EB/008). These figures 
were part of the consultation process and provide a guide only to 
support the policy. 
 



Core Strategies are strategic documents that guide development 
and illustrate principles, rather than stipulating prescriptive rules for 
approving or refusing development. The related Development 
Policies DPD will provide further detailed policy guidance. 
 

(e) Are there risks of harm to local character unless flexibility with 
respect to context is incorporated into Table H2a? 
 
The table is “indicative” only and provides guidance to support the 
policy. In recognition, however, of the need to protect local 
character, the Schedule of Minor Changes provides the following 
suggested addition to the policy: 

Locations with good access to centres, particularly the Town 
Centre and the Urban Gateways, are more suited to higher 
density development, although a flexible approach will be 
important to ensure that densities are compatible with the 
surrounding townscape. 

 
(f) Is the mix of housing types in Table H3a supported by robust 

evidence? 
 
The table is a “guide” and illustrates that principles set out in the 
policy that development needs to provide a diversity of housing, 
whilst also responding to the opportunities presented by the 
accessibility of the location. The background document for Table 
H3a as well as for Table H2a is the Urban Place Supplement 
(CBC/EB/008) which promotes sustainable developments 
appropriate to their surroundings and to community need.   
 
Core Strategies are strategic documents that guide development 
and illustrate principles, rather than stipulating rules for approving or 
refusing development.  
 
The heading of the table should be “Indicative Mix of Housing 
Types” like the other tables, reflecting the indicative nature of the 
tables. The Schedule of Minor Changes includes this wording 
change. 

(g) Will it bring forward too many small dwellings that may not be 
supported by the market or attractive to occupiers? 
 
The Annual Monitoring Report (CBC/SUB/013, sec. 6.2.5), notes 
that flats, at 15%, continue to remain a small percentage of the 
overall housing stock and occupy less than 5% of housing land.  
They are, however, growing at a much higher rate, and constituted 
31% of new dwellings constructed between 2000 and 2006.   This 
reflects both planning policy which has focussed on brownfield 
regeneration sites as well as market considerations including the 



rise of the buy-to-let market and the need to pay for land 
remediation costs through higher densities.  While market pricing 
will to some extent address any problems of short-term 
oversupplies of the stock of small dwellings in particular areas such 
as East Colchester, the planning system can also provide corrective 
mechanisms such as monitoring through the AMR and subsequent 
modification of delivery targets.  Additionally, urban design and 
housing management solutions will need to be applied to ensure an 
appropriate housing mix. 
 
The table does not stipulate specific numbers or strict requirements 
and is a “guide” that illustrates the principles set out in the policy. 
The Policy states that the mix of housing in developments should 
also be “informed by an appraisal of community context and 
housing need.”  
 
A development should consider the market and community need 
together. Providing only one or two types of housing will not create 
a community, and can cause social segregation and exacerbate 
affordability problems. 
 

(h) Should Table H3a provide more flexibility for flats to be allowed in 
areas of low accessibility? 
 
The table is “indicative” only and states that flats are “unnecessary, 
but may be suitable”. This provides ample flexibility, whilst 
illustrating that widespread development of flats and higher 
densities is not appropriate in areas of low accessibility.  
 

(i) Does policy H5 make suitable provision for gypsies? What is the 
progress of the Severalls Lane site? 
 
The East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) is currently 
consulting on the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) Single Issue 
Review: Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation in the 
East of England. The document sets out the number of pitches that 
each authority should provide by 2011. These numbers have been 
set with reference to a number of studies carried out by The 
Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) and 
EERA. Provision levels were agreed via the Issues and Options 
Report, mid 2007. Colchester’s identified need and therefore the 
proposed number of pitches required by CBC at 2011 is 22. The 
proposed level of provision beyond 2011 is expected to grow by an 
annual increase of 3%.   
 
Colchester currently has 9 authorised pitches and has identified a 
site for gypsies and travellers in Severalls Lane which will provide 



12 pitches. An additional 1 pitch is therefore required to meet the 
initial requirement to 2011. Thereafter, it will be expected that the 
Borough pursues the allocation of the additional sites required 
(approximately 1 a year from 2011 to 2021) through pursuing a 
wide range of options as they come forward through the site 
allocation and planning application process. An updated Essex wide 
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment is being 
commissioned and will look at the longer term requirements across 
the county. 
 
The proposed site in Severalls Lane has been granted planning 
permission. Essex County Council, as applicant and operator of the 
site, have confirmed that pre-construction details are to be provided 
shortly and the footway will be constructed early in this financial 
year. Colchester Borough Council are the landowners. Sites in 
Turkey Cock Lane, Stanway and Kelvedon Road, Tiptree have 
been granted planning permission in the past 6 months and count 
towards the 9 current authorised sites. 

 



3/3 Consideration of other Regulation 32 sites 
 
Tests: 4 - 9 
Policies: H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, UR1 

 
ISSUES 
 
3/3 Consideration of remaining Regulation 32 housing sites to 
include any other spatial strategy/housing issues from Matter 2 and 
Matters 3/1 and 3/2 relevant to the listed participants. 

 
(a) What part of the Core Strategy is unsound?  What tests does it fail? How 

can it be made sound? What is the precise change/wording that is 
sought? 

(b) How do the sites perform in terms of deliverability?  Are there 
constraints on their development, what date could they start to 
contribute to completions and in what quantity? 

 
The alternative sites (Regulation 32) consultation highlighted a number 
of constraints and raised a number of objections for each of the 
alternative sites. These issues have been summarised in the Regulation 
33 Statement. It is therefore also necessary to refer to the Regulation 33 
Statement when considering the development constraints on each of the 
sites. 

 
Alternative Site 2 – Choats Corner, Eight Ash Green 
Proposed Residential Use 

 
This representation seeks residential development at Eight Ash Green 
as an alternative to development at Stanway. The representation 
questions the need for and delivery of growth at Stanway, and raises 
concerns regarding flexibility in the absence of funding for key 
infrastructure provision. The justification of the Growth Areas is 
addressed in the Sustainability Appraisal and the Housing Topic Paper 
(CBC/SUB/002 & CBC/EB/058).  

 
This alternative site also raises the issues of whether a greater allocation 
should be given to villages such as Eight Ash Green rather than a 
strategy of growth at Stanway. This issue is also raised with a number of 
the other alternative sites. The options for the distribution of new housing 
considered during production of the Core Strategy included 
consideration of greenfield sites on the edges of villages (see 
CBC/EB/071 & 072). The issues and options draft, in particular, gave 
consideration to developing selected small towns and villages (option C), 
and to village infill and edge of village sites (option G). The results of 
consultation and Sustainability Appraisal indicate that brownfield sites in 
more sustainable locations should be considered in preference to less  



 
 
sustainable development in rural towns and villages. When greenfield 
land is required it is proposed this should take this form of sustainable 
urban extensions based around access to shops, services, employment 
opportunities and public transport corridors into Colchester town centre.  

 
The Core Strategy Amendment to Preferred Options also considered the 
option of greater development in smaller settlements and villages (Policy 
H1, Alternative C). The Sustainability Appraisal indicates that extensions 
to district settlements such as Eight Ash Green are a less sustainable 
option in comparison to the preferred approach which seeks to deliver 
housing at concentrated locations with good accessibility, and also 
supports limited development in villages to meet local need. Essex 
County council objected to this alternative site for a number of highways 
and transportation reasons (See rep. 219). The development of large 
quantities of housing in villages such as Eight Ash Green would create 
problems in delivering supporting infrastructure, in particular adequate 
services to reduce the need to travel into Colchester, increasing 
environmental impacts which are also likely to have an adverse impact 
on the countryside and landscape character. 

 
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (CBC/EB/053) assesses 
housing need in both rural and urban areas of the Borough.  Whilst it is 
recognised that there is some level of rural housing need, the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment notes that levels of need are considerably 
lower in the rural area (Colchester Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment, pp. 195-196). The Core Strategy recognises this by 
allocating some housing in rural settlements (Table H1a) and stating that 
rural exception sites will be supported where a local need can be 
demonstrated (Policies H4 and NE2). The serious sustainability 
constraints and the lower levels of overall housing need, however, make 
greater levels of development in rural settlements and villages an 
inappropriate strategy for future housing growth in the Borough.   

 
The proposed alternative site at Choats Corner is a greenfield site 
located outside of the Eight Ash Green settlement boundary. It is not 
easily accessed using more sustainable modes of transport such as 
public transport, cycling and walking. Shopping facilities, services and 
employment opportunities are available at Stanway approximately 3km 
from the site, with the range of opportunities and services in Colchester 
town centre being considerably further. The considerable distance and 
the busy nature of the roads to any of these services mean that 
opportunities for walking and cycling are limited. The nearest railway 
station would be at Marks Tey, approximately 4km from the site. It is, 
therefore, anticipated that further development in Eight Ash Green would 
create a considerable need to travel and lead to increased levels of car 
dependency.  

 
 



Alternative Site 3 – Various sites, Langham 
Proposed Residential, Employment and Park and Ride site 

 
This representation seeks a greater allocation of development to villages 
and therefore raises the same issues as alternative site 2 (Choats 
Corner, Eight Ash Green). The comments above regarding the 
consideration of the option of greater development in villages therefore 
also apply to the proposed alternative sites in Langham.  

 
The sites at Langham received the greatest number of representations in 
the alternative sites consultation. These highlighted many constraints on 
the development of these sites. These are detailed in the Regulation 33 
Statement along with full copies of the representations submitted.  

 
The village presently has a rural character and development on these 
sites would result in negative impacts through increased levels of traffic, 
and the unsuitability of the area for development of this scale. All of the 
proposed sites are located outside of the current Langham Settlement 
Boundary on greenfield land. Langham sits just on the periphery of the 
Dedham Vale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the Stour Valley 
Project Area, where landscape protection is highly important.  
 
The sites are not easily accessed using more sustainable modes of 
transport such as public transport, cycling and walking. Public transport 
provision is generally poor with no local rail stations. The lack of local 
shops and services means that any development would be likely to 
increase car dependency.  The proposed developments would be of an 
insufficient scale to provide adequate local services and facilities that 
would avoid the need to travel into Colchester on a regular basis. Essex 
County Council objected to these alternative sites for a number of 
highways and transportation reasons (see rep. 200). These included 
access to the strategic road network, distance from the town centre, in 
scope trips and potential market user. The Highways Agency also 
considered that the proposals could have a major impact on the Trunk 
Road network and would require alteration to the A12 junction. They also 
acknowledge there is a general lack of sustainability in promoting new 
office based employment in an out of town location. A more detailed 
response to the Park and Ride site is included in the response to The 
Inspectors Question 7. 

 
  

Alternative Site 4 - St. Botolph’s Farm, Braiswick, Colchester 
Proposed Residential use 

 
This alternative site representation seeks the residential development of 
a relatively small greenfield site on the edge of the urban area of 
Colchester. The allocation of smaller edge of settlement sites was 
considered as an option throughout the production of the Core Strategy. 
This is outlined in the Council’s response to the Inspector’s question on 
this issue raised at the Pre-Examination Meeting. 



 
Given the approach of the Core Strategy indicates a preference for 
brownfield development (in accordance with PPS3), and the 
identification of larger areas in sustainable locations for future greenfield 
development where necessary, there is no need for the development of 
smaller edge of settlement sites such as that at St. Botolph’s Farm, 
Braiswick at the present time. Sporadic smaller edge of settlement sites 
are unlikely to be able to deliver the improvements to infrastructure and 
local facilities necessary to make them acceptable in sustainability 
terms. 

 
This alternative site is greenfield land located outside of the existing 
residential area. It is adjacent to residential properties to the East, land 
associated with the golf course to the North and North East, and the A12 
trunk road to the West. Access would be onto the B1508 to the South, to 
which Essex County Council Highways have a policy objection. At this 
location the B1508 is a secondary distributor in the functional road 
hierarchy between defined settlement areas and ECC Development 
Control Policy 1.2 (LTP CBC/EB/006) is to prohibit direct access from 
these roads. 
 
The principle constraints to the development of this site are the use of 
greenfield land outside the existing settlement in preference to 
brownfield sites, and the lack of sustainability of the site for residential 
development. The Local Plan Inspector in 2003 (CBC/EB/066) 
considered the suitability of this site for residential accommodation and 
commented as follows; 

‘The gap along the B1508 secondary road between the western 
edge of the built-up area of Colchester and the principal village 
of West Bergholt is narrow, restricted to the A12 Colchester 
Northern By-pass and limited areas of open land on both sides 
of the trunk road, of which the objection site is one.  If this land 
were released for housing it would tend to bring about the 
coalescence of West Bergholt with the Braiswick district of 
Colchester.  To my mind the A12 is not in itself a sufficient 
barrier to keep the two settlements apart.  It needs to be 
supplemented by open land, of which this site, as the last 
undeveloped area on the north side of the secondary road to the 
east of the trunk road overbridge, is a key example.  
Consequently, Rydon Homes’ objection should fail.’ 

 
There are also a number of environmental constraints on this 
greenfield site. Areas in the west of the site are at risk of flooding and 
there are concerns regarding the potential impact on local wildlife (see 
regulation 33 statement). Development of the site would also likely 
necessitate the loss of considerable areas of woodland and reduce 
separation between Colchester and West Bergholt.  

 
Accessibility to the site is also poor. It is not easily accessed using 
more sustainable modes of transport such as public transport, cycling 



and walking. The site is located approximately 3.5 km from the town 
centre and 1.8km from Colchester North railway station, outside of 
what can generally be considered as a reasonable walking distance. 
Although the site is located on a bus route, service especially at off-
peak times is infrequent. The nearest local shops and services are the 
village shop in West Bergholt (1.1km) and the garage on Bergholt 
Road (1.5km). There are no employment opportunities in the 
immediate vicinity. Residential development of this site would therefore 
be likely to increase the number of trips taken by private car. Essex 
county Council objected to this alternative site for highway and 
transportation reasons including grounds relating to the status of the 
B1508 in terms of Development Control Policies and the Functional 
Route Hierarchy (see rep. 221). 

 
 

Alternative Site 8 – Axial Way, North Colchester 
Part of employment zone for residential use 

 
This representation seeks the re-designation of part of the North 
Colchester employment zone for residential use. This site is well 
located for employment uses, being easily accessible from surrounding 
housing and central Colchester via the North Transit corridor. This site 
also benefits from being located close to the A12 trunk road which is 
likely to be particularly important given the type of traffic industrial or 
warehousing uses are likely to generate.   

 
Development of the site for residential use would result in the loss of 
land designated for employment uses. Policy CE3 (Employment 
Zones) seeks to promote the sequential approach contained in Policy 
CE2a by directing office and retail development towards the town 
centre. This represents a sustainable approach that helps ensure 
regeneration of previously developed land and promotes town centre 
vitality. Residential development would therefore be considered an 
inappropriate use on land designated for employment. In restricting the 
uses within employment zones, policy CE3 not only promotes a 
sequential approach but also recognises the incompatibility of some 
industrial uses to be interspersed with, or located in close proximity to, 
residential development. The land put forward under this 
representation is located opposite residential development, a mixed 
use live/work development is under construction on one side and new 
industrial and warehousing developments exist to the other boundary. 
The use of this site therefore warrants detailed consideration within the 
Site Allocations DPD. 

 
Constraints on the development of this site would in the main result 
from the loss of land within a Strategic Employment Zone.  Higher 
levels of residential development in the area than that anticipated could 
place additional demands on community infrastructure and depending 
on the number of units provided may necessitate the provision of new 
facilities. A number of representations on the alternative site 



highlighted the negative impacts of the loss of such employment land, 
and supported the location of warehousing and industrial development 
where there was good access to the strategic road network. These 
representations are summarised in the Regulation 33 Statement.  

 
Alternative Site 10 - Halstead Road, Eight Ash Green 
Proposed residential development 

 
This greenfield site is located outside of the settlement boundary of 
Eight Ash Green.  
 
As this site proposes greater development in smaller rural villages, this 
representation raises similar issues to the sites at Choats Corner, Eight 
Ash Green and Langham. The production and consultation on the Core 
Strategy, along with the accompanying Sustainability Appraisals, found 
that extensions to smaller settlements such as Eight Ash Green are a 
less sustainable option in comparison to the preferred approach which 
seeks to deliver housing at concentrated locations with good 
accessibility, and also supports limited development in villages to meet 
local need. More details on this are given in the Alternative Site 2 
(Choats Corner, Eight Ash Green) section above. 

 
The site is not easily accessed using more sustainable modes of 
transport such as public transport, cycling and walking. The location of 
this site means that a range of community infrastructure, services, and 
employment opportunities are not available in the immediate vicinity 
thereby increasing the need to travel. At this location the A1124 is a 
main distributor in the functional road hierarchy and ECC Development 
Control Policy 1.2 (LTP CBC/EB/006) is to prohibit direct access from 
these roads. The site is separated from the services and facilities at 
Stanway by the railway and the A12 thereby encouraging the use of 
the private car to access these facilities. The alternative site 
consultation highlighted a number of similar concerns which are 
summarised in the Regulation 33 statement (see in particular Essex 
County Council rep. 227). 

 
 

Alternative Site 11 - Chitts Hill, Colchester 
Proposed residential development  

 
This representation proposes the residential development of a 
greenfield site at Chitts Hill as part of a wider definition of the Stanway 
Growth Area. Through focusing development at locations such as 
Stanway, the Core Strategy intends to support regeneration, promote 
sustainable lifestyles and preclude large amounts of greenfield 
development. The Core Strategy sets out that the Stanway Growth 
Area itself will include a number of key infrastructure improvements 
and new community facilities. The location of this greenfield site away 
from the main area of Stanway, however, means that the new 
development would not benefit from any of these new facilities, and 



would result in a less sustainable, more dispersed growth area. The 
proposed site is separated from the majority of the existing 
development, shops, schools, services and employment opportunities 
in Stanway by some distance and connectivity is reduced by the need 
to cross the A12 trunk road. The site is located in an area of Chitts Hill 
that currently retains a rural character and does not form part of the 
functional area of Stanway. The site is also adjacent to woodland and 
playing fields on two sides, and residential development of the site 
would be likely to harm the open rural character of the area. The 
previous two Local Plan Inspectors concluded that proposals to 
develop this land in Chitts Hill would be visually unacceptable 
(CBC/EB/0066 para. 13.12). There has been no change in 
circumstances. The extended growth area proposed in this alternative 
site representation would also extend further to the east into the rural 
area surrounding the River Colne, encompassing land that currently 
forms part of a countryside conservation area and a ‘green gateway’ to 
the town. The rest of the proposed extension covers areas of land that 
is already developed for residential purposes and cannot 
accommodate further growth. The proposed extension to the growth 
area therefore fails to present a sustainable or deliverable option for 
development in Stanway and the proposed alternative site at Chitts Hill 
does not form part of a realistic alternative strategy to the Stanway 
growth area proposed in the Core Strategy.  
 
The site is not easily accessed using more sustainable modes of 
transport such as public transport, cycling and walking and therefore is 
likely to increase trips being made using the private car. Essex County 
Council objected to the alternative site on highways and transportation 
grounds (see rep. 228). 
 
The Stanway growth area as identified in the Core Strategy remains 
the most appropriate and will allow the delivery of sustainable growth in 
Stanway.  

 
 


