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A Introduction and overview 
 

A1 In this Submission Great Chesterford Parish Council (“GCPC”) sets out its views on Uttlesford 

District Council’s (“UDC” )Regulation 18 draft Local Plan (the “draft LP”), and its objections to 

inclusion of the proposed North Uttlesford Garden Community (“NUGC”, sometimes also referred to 

in UDC’s documentation as a Garden Village) in that draft LP. 

A2 The Submission is divided into two Parts, dealing with substantive and procedural issues, as 

follows: 

PART 1: SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES 

Section B.  In order to provide detailed and expert guidance relating to key aspects of UDC’s draft LP 

and accompanying evidence base in relation to NUGC, GCPC has engaged the services of Consultants 

to advise it on the four following key aspects of the draft LP: 

• Spatial vision objections together with an overview of transport, landscape and heritage 

inadequacies in UDC’s evidence base: report prepared by Pegasus Group; 

• Transport issues: report prepared by COTTEE Transport Planning;  

• Landscape and visual issues: report prepared by Hankinson Duckett Associates; and 

• Historic environment and heritage issues: report prepared by Place Services. 

Each of these reports has been incorporated in its entirety into this Submission, and together they 

comprise a key part of GCPC’s overall objections to inclusion of NUGC in the draft LP.  The report of 

Pegasus Group is included as Section B, and the other reports (themselves referred to the Pegasus 

Report) are included as Appendices 2-4. 

Section C.  This Section addresses a number of additional issues which are also of significant concern 

to GCPC, such as confusion about UDC’s housing figures for the Plan period, potential flooding 

concerns for Great Chesterford in the event NUGC proceeds, the apparent inability of UDC to ensure 

that Garden Community Principles will be applied in practice, amongst others. 

Section D.  GCPC sets out in this Section the serious adverse impacts for Great Chesterford as an 

existing settlement that would ensue in the event that NUGC were to proceed. 

Section E.  The specific comments of GCPC on the various paragraphs and Policies included in the 

draft LP are included here, in table form for ease of reference. 

PART 2: PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

Section F.  In this Section, and the accompanying Appendix 5, GCPC summarises the extent of its 

involvement with UDC during the whole of the period in which the draft LP has been in preparation, 

and the overwhelming evidence of lack of transparency and due process which has characterised the 

emergence of NUGC as a proposed settlement site. The failure of UDC to engage with GCPC about its 

emerging proposals; its refusal to respond to GCPC’s legitimate requests for information whilst at 

the same time engaging directly with the landowners concerned and their agents, Bidwells; the 

manner in which it has improperly utilised materials provided to it in good faith by GCPC without 

regard to the interests of GCPC or Great Chesterford; and its general failure to keep GCPC informed 

demonstrate a serious and unacceptable lack of engagement on the part of UDC. GCPC also explains 



Page | 3 
 

how UDC has so far failed adequately to comply with its statutory duty to co-operate with South 

Cambs DC. 

 A3 In the light of the above, GCPC believes that inclusion of NUGC in the final Local Plan on 

the basis of the current, hurriedly concocted and unsupported proposals would render the Local 

Plan unsound.  Not only has UDC failed properly to co-operate with neighbouring authorities, but it 

is also apparent any such Plan would not be justified or effective, would not provide for sustainable 

development, and would otherwise be inconsistent with the requirements of the National Planning 

Policy Framework, as more fully described in this Submission.   

A4 Furthermore, GCPC does not believe that robust evidence to justify NUGC’s inclusion, 

including funded proposals for the very major infrastructure upgrades that would be required, 

could be gathered in the limited time available before the Regulation 19 consultation.  To be 

included in a sound Local Plan, a scheme with the aspirations and considerable infrastructure 

requirements as that proposed for NUGC would require many years of community engagement and 

discussion (on the basis of a detailed and demonstrably viable master plan put forward by an 

appointed developer), proper evaluation of transport, landscaping and other critical issues identified 

in this Submission, and evidence that funding was available for key infrastructure to be put in place 

at the outset.   

A5 GCPC is aware of the need for housing in the district, which has already resulted in a 

considerable increase in the size of Great Chesterford itself.  This recent and ongoing development 

in the village has been well-researched and sympathetic to the character and integrity of the village, 

and has been tested with local residents as evidenced by the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.  

Furthermore, GCPC does not object to the principle of a Garden Village in North Uttlesford, as is 

evident from its previous correspondence with UDC (see, for example, letter included at Appendix 

5A).  However, what has so far been proposed in the draft LP is, on any objective assessment of 

the evidence, unsupportable.    
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PART 1: SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES 

B Principal substantive issues: Report by Pegasus Group 
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C Additional substantive issues 
 

In this Section GCPC reviews the draft LP and the evidence base relied upon by UDC in making its 

proposals in relation to the following specific substantive issues: 

• C(a) Housing numbers  

• C(b) Flooding/drainage 

• C(c) Employment 

• C(d) Adverse impact on neighbouring villages 

• C(e) Lack of information regarding infrastructure requirements 

• C(f) Ability to deliver NUGC in conformity with Garden Community principles 

 

C(a) Housing numbers challenged 

Ca1 The extent of UDC’s confused approach to estimating the housing need for Uttlesford 

between 2011 and 2033, and its wholly non-transparent procedure leading to adoption of the draft 

LP, is exemplified by the figures on which it has based its proposals. 

Ca2 According to UDC’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (“SHMA”) at the time of the pause 

in November 2016, it was proceeding on the basis that it needed to provide 12,500 homes between 

2011 and 2033 - or 568 dwellings per annum (source: UDC’s Media Briefing Pack, October 2016). 

These figures were based on its “Objectively Assessed Housing Need (“OAHN”) figures deriving from 

UDC’s 2015 SHMA which had been published in September 2015. At the time of the pause officers 

were proposing two settlement sites (Easton Park and Braintree), it being stated that the other 

“SHMA authorities (i.e. Epping, East Herts) [are] all supportive of two settlements on [the] A120 

corridor”. The Media Pack further states, as regards the Duty to Cooperate, that there are “Potential 

objections to Great Chesterford from South Cambs District Council and Cambridge City Council”. 

Ca3 For reasons not clear to GCPC (though possibly resulting from experience derived by other 

local authorities when seeking to justify their own housing figures to the Planning Inspector), 

between November/December 2016 UDC revised its OAHN figures to 14,100 homes for the Plan 

period. As regards this figure, and as part of the PAS review of UDC’s evidence base undertaken in 

late December 2016, the reporting Inspector stated: 

“4.2...it appears to me that there are some significant gaps in the published evidence base for the 

Plan. … the 2015 SHMA projects an OAHN of 46,100 for the whole SHMA, of which Uttlesford’s share 

is set at 12,500, although the method of apportionment between the authorities is not clear. 

4.3 The evidence base on [UDC’s] website does not include a revised SHMA, updated to take into 

account the latest 2014 [Department for Communities and Local Government] household projections 

published in July 2016. I understand that some re-modelling has been done by the SHMA authorities 

which has resulted in an agreed OAHN figure of 54,600 for the whole area, of which Uttlesford’s 

component is 14,100. Again I have seen no explanation as to how the OAN figure has been 

apportioned. I understand that the four authorities intend to plan for only 51,000 dwellings, based on 

an updated [Sustainability Appraisal] by AECOM which I have not seen.” 

 Ca4 Paragraph 4.3 of the PAS report then continues: 
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“I agree with the Planning Inspector who made an advisory visit to Uttlesford that [UDC] should take 

the OAHN figure of 14,100 as a starting point and that any housing requirement at a lower figure 

would need very robust justification. From what I have seen, staying with the 12,500 figure would be 

a serious risk to the soundness of the Plan.” 

Ca5 In line with such views, UDC’s Planning Policy Working Group (PPWG) was then advised at its 

meeting on 22 February 2017 to “test a revised Objectively Assessed Need target of 14,100 new 

homes up until 2033. This higher housing target requires testing the delivery of up to three new 

settlement proposals, as well as examining reasonable alternative sites across the District” (para 3.1, 

PPWG Agenda item 5, “Preparing for the Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation”). Despite efforts by 

third parties at that meeting and subsequently to obtain clarification from PPWG about selection of 

14,100 as the appropriate number, no explanation has been provided in justification. 

Ca6 The definitive answer is now available, and one which confirms that the figure of 14,100 is 

significantly higher than it needs to be. In a report (“West Essex and East Hertfordshire Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment - Establishing the Full Objectively Assessed Need (“FOAN”)” (July 2017)), 

which was jointly commissioned by Epping Forest, Harlow, UDC and East Hertfordshire, ORS 

reviewed the entire evidence base for establishing the FOAN both for the combined housing market 

area, and each of the planning authorities concerned. In the case of UDC, the conclusion reached by 

ORS is that the correct figure for housing need for the period 2011 - 33 is 13,332 dwellings, 

requiring an annual average build of 606 units.  (See, however, Section B, paragraph 3.3 and 

Appendix 1 of this Submission – an even lower figure of 12,500 for Uttlesford is still being suggested 

as at August 2017 by East Herts DC.) 

Ca7 ORS’s conclusion demonstrates that the decision of UDC to increase its previous proposal 

from two to three settlements on the basis of its unsubstantiated increase in numbers from 12,500 

to 14,100 cannot, on any objective or reasonable basis, now be justified. Nor, in this connection, is 

there any basis in the PAS report to seek support for the higher figure – the PAS author makes clear 

in para 4.2 that he neither received an explanation for the figures proposed by UDC, nor can he, in 

light of the ORS report, be regarded as being in a position to endorse the higher figure as “a starting 

point”. 

Ca8 The consequence of the ORS conclusion for the draft LP is obvious: UDC’s entire Spatial 

Strategy is predicated on figures which cannot be justified. Even assuming (which GCPC does not) 

that 13,332 dwellings correctly constitutes the number of new houses now needed for the period 

2016 - 2033, adjustment of the housing need figures would, for example, reduce the total number of 

new houses required. UDC appears to be suggesting that, as an alternative to the proposed new 

settlement at Great Chesterford, no site from the remaining 300 or so sites submitted in response to 

the Call for Sites is available for that number of additional houses to be located – or, indeed, that 

delivery of houses at the other two proposed new settlements could not be accelerated to meet that 

demand.  This is disputed by GCPC.  Further, UDC appears to be prepared to sacrifice the beautiful 

area of land involved in favour of a new town larger than Saffron Walden when it is clear that, even 

today, it has no clear idea of the number of houses that is actually required.  GCPC believes that this 

is wholly inappropriate.   

Ca9 GCPC notes that, following publication of the ORS figures, the Chairman of PPWG is now 

reported as stating (Walden Local, 16 August 2017) that: 

“We will continue to monitor the situation but do not propose, in the meantime, to change the key 

recommendations because (a) the housing number reduction is not significant and could change 
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again; (b) we will learn from the East Herts examination whether the Planning Inspector accepts the 

lower figure; (c) the Government intends to review how numbers are calculated; (d) the number of 

homes (up to 2033) for each of the three settlements could be challenged if delays occur. The 

situation will be more certain by the time we undertake the Regulation 19 consultation in the winter 

and we will give a clear explanation, based on empirical data, on why a housing number has been 

recommended for the Plan.”  

In view of the decision of UDC to propose NUGC as a third settlement site because of the apparent 

realisation, following the November 2016 pause in the Plan process, that the housing figures were 

insufficient, continuing inclusion of NUGC in the draft LP becomes all the more incomprehensible in 

light of this statement – on UDC’s own admission it could in all probability opt for a much lower 

housing need than is currently proposed. 

C(b) Flooding/drainage issues 

Cb1 GCPC, in its letter dated 5 June 2017 to UDC, identified flooding as an issue of concern. The 

River Cam flows through Great Chesterford, south to north, and a corridor of land between 4m and 

200m forms, according to the Environment Agency, the extent of the 1 in 1,000 year flood zone. In 

addition, there are numerous other minor watercourses, field drains and ponds in the immediate 

vicinity of the Village. The presence of the River Cam floodplain carries with it a significant risk of 

flooding to the south and west of Great Chesterford which restricts or prevents altogether any 

further development in the areas concerned. In the result, GCPC has in the past had to cope with 

resultant flooding that has, on occasion, affected the centre of Great Chesterford, especially in and 

around Horse River Green, South Street and other roads in the immediate location. Such flooding 

has led the Environment Agency to identify some parts of South Street as at risk from flooding, 

which has recently resulted in at least one house sale falling through because of the concern by the 

prospective purchaser about such risk. Further, an important field drain located between Park Road 

and Cow Lane is also liable to flood from time to time, as happened on one occasion when the 

Recreation Ground and the newly opened Community Centre were flooded to the depth of several 

feet. 

Cb2 More significantly regarding NUGC generally is the fact that there is a known risk of 

downstream flooding in the valleys below the site, as well as potential impacts on the aquifer 

beneath the site. The Parish Councils of neighbouring villages located in South Cambs, in particular 

Hinxton and Ickleton, have expressed concerns about the impact of drainage and potential run-off 

from the NUGC site, in regard to which no adequate assurances have yet been received.  

Cb3 There is no evidence to-date that, as regards flooding, the NUGC proposals accord with NPPF 

environmental policies, or that proposed Policy EN11 in the draft LP is sufficient.  Significant further 

work is required to ensure that the impact on surrounding villages, including Great Chesterford, is 

fully understood and the effects fully mitigated. 

C(c) Employment issues 

Cc1 The draft LP proceeds on the basis that NUGC will be central to the 

London/Stansted/Cambridge economic growth area, citing Chesterford Research Park as part of the 

Uttlesford/South Cambridgeshire research and bio-technology cluster that will be served. Whereas 

the draft LP estimates that within the next 12 - 15 years expansion at Chesterford Research Park 

could provide an additional 900 jobs (para 5.7), GCPC notes that Bidwells, in its Call for Sites 

submission, estimates that research institutes and science parks in South Cambs (Wellcome 

Genome, Grants Park, Babraham Research Campus etc) can be expected to result in the creation of 
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an additional 15,700 jobs – to be served principally, according to Bidwells, by establishment of the 

new settlement at Great Chesterford. 

Cc2 It is clear from the limited studies undertaken to-date that UDC itself expects a significant 

number of residents of NUGC to commute further afield than South Cambs, not least to London and 

elsewhere along the M11 corridor, and has therefore proposed some local road and rail 

improvements to cope with the additional demand that is thereby expected. In the result, the 

suggestion in the draft LP at paragraph 5.1 that creation of NUGC will contribute to the growth of 

future employment opportunities in Uttlesford is simply not justified by the creation of the new 

settlement. On the basis of all available evidence NUGC will merely result in the creation of a major 

dormitory/commuter town for South Cambs which, given its hillside location, will provide little if 

nothing by way of employment opportunities in North Uttlesford when the majority of them are in 

any event centred in and around Stansted Airport. 

C(d) Inadequate account of impact of neighbouring developments 

Cd1 The soundness of the draft LP, to the extent that it relates to the proposal to site a new 

settlement near the border with South Cambridgeshire, must be called into question by its apparent 

failure to take full account of well-known, and in some cases well-advanced, developments across 

the border.  The evidence base that purports to support NUGC must be stress-tested against the 

impact of expected development in South Cambridgeshire that would utilise the same transport and 

other infrastructure as NUGC.  GCPC does not believe that this work has been undertaken, and 

believes that, if it were undertaken, it would reveal significant deficiencies in the evidence base. 

Cd2 This issue has been identified by South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC).  In a report 

prepared for the Planning Portfolio Holder by the Joint Director for Planning and Economic 

Development on 25 August, discussing UDC’s failure to take account of the considerable cost of 

required road mitigation measures in its viability study, it is said that: 

“One knock-on effect of this omission is that the delivery of these 3,300 homes would remove any 

‘spare’ capacity on the Cambridgeshire highway network close to the Uttlesford border, with 

implications for future growth in this successful and dynamic part of South Cambridgeshire …” 

Cd3 Considerable future growth is indeed likely.  Concrete proposals already exist for a very 

significant expansion to the Wellcome Genome Campus, with up to 1,200 residential dwellings, as 

well as significant employment growth, envisaged over a site of 30 ha – see 

https://www.wellcomegenomecampus.org/locatehere/campusvision.html.  

Cd4 In addition, there are emerging proposals for an Agri-Hub on land at Hinxton, also very close 

to the site proposed for NUGC, and this significant development would also rely upon the same 

transport infrastructure.  Although it is understood that there are currently no proposals for 

residential dwellings on that site, it is acknowledged that there would be a significant impact on 

transport – see: http://www.smithsonhill.co.uk/agritech-jan-2017/.  

Cd5 Combined with the further development at Sawston envisaged in the SCDC emerging local 

plan, and the proposed Sawston Trade Park currently under consideration by SCDC (http://howard-

ventures.com/case-study/fenland-roofing/), it is clear that pressure on the transport infrastructure is 

likely to build considerably during the plan period, and the failure to take these likely developments 

into account undermines the evidence base underpinning the draft LP. 

https://www.wellcomegenomecampus.org/locatehere/campusvision.html
http://www.smithsonhill.co.uk/agritech-jan-2017/
http://howard-ventures.com/case-study/fenland-roofing/
http://howard-ventures.com/case-study/fenland-roofing/
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C(e) Infrastructure issues 

Ce1 As described more fully in Section E below, there is already considerable strain on the 

limited infrastructure of Great Chesterford.  For example: the primary school has no scope for 

expansion and it is often over-subscribed from applicants within its catchment; the nearest 

secondary school, SWCHS, is full and does not have capacity to take applicants from Great 

Chesterford; there are considerable problems with parking; the railway station has very limited 

parking facilities and is not served by fast trains; there is one shop and no post office facility. 

Ce2 Policy SP7 claims that four primary schools, one secondary school, early years and childcare 

facilities, health care facilities, and community and youth centres will be provided at NUGC.  

However, there is no indication as the timing of any such service provision, especially for a 

community which will amount to 1,900 dwellings in the period to 2033, nor is it clear that sufficient 

“financial contributions” could be achieved in order to provide them.  It is not clear that a secondary 

school could be provided in the near future for a settlement of this size, and indeed it could take 

several years before even the most basic infrastructure is delivered to NUGC.  In the intervening 

period, very significant strain would be put on the facilities in Great Chesterford, giving rise to very 

considerable adverse impacts for residents of the existing village.   

Ce3 Any new garden community, in order to be sustainable, would need to have a secondary 

school at its heart, with other vital community services provided from the very beginning and before 

development begins.  No evidence has been presented to suggest that such an approach to 

development, entailing the provision of key services at the outset, is proposed or achievable.   

C(f) No evidence of ability to deliver NUGC in conformity with the GC Principles 

Cf1 The draft LP refers to UDC’s intention to deliver the proposed settlements, including NUGC, 

in conformity with Garden Community Principles as defined by the Town and Country Planning 

Association (“TCPA”) – see Policy SP5, SP7 and 19 Appendix 4.  However, there is no clear and 

unambiguous commitment to deliver NUGC in accordance with those Principles, and neither could 

there be, because it is entirely unclear how UDC intends to ensure that such Principles are applied.   

This section of the Submission explains why GCPC currently has no confidence that NUGC would be 

developed in accordance with TCPA Principles. 

Cf2 SP5 explains that: 

“Prior to any planning applications being considered detailed development frameworks for each of 

the garden communities will be prepared as development plan or supplementary planning 

documents and adopted by the local planning authority, demonstrating how the development 

accords with the garden city principles defined by the Town and Country Planning Association …” 

It is considered that to make this commitment unambiguously UDC would need to amend the 

wording of SP5 so that it is clear that no development plan or supplementary planning documents 

will be adopted unless the development frameworks are in full compliance with TCPA Principles. 

Cf3 However, given the current stage of the proposals in relation to NUGC there can be no 

confidence that any proposals which come forward from the developer would be in conformity with 

these Principles.  Indeed, Bidwells (acting on behalf of the landowners), when repeatedly questioned 

on that point at a public meeting in Great Chesterford on 14 June 2017, was unable to confirm that 

the proposals put forward complied with the TCPA Principles.  In any event, given that the 

landowners’ proposals for NUGC are at such an early stage of preparation, and remain vague and 
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aspirational, it is far from clear that any eventual masterplan will comply with the TCPA Principles 

and, in the event that it does not, UDC does not have a “Plan B” enabling it to deliver the additional 

housing that it says is required during the plan period.  The leverage that would then be in the hands 

of the developer would be enormous, inevitably entailing compromise on the part of UDC.  At this 

stage SP5, in so far as it relates to NUGC, must be regarded as purely aspirational, with no evidence 

to support its deliverability. 

Cf4 More specifically, and with reference to the Principles set out in 19 Appendix 4 of the draft 

LP: 

1 Land value capture for the benefit of the community 

A “distinguishing characteristic” of a garden community is “fair distribution to the community of the 

profits that result from new development”.  This is said to require “acquisition of the land at, or 

near, current use value by a body with effective planning and land assembly powers”.  To date, GCPC 

has not seen any evidence that this land value capture is achievable.  As described elsewhere in this 

Submission, there are significant gaps in the provision of key infrastructure, in particular for 

transport link improvements, but there is no evidence to support the view that these are affordable 

and can be financed from land value capture. 

If it is anticipated that Section 106 contributions would be the mechanism for land value capture, 

GCPC is of the view that this would be a wholly inadequate and unreliable solution.  In order to 

achieve full compliance with the Principles, GCPC would expect UDC to become a significant 

shareholder together with any eventual NUGC promotor in a Special Purpose Vehicle set up to 

oversee and control the entire NUGC project on behalf of the community (both existing and new). 

2 Strong vision, leadership and community engagement 

Garden communities require that “both the designation process and the development of the Garden 

City should demonstrate a real commitment to community participation”.  This is self-evidently not 

the case for NUGC, in relation to which there has been a failure to engage constructively with the 

local community (see, in particular, Section F and Appendix 5 of this Submission) and there is ample 

evidence of vociferous local opposition (for example, see http://www.stopnugv.org.uk/).   

There is also no evidence that UDC has the “dedicated planning and delivery team with the right 

skills and experience” that is required, and certainly no evidence that it could manage three new 

garden communities during the Plan period.   

4 Mixed-tenure homes and housing types that are genuinely affordable for everyone 

Is the developer committed to “60-70% minimum” affordable housing, with “at least 50%” of those 

available for social rent?  GCPC has not seen credible evidence to support such a view. 

5 A robust range of employment opportunities … 

It is not credible that a garden community on the scale envisaged will create “no less that one job 

per new household”, and it is clear that most residents would need to commute to work.  Some may 

commute to the nearly science parks, but many would commute to central Cambridge or London, 

undermining one of the key Garden City Principles.  In addition, it is not clear that a development on 

the scale envisaged would support a secondary school, despite the assertion in SP7, with the 

inevitable consequence that students would have to travel to Newport (the nearest Essex secondary 

school with capacity), over seven miles away from the proposed settlement site. 

http://www.stopnugv.org.uk/
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7 Development which enhances the natural environment 

This is self-evidently problematic given the adverse effects on the local and historic environment 

described in some detail in the reports prepared by GCPC by Hankinson Duckett Associates and Place 

Services (see Appendices 3 and 4 to this Submission). 

9 Integrated and accessible transport systems  

The TCPA Principles make it clear that “Garden Cities should be located only where there are existing 

rapid public transport links to major cities, or where real plans are already in place for its provision”.  

As described more fully elsewhere in this submission, the nearest railway station at Great 

Chesterford is not easily accessible from the proposed NUGC site, has very limited car parking 

facilities and is only served by slow, stopping train services.  No credible proposals have been made 

to increase capacity on this line, nor to improve the stations and the transport links to them.  Roads 

are also at capacity (as explained in the report prepared for GCPC by Cottee Transport Planning 

reproduced in Appendix 2 to this Submission), with only a southbound access / northbound exit 

from the M11 at J9) and no clear and financed proposals have been made for their improvement.   

(Policy TA5 is devoid of any meaningful content in this regard.) 

Cf5 Overall, on any objective analysis, it seems clear that significantly more evidence would 

need to be produced in order to support a credible assertion that a new settlement on the site 

proposed for NUGC could be built to anything approaching garden community principles.  As the 

evidence base currently stands it would appear that the tag “garden community” is being used as a 

marketing device; at best, it sets out a laudable aspiration which is not achievable on the basis of the 

current proposals.  To that extent, the draft LP cannot be said to comply with the NPPF requirement 

that it should be “deliverable over its period”.  Furthermore, its failure to provide evidence that it 

can deliver compliance with TCPA Principles undermines its claim to deliver “sustainable 

development” as also required by the NPPF: a number of the omissions outlined above, for example 

in relation to the lack of provision for road and rail improvements and delivery of a secondary school 

and employment opportunities, would be needed for the plan to be NPPF compliant.   
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D Adverse impacts  
 

D1 The promoters of NUGC, via Bidwells, have made any number of claims regarding the 

benefits that might result from a new settlement at Great Chesterford, the majority of which are 

completely untested. In this Section GCPC identifies the principal implications of the proposed new 

town for the existing Village, and the detriments that can be expected to result. 

D2 Bidwells has claimed, on the one hand, that: 

“A new Sustainable Garden Village would seek to include key services and facilities necessary to 

support the growing community and provide these at the earliest available and viable stage. 

Improvements to the facilities at Great Chesterford such as the Primary School, Health facilities and 

Railway Station either enabled through the commencement of the new Garden Village or in 

conjunction with sustainable growth of the existing village as supported through its Key Village role 

could help provide additional capacity until new facilities are completed resulting in additional long 

term benefits to the existing population of Great Chesterford.” (Bidwells response to Question 11, 

UDC’s Local Plan Consultation, Autumn 2015) 

and, on the other hand, that: 

“...the site would need to maintain a buffer zone in order to safeguard the Scheduled assets...There 

will be no direct physical impact on any of the identified heritage assets as a result of the proposed 

development...It is considered that there will be a negligible impact on the extended setting of the 

Church of All Saints...In terms of the impact on the Great Chesterford Conservation Area, as a result 

of its enclosed and the intervening built form of the Conservation Area itself and modern housing 

development to the north, the development of the proposed site will have no impact on the special 

interest of the core of the Conservation area.” ( paras 2.5.18, 2.5.20 , 2.5.23 and 2.5.24, Bidwells 

Prospectus of Delivery, 27 March 2017). 

D3 Any assessment of the likely impact of NUGC on the existing Village is significantly hampered 

by the fact that, even today, no master plan for the new town yet exists. As a result, the precise 

location of the development, its suggested rate of build, and the proposed transport and other 

infrastructure implications remain wholly unclear - all that GCPC has by way of any guide is the 

Bidwells Prospectus of March 2017 with its numerous artists’ impressions of what might be in mind. 

GCPC’s views as set out below are therefore necessarily provisional, and it reserves the right to 

amend or add to them as it considers appropriate in the circumstances. 

D4 In view of all the continuing uncertainties that surround the NUGC proposal, GCPC describes, 

first, Great Chesterford as it exists today, before considering the implications of the contradictory 

positions implicit in the two statements of Bidwells set out in D2 above. 

Great Chesterford today 

D5 Great Chesterford comprises just 600 dwellings, with 1,130 voters registered on the most 

recent electoral Roll which suggests a population of around 1,500/1,600 residents. Within the past 

four years new houses completed or for which planning permission has been granted will add an 

additional 110 - 157 houses (an increase of 20-25%). The Village is the smallest Key Village identified 

by UDC (a matter about which the GCPC objected in its response to UDC’s draft Assessments of the 

Call for Sites – see F4(ii) below), as well as being smaller than some of the Type A Villages (identified 
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by UDC as “Villages with primary school with some local services e.g. village hall/pub/ shop - suitable 

for a scale of development that reinforce [its] role as a local centre”) such as Felsted. 

D6 Great Chesterford is located in rolling, open countryside within 1 mile of Junction 9, M11 

with access at Stump Cross to the A11. It has its own small Railway Station on the 

Cambridge/Liverpool Street mainline (though only intermediate stopping trains stop at the station, 

which has virtually no parking availability), and the village is currently served by an hourly bus 

service between Cambridge and Saffron Walden. The Village has one small shop (from which Post 

Office facilities have now been withdrawn), two public houses, two small satellite surgeries, two 

churches, and a small industrial/office sector. A primary school is located in the centre of the village, 

and a pre-school operates from the Community Centre which is located on the Recreation Ground at 

the edge of the Village. 

D7 Increased car ownership, the lack of off-road parking facilities of many houses within the 

Conservation Area and increased traffic generally (resulting in part from the closure of a surgery in 

Saffron Walden with resultant transfer of patients to the High Street satellite surgery) have made 

use of Great Chesterford’s principal roads increasingly difficult. Church Street, South Street and the 

High Street are used both by the bus service (frequently impeded by parked cars), and a dedicated 

taxi plies many times daily between the Railway Station and Chesterford Research Park. GCPC has 

recently been forced, following advice from Highways, Essex County Council, to put in place yellow 

line parking restrictions in the High Street, the success of which remain to be determined. 

Bidwells proposals disclosed to-date 

D8 To the extent that the representations of Bidwells made to-date represent any sound basis 

for identifying possible detriments, it appears from such proposals as have so far been made publicly 

available that NUGC will involve: 

(i) access from NUGC onto the B184 at Field Farm Drive, Park Road and Cow Lane; 

(ii) enhanced Citi7 bus services to operate between NUGC and Great Chesterford Railway 

Station utilising each of the routes in (i) above; 

(iii) creation of a “transport hub” at Great Chesterford Railway Station; 

(iv) expansion of limited facilities at present available at the Railway Station; 

(v) introduction of a bio bus to operate via Little Chesterford/ Chesterford Research Park and 

the Railway Station; and 

(vi) creation of walk and cycle routes between NUGC and the Railway Station, as well as to and 

from local employment opportunities. 

D9 In terms of visibility, Bidwells envisage creation of a “buffer zone” to be located at or 

between the existing Village and the outer edge of the NUGC area around the B184 and Park Road. It 

is impossible to identify the actual location of this zone because of the imprecision and conflicting 

pictorial representations that Bidwells have made available to-date.  GCPC will insist, in the event of 

any development at the NUGC site, that this buffer zone includes all land south of the B184 between 

the new development and the existing village, including the land up to Stumps Cross. 

D10  Nor is it possible for GCPC to provide any view at this stage on the issue of infrastructure 

issues, and the very many concerns that arise, should NUGC proceed. GCPC’s over-riding concern is 

that Great Chesterford will be overwhelmed in precisely the manner that Bidwells envisages in D2 
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above. It is clear that existing facilities in Great Chesterford are already overcrowded and struggling 

to cope; any increase in demand whilst NUGC is developed will clearly overwhelm them. It is simply 

not good enough for Bidwells to claim that NUGC will “conserve the integrity of existing settlements 

and communities” at the same time as it advocates establishment of viable public transport links to 

other settlements such as Great Chesterford, which will completely, and detrimentally, change its 

character (“NUGV - A Working Garden Village Charter”, 16 January 2016). 

D11 With all these caveats in mind, GCPC considers that Great Chesterford’s existing 

infrastructure, facilities and services will be put seriously at risk in the following manner in the event 

NUGC proceeds: 

 In the immediate future 

D12  

(i) Primary School: its school roll is currently full and there is no room for expansion on the current 

site. Children from Great Chesterford now have to attend Joyce Frankland Academy, Newport, which 

is over six miles from Great Chesterford, because the County High School in Saffron Walden is full. 

(ii) Two local surgeries: the health facilities are already fully subscribed and, in any event, one is 

only open on an intermittent part-time basis. 

(iii) Railway Station: access is via a narrow, unadopted road; there is no dedicated parking at the 

Station which in any event serves stopping-trains only. The only space for additional parking is on 

the far side of the railway line (located across the District and County boundaries) which can only be 

accessed by bus and larger vehicles via a level crossing because of the low slung bridge on the road 

between Great Chesterford and Ickleton. 

(iv) Local shopping: comprises a small single unit shop in the centre of Great Chesterford 

supplying high quality foodstuffs, bakery products, fruit and vegetables and a limited range of 

household requirements, newspapers etc. 

(v) Two Public Houses: both traditional and suppliers of meals. A small residential hotel, The 

Crown House, operates on a part-time basis. 

(vi) Community Centre: located on the Recreation Ground, its facilities are currently shared with 

a pre-school group which limits its overall availability.  The size of the Recreation Ground, whilst 

adequate, is limited. 

(vii) Local roads: as described above. 

D13 In such circumstances, GCPC regards Bidwells’ suggestion that the Village can provide any 

meaningful support and additional capacity “until new facilities are completed” at NUGC as both 

risible and indicative of the cloud - cuckoo land which typifies the explanations it has provided to-

date about its proposals. GCPC has no idea whatever what “improvements to the facilities at Great 

Chesterford such as the Primary School, Health facilities and Railway Station” Bidwells has in mind – 

nor where the funding for any such improvement will come from, even if they were feasible (which 

they are not). 

In the short to medium term 

D14 The impact of any development, let alone one the size suggested for NUGC, on the 

immediate infrastructure will be immediate, non - reversible and long-lasting. Putting aside the 

strain caused to the local road infrastructure by construction traffic, implementation of Bidwells 
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proposals as outlined in D8 above can be expected to have an immediate and accelerating impact on 

Great Chesterford as follows: 

(i) the B184 in particular, but also as regards the B1383, Stump Cross access to/from the M11 

and the A11: GCPC has repeatedly objected to UDC about existing traffic conditions on the B184, not 

least the volume and speed of traffic. GCPC considers it completely unacceptable that UDC should be 

proposing a major new town having access onto a minor road such as the B184 without even having 

obtained any detailed traffic assessment “to anticipate travel growth and mitigation measures” 

(para 13(vii), Appendix 5). 

(ii) the proposal to utilise Park Road and Cow Lane as bus routes between NUGC and the 

Railway Station will inevitably mean that the High Street/South Street/Church Street and Jacksons 

Lane will become rat-runs for those travelling (mainly by car) between the new town and the 

Station. The evidence for this already exists, as confirmed by the dedicated taxi service that currently 

runs on a frequent daily basis between the Station and Chesterford Research Park via the centre of 

Great Chesterford. The B1383 will be similarly impacted and become a major road, particularly at 

peak times.   

(iii) local services: likely to be overwhelmed: as described in E12 above. 

(iv) creeping urbanisation: Great Chesterford is currently located as a self-contained and stand-

alone settlement, albeit substantially constrained from further expansion by the B184 and B1383 

roads, flooding concerns, the local heritage etc. Provision of a buffer zone, whether or not it is 

dressed up as a “country park”, cannot prevent an increase in the number of people around in the 

locality, more traffic, noise, pollution and the like – all of which will impact on the present rural 

surroundings of Great Chesterford. 

In the longer term 

D15 It is inevitable that, as NUGC progresses from the existing limitation of 1,900 dwellings up to 

2033 to the full 5,000 dwellings envisaged for the new town, all the adverse implications outlined 

above will increasingly apply, all to the detriment of Great Chesterford as it exists today, and all 

despite no evidence at all of the need beyond 1,900 houses, or beyond 2033. 

Absence of any mitigation proposals 

D16 The paucity of information available from Bidwells, and the lack of any indication from UDC 

as to how it intends to cope with these many adverse consequences, demonstrates that the draft LP 

as currently proposed, is simply not fit for purpose. In these circumstances GCPC fails to understand 

UDC’s response to GCPC’s letters dated 5 June 2017 (attached as Appendix 5A) that “where there 

are adverse impacts … the Council will look at potential mitigation measures” (letter dated 13 June 

2017, emphasis added) – GCPC does not believe that such adverse consequences as it has identified 

above are capable of any meaningful mitigation. Rather, NUGC and any such measures will inevitably 

destroy Great Chesterford and the surrounding environment as it exists today. 

D17 The detriments identified above by GCPC are many and varied, and cannot in GCPC’s view be 

readily translated into bankable commitments that will adequately protect Great Chesterford in the 

event that NUGC were to proceed. GCPC awaits proposals from UDC as to the potential mitigation 

measures that it has in mind as referred to in its letter to GCPC dated 13 June 2017. 
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E GCPC specific comments on the paragraphs and Policies of the 

Regulation 18 Local Plan  
 

Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

1.4 “In developing this Plan the District Council 

has worked collaboratively with authorities 

which adjoin or are close to Uttlesford” 

We have shown in this Submission, this has 

simply not been the case in relation to NUGC. 

1.7 ”Neighbourhood Plans play an important role 

setting out in more detail how a community 

wishes to see its area develop” 

This community is working on its Neighbourhood 

Plan. NUGC does not form part of its thinking 

and the lack of proper consultation by UDC as 

evidenced above makes a mockery of the whole 

Neighbourhood Plan process. 

1.12 “[in order for the Local Plan to be sound it 

must be] Justified – The plan is the most 

appropriate strategy when considered against 

the reasonable alternatives, based on 

proportionate evidence 

Effective – The plan is deliverable over its period 

and based on effective joint working on cross-

boundary strategic priorities” 

This Regulation 18 Local plan is neither Justified 

nor Effective. 

There is no evidence of any meaningful 

consideration of reasonable alternatives, an 

obvious lack of proportionate evidence, and no 

joint working at all with South Cambs DC. 

1.13 “The aim of the process is to appraise the 

social, environmental and economic effects of 

plan strategies and policies and ensure that they 

accord with the objectives of sustainable 

development.” 

NUGC is not sustainable development. It is not 

even close. It is wholly reliant on the transport 

links at Great Chesterford (which, due to the 

nature, location and layout of the station, mean 

vehicle trips will be essential for almost all travel, 

even if it did involve onward rail travel via 

Whittlesford or Audley End.) The employment 

offering at NUGC will not be providing 

sustainable jobs for the residents, they will be 

commuting to London, Cambridge and the South 

Cambridgeshire biotech hubs referred to so 

often by Bidwells and by UDC. Shoppers will 

inevitably be driving to Saffron Walden. 

2.5 “Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow, are 

market towns with town centres providing a 

range of services to an extensive rural catchment 

area. These towns provide vital facilities for the 

District such as schools, health services and 

nearly all the District’s food shopping needs.” 

Clearly, the shopping needs of NUGC will be met 

by Saffron Walden. At the very least that means 

busses along the B184, but in all likelihood huge 

amounts of additional traffic which has not been 

adequately assessed by UDC as part of this draft 

LP preparation. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

2.15 “Due to the rural nature of the District car 

ownership levels are high and public transport is 

limited. Travel to work is heavily car based at 

71% of trips, with journeys by train and by foot 

around 10% each, and levels of cycling and bus 

journey are negligible. Carbon dioxide emissions 

in the District are relatively high compared to 

other Districts in Essex. Road transport is a major 

contributor to this and it is exacerbated by the 

presence of the M11 motorway in the area.” 

This paragraph speaks for itself. The evidence is 

clear and a settlement which is stand-alone and 

not on a railway line will inevitably make this 

worse, not better. 

2.17  “It is clear from this spatial portrait of 

Uttlesford District that there is a need to focus 

new development in locations where there are 

opportunities to reduce travel between homes, 

jobs and services and facilities, and where there 

are alternatives to using the car. A strategy 

based on these principles will reduce 

environmental impact whilst helping to meet 

local housing and employment needs.” 

NUGC does not go anywhere near achieving this. 

Whilst it is a noble aspiration, clearly the basis of 

success on a policy such as this is the expansion 

of existing employment and shopping centres.  

2.17 Objective 1 (c) “To reduce the need to 

travel, shorten travel distances and make 

sustainable travel a priority by: 

Locating development so that the use of 

sustainable travel modes such as public 

transport, cycling and walking can be maximised 

whilst recognising the continuing role that the 

car has in meeting transport and accessibility 

needs in the rural area;” 

NUGC does not maximise the use of sustainable 

development. It is an isolated site, beyond 

walking and cycling distance of all but the fittest 

of residents and does not have its own rail 

station or existing infrastructure. 

2.17 Objective 1(c) continued: “To conserve and 

enhance the locally distinctive and historic 

character of Uttlesford by: 

Conserving and enhancing the natural 

environment and varied landscape character, 

reflecting the ecological and landscape 

sensitivity of the District; 

Conserving and enhancing the District’s heritage 

assets and their settings; “ 

As evidenced in this Submission, NUGC does 

none of these things. Indeed, it is physically 

incapable of doing so regardless of mitigation 

proposed. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

3.13 “Beyond the existing settlements and the 

new garden communities development in the 

open countryside will be restricted in line with 

Policy SP10 – Protection of the Countryside, 

which is set out later in this section of the Plan.” 

Clearly, in relation to the rest of the district 

Policy SP10 is important. We firmly believe it is 

equally if not more so for Great Chesterford.  

3.15 ”North Uttlesford – The whole garden 

community will comprise 5,000 new dwellings, 

of which a minimum of 1,900 homes will be built 

by 2033 and a range of local employment 

opportunities and services and facilities including 

schools, health, retail and leisure. This garden 

community will maximise opportunities for 

economic linkages with the Wellcome Genome 

Campus and Chesterford Research Park.” 

We strongly object to NUGC as a settlement 

option. 5,000 dwellings is enormous, will swamp 

the countryside, the surrounding villages and is a 

knee-jerk reaction by UDC to some shaky 

housing numbers they themselves evidently 

have no confidence in. 

3.19 “Key Villages are a major focus for 

development in the rural areas – suitable for a 

scale of development that would reinforce their 

role as provider of services to a wide rural area.  

A total of up to 204 dwellings on new site 

allocations will be provided within the Local Plan 

period” 

If Great Chesterford is a key village, providing 

services to a wider rural area, how will it 

cope/compete/serve 5,000 houses? It cannot. 

3.24     “With the exception of London Stansted 

Airport all other areas of the District that are 

outside the development limits are considered 

to be in the countryside. In order to protect the 

intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside 

development will be restricted to that which 

supports countryside uses.” 

This is a key policy. It should apply to Great 

Chesterford.  Based upon the landscape 

evidence we provide in this Submission, NUGC 

flies totally in the face of this. 

Policy SP9 We whole-heartedly agree with this policy. 

NUGC flies in the face of this. 

3.40 and 3.41 We have outlined in this response how the 

housing figures are wrong and unreliable. 

Cooperation with South Cambridgeshire is 

virtually non-existent. 

Table 3.5 This lists Great Chesterford as having 133 

dwellings. Clearly this is incorrect: the intention 

is for it to take 2033 (1900 plus 133)! Great 

Chesterford’s status as a key village must be 

removed unless NUGC is abandoned. We cannot 

be faced with further growth on top of 1900 

houses in the next plan period.  
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy SP3 If NUGC were to remain in the draft LP, the 

correct figure for Great Chesterford is 2,033 

(1,900 plus 133). Until NUGC is built, those 

houses are being built in “our community" 

3.56   “ Through the Local Plan the Council is 

making provision for three new garden 

communities in the District, providing housing 

choice and opportunity for current and future 

residents. The garden communities will be 

developed in accordance with garden city 

principles developed by the Town and Country 

Planning Association. These are: 

Land value capture for the benefit of the 

community;” 

Land value capture has been discussed in our 

representations. Alarmingly, Bidwells and UDC's 

view appears to be that this means "s106". it 

does not. Section106 (and the viability 

arguments that always come with them, 

weakening the package) is about seeking to 

mitigate the impact of the development and 

making it acceptable in planning terms. That 

patently is not happening here, as no amount of 

s106 monies could make this development 

acceptable in planning terms. The amount paid 

for the land will be critical to the success of any 

s106 package, as the viability arguments always 

run on the basis of the amount paid for the land 

counter-balancing the s106 package and usually 

resulting in a below policy level of affordable 

housing. 

Further, this is about “land value capture”. i.e., 

the value of the land uplift must be captured. 

The amount paid for the land must not be more 

than 1.5 times current land value. As set out 

below, the land should be sold to UDC, not a 

private developer. 

“Strong vision, leadership and community 

engagement;” 

Absolutely zero evidence of this to date. We are 

being rail-roaded, totally against Garden Village 

Principles.  

“Development that enhances the natural 

environment, providing net biodiversity gains 

and using zero-carbon and energy-positive 

technology to ensure climate resilience;” 

 

Given the incredible detrimental transport 

implications of the proposed NUGC, and the 

devastating impact on the landscape, any 

suggestion that this will be a “green” 

development is frankly laughable. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

“Integrated and accessible transport systems, 

with walking, cycling and public transport 

designed to be the most attractive forms of local 

transport.” 

This cannot and will not happen in this location. 

It has been chosen because it is near the junction 

of the M11. There is no ability to walk or cycle to 

Cambridge or Saffron Walden, or to any centres 

of employment. It would be too far to walk to 

any of the local railway stations and too far to 

cycle anywhere other than Great Chesterford 

(which has no cycle parking). 

3.58    “Delivery of the garden communities will 

commence in 2020/21. Given the scale of growth 

these will continue to be built beyond the Local 

Plan Period, i.e. after 2033, and thus also 

contribute towards longer-term growth and 

development objectives for the district.” 

It is not right that we are being faced with a 

5,000 house development which is designed to 

run beyond the proposed plan period. No 

evidence has or will be produced in relation to 

housing need beyond 2033, nor about transport, 

infrastructure, employment or retail beyond the 

plan period. 

Policy SP5 For reasons set out in these representations, 

Policy SP5 should be deleted in regard to NUGC. 

3.61 “North Uttlesford Garden Community is 

located in the north west of the District. It 

adjoins the boundary of the district with South 

Cambridgeshire.  It has the potential to deliver 

5,000 new homes, local employment 

opportunities, supporting social and community 

infrastructure.   It is anticipated that housing 

delivery will commence in 2021/22 and continue 

beyond the Local Plan period.” 

Reference to “the potential” of NUGC is wholly 

unsubstantiated. There is no evidence that the 

proposed site for NUGC has potential or capacity 

for up to 5,000 dwellings: in fact, the 

overwhelming evidence in terms of landscape, 

transport and heritage, provided by both GCPC 

(and, indeed, UDC themselves) shows that it 

does not. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

3.62 “The proposed developer funded 

highway improvements could accommodate up 

to 3,300 new homes at North Uttlesford which 

would be expected to come forward in the first 

15 -17 years of development. Development 

beyond that level would depend upon strategic 

highway improvements such as duelling of the 

A505 between M11 and A11 junctions. It is 

proposed that a cap of 3,300 new homes is 

placed on any allocation at North Uttlesford 

Garden Community to ensure that development 

over this figure does not take place until 

strategic highway improvements have been 

implemented” 

This is a fundamental problem with this section 

of the draft LP. We have no information as to 

what the "proposed developer funded highway 

improvements” are, beyond a new roundabout 

on the B184. This links very heavily into the 

transport evidence and the ability of UDC to truly 

capture land value for the benefit of the 

community. It is overwhelmingly clear that 

NUGC is wholly reliant on motor vehicle travel, 

and that this will have very detrimental impacts 

on the highways network in both Uttlesford 

(especially coming into Saffron Walden on the 

B184 and B1383) and South Cambs (in particular 

the A505 junction. 

There is no evidence that further highways 

improvements are considered, have been costed 

and are deliverable. Indeed, both Essex County 

Council and Highways England have expressly 

stated there is no budget for any such 

improvements. 

Policy SP7 “Permission will be granted for a new 

garden community in North Uttlesford following 

approval of a detailed development framework. 

The new garden community in North Uttlesford 

will: 

a. Deliver 5,000 new dwellings, of which 

1,900 will be delivered by 2033. A mix of housing 

sizes and types of housing will be delivered in 

accordance with housing needs including 

affordable homes and homes for older people. 

Specific provision will be made for self and 

custom build housing.” 

There is no evidence that Uttlesford’s Housing 

needs can or will be met by a 5000 house 

development in this location. The employment 

needs of Uttlesford are centred around Stansted 

Airport, and NUGC will simply serve as a 

dormitory town for Stansted, with people 

commuting, by car, through Saffron Walden or 

down the M11. There is no direct train link from 

Great Chesterford to Stansted Airport and given 

the nature of shift working there, the vast 

majority of journeys will not be made by train. 

Statements associating the development with 

the biotech centres in South Cambridgeshire 

make it self-evident that NUGC is being designed 

to cater for South Cambs’ housing need, yet 

there has been no meaningful co-operation 

between South Cambs and Uttlesford and as far 

as we are aware, South Cambs have not 

expressed an interest in NUGC going ahead and 

indeed have  reservations as to the benefits vs 

the clear negative impacts of it. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy SP7 “(b) Deliver a range of local 

employment opportunities with a particular 

focus on maximising economic links to the 

Wellcome Genome Campus and Chesterford 

Research Park” 

There is no evidence that this is realistic or 

deliverable. In fact, given both the Welcome 

Campus and Chesterford Research Park have 

expansion plans of their own, it is highly likely 

that they will not support such a venture. As set 

out elsewhere, sustainable transport links to 

both of these establishments are likely to only 

consist of motor vehicles (including buses). 

Analysis of modal shift presented by UDC is 

inadequate and highly questionable. 

Policy SP7(c) “Include a new local centre 

incorporating a mix of retail, business and 

community uses (including A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, 

B1(a), D1 and D2 uses). Land and financial 

contributions towards four primary schools (two 

form entry) and one secondary school (seven 

form entry) will be provided. Early years and 

childcare facilities, health care facilities, 

community and youth centres will also be 

provided.” 

This will in our experience of other major 

developments in East Anglia and wider afield not 

detract from the overwhelming truth that 

Saffron Walden will be the destination for retail 

trips from NUGC. These trips will overwhelmingly 

be made by car. 

As set out elsewhere, school delivery cannot be 

solely left to s106 to sort out. Land value capture 

(and the lack therefore of a huge land purchase 

cost to the developer) is the only way such 

infrastructure will be provided before such 

facilities are required. All schools in this area are 

at, or over, capacity. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy SP7(d) “Provide transport choice, including 

high quality, frequent and fast public transport 

services to Saffron Walden, Cambridge, Great 

Chesterford Rail Station and nearby employment 

parks (including the Wellcome Genome Campus 

and Chesterford Research Park). A network of 

safe walking and cycling routes will also be 

provided, including cycle routes connecting with 

the employment parks.” 

This is undeliverable. Fast high quality transport 

links to Saffron Walden will consist of vehicle 

journeys, whether by bus or car. There is simply 

no other option. Busses and car journeys into 

Saffron Walden will exacerbate the already 

significant traffic and pollution problems in 

Saffron Walden.  

Public transport links to Great Chesterford 

Station needs to be dropped straight-away. 

Great Chesterford has no parking, no ability for 

busses to turn around and no space to expand. 

Trains do not all stop at Great Chesterford and 

there is no access to north-bound platform other 

than via a steep footbridge including many steps. 

Any transport links will need to be to either 

Audley End or Whittlesford to overcome this. 

Whilst we would welcome cycle access to 

Chesterford Research Park and to the Genome 

Campus, the reality of commuting (NUGC is 

clearly a very large bespoke commuter town) is 

that most will use a car. 

SP7(e) “An access strategy that connects with 

the A11, A1301 and the Cambridge Park & Ride 

(on the A1307), with the A11 being the preferred 

route for northbound travel. Contributions 

towards capacity improvements along the A505 

and junction of the A505 and A1301 will be 

sought, requiring cross boundary discussion with 

South Cambridgeshire.” 

We see no evidence of this access strategy. 

There is no evidence of it being realistic and no 

direct access onto the A11. No link is proposed 

north to the A11 and Granta Park, which would 

in our view be essential to the strategy of 

delivering the housing needs of South 

Cambridgeshire. “Contributions” towards A505 

and A1301 is farcical. No studies have been 

carried out as to impact, cost, timing and 

analysis with the proposed hugely significant 

developments at the Genome Campus and 

Smithson Hill. “Contributions” will be huge, but 

delivery is far from certain. This work must be 

undertaken now, before NUGC can be given the 

go-ahead, not afterwards, leaving everything 

completely uncertain as to what might be 

proposed and when, and how effective that 

might be. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy SP7(k) “Positively respond to the 

landscape and historic value of this location, 

with proposals accompanied and influenced by 

landscape/ visual and heritage impact 

assessments. Careful consideration will be given 

to the siting and design of development, the use 

of building and landscaping materials, the 

improvement and restoration of degraded 

landscape features, and new woodland/ tree 

belt and structural planting within and around 

the site. The sense of tranquillity within the site 

should be maintained.” 

This is simply unachievable. See GCPC landscape 

and historic environment / heritage 

assessments. Mitigation of a scheme which is 

entirely incongruous with the landscape, 

settlement type, history, impact on heritage 

assets and wider impact on the Cam Valley 

simply cannot be achieved, and UDC has 

provided no evidence at all that it could. 

3.64 “Development limits provide a guide to 

where the Council considers new development 

should be located.  Development limits mark the 

existing built form of a town or village and define 

the boundary between the town or village and 

the countryside beyond. Development within the 

development limit is generally considered 

sustainable and acceptable in principle subject to 

a detailed assessment of issues such as design, 

amenity, highways, and impact on heritage 

assets or the natural environment. Outside the 

development limit it is considered that 

development would not be able to meet the 

principles of sustainable development.  In order 

for development within development limits to be 

acceptable it will have to comply with Policy SP9 

below” 

This paragraph is clear, and correct. It should 

apply to Great Chesterford in equal measure. 

NUGC does not conform to this. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy SP9 - Development within Development 

Limits  

“Development will be permitted on land within 

development limits if:  

a. It is in accordance with any existing 

allocation; 

b. It would be compatible with the 

character of the settlement and, depending on 

the location of the site, its countryside setting; 

c. It protects the setting of existing 

buildings and the character of the area; 

d. Development provides adequate 

amenity space and does not result in an 

unacceptable loss of amenity space; 

e. It does not result in any material 

overlooking or overshadowing of neighbouring 

properties; 

f. It would not have an overbearing effect 

on neighbouring properties; and 

g. It would not result in unreasonable noise 

and/ or disturbance to the occupiers of 

neighbouring properties by reason of vehicles or 

any other cause.” 

NUGC is a clearly at odds with the principles 

within Policies SP9 (b), SP9(c), SP9(f) and SP9(g) 

even though it falls outside of settlement 

boundaries. It is clear what the purpose of this 

policy is, to protect the amenity of residents. 

Traffic congestion alone in great Chesterford, 

Saffron Walden, Hinxton, Abington and Ickleton 

will be severe and irreversible. 

Policy SP10 - Protection of the Countryside 

“The Countryside is defined as land outside the 

development limits and identified new garden 

communities and consists of: 

a.    The Metropolitan Green Belt 

b.    London Stansted Airport Countryside 

Protection Zone 

c.    Countryside beyond both the Green Belt and 

the Countryside Protection Zone 

The Countryside will be protected for its intrinsic 

character and beauty, for its value as productive 

agricultural land, recreational land and for 

biodiversity. The landscape character and local 

distinctiveness of the Countryside will be 

protected and enhanced.  Proposals for 

NUGC does nothing to protect the intrinsic 

beauty, character, agricultural value and local 

distinctiveness of the landscape surrounding 

Great Chesterford as set out elsewhere in this 

Submission. Indeed, it will be highly and 

significantly damaging and certainly does not 

take into account the key characteristics, 

features and sensitivities to change, it 

completely ignores them. 

NUGC is not appropriate to a rural area, does not 

protect the best and most versatile agricultural 

land and does not focus development in 

locations with good access to services and 

facilities.  
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

development will need to take into account the 

landscape’s key characteristics, features and 

sensitivities to change in accordance with Policy 

C1. 

The Metropolitan Green Belt as defined on the 

Policies Map will be protected against 

development in accordance with the latest 

national policy. 

The Policies Map defines the London Stansted 

Airport Countryside Protection Zone.  

Development will only be permitted within this 

Zone if new buildings or uses of land do not lead 

to coalescence between London Stansted Airport 

and existing development and does not 

adversely affect the open character of the Zone. 

Within the Countryside, beyond the 

Metropolitan Green Belt and the Countryside 

Protection Zone, planning permission will be 

granted for development appropriate to a rural 

area in accordance with Policies C1 – C4. In 

considering proposals for development in the 

Countryside the Council will: 

Protect the best and most versatile agricultural 

land and which support biodiversity; 

Support other options such as the use of land 

within development limits, re-use of existing 

rural buildings and previously developed land; 

and 

Focus development in locations with good access 

to services and facilities.” 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

6.10 “The Uttlesford Retail Study (2016) 

provides an up to date assessment of retail 

needs in the District and in its town and local 

centres to inform decisions that impact on their 

vitality and viability. It concludes caution is 

needed especially beyond 2026 on setting floor 

space requirements to take account of market 

volatility and to provide a town centre first 

approach in line with national policy. Rather than 

specify a specific floor space amount for the four 

existing centres in Policy SP5, the retail study 

directs applicants to meeting identified need 

arising in the Study. This approach would apply 

equally to retail proposals in garden 

communities to ensure provision meets need 

generated by the settlement that is most 

sustainably met locally and does not harm 

existing retail centres. The Retail Study 

(Addendum Note 9) has tested potential retail 

provision for garden communities in order to 

show that local provision can be sustainable. The 

Note also suggests in broad terms the scale and 

form that may be acceptable. As above this will 

be subject to needs including those arising from 

the new garden community.” 

It is noted that a “town centre first” approach is 

adopted. NUGC will therefore be reliant on 

Saffron Walden for retail. This is the predictable 

outcome. “Out of Town” retail cannot be 

encouraged at NUGC to the detriment of Saffron 

Walden (and the inevitable traffic consequences 

for all). it is therefore highly unrealistic to 

suggest that NUGC can have a sustainable retail 

offering. It may well have local shops/chemists 

etc, (as backed up by paragraph 6.17) but 

independent shops of the depth and history of 

Saffron Walden will not be achieved at NUGC 

and so the retail focus will, rightly, remain at 

Saffron Walden. The traffic consequences will be 

significant and adverse. 

Policy RET1 specifically states that retail 

development will need to ensure the totality and 

viability of Uttlesford’s existing town and local 

centres and the scale of development will need 

to be consistent with the hierarchy which has 

Saffron Walden at the top. 

7.5    “It is important that the pattern of Local 

Plan growth minimises the need to travel and 

offers the best opportunities for sustainable 

transport modes. Saffron Walden and Great 

Dunmow both provide key services to a wide 

rural hinterland but have constraints to how 

much further growth can be accommodated 

especially the former. New garden communities 

have therefore been identified along with some 

growth in towns and villages to provide a 

sustainable pattern of growth and minimise the 

need to travel.” 

It is absurd to suggest that NUGC provides a 

sustainable pattern of growth and minimised the 

need to travel. It does no such thing. It creates a 

dormitory town for employees of research parks 

in South Cambridgeshire and shoppers in Saffron 

Walden. It is not directly connected via rail to 

any other retail centres and will be almost 

exclusively reliant on car journeys. Any retail 

offering or employment offering on site will be 

limited, and local in nature. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

7.7 “Beyond this scale of development [150 

dwellings] more sophisticated modelling would 

be required to justify development in terms of 

impacts that would normally fall to developers to 

produce. The scale and cost of such work is 

beyond the current round of plan making and 

will be a matter for a Local Plan review. As a 

result the County Council and UDC are exploring 

ways of looking at longer term growth via a 

separate Saffron Walden Town Transport Study 

that would inform such a review.” 

An extraordinary admission by UDC. No 

modelling has been carried out to consider the 

impact of 5000 dwellings 4 miles from the town 

centre. The people of Saffron Walden may not 

be aware of this fact, but it is self-evident that 

supporting NUGC without such modelling will be 

potentially devastating for traffic movement in 

Saffron Walden. 

7.9 “Car ownership in the District is high. In 

a rural District like Uttlesford where many 

people live in smaller settlements and facilities 

are concentrated in centres outside of the 

District and in Saffron Walden, Great Dunmow 

and the larger villages the strategy needs to 

provide access to alternative modes of travel 

while at the same time recognising that the car 

will continue to play an essential role in the daily 

lives of most residents. Equally the use of active 

sustainable travel modes varies greatly across 

the District. On average for travel to work 11% is 

by active mode of which 91% is walking. 

However 

22% is by active modes in Saffron Walden 13% in 

Great Dunmow with 5% in most villages and less 

in more isolated parts of the district.” 

This paragraph is very clear, and points to the 

overwhelming fact that NUGC is and will be a 

car-reliant proposal. Any other suggestion is not 

based on any evidence which has been 

presented to date. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy TA1 - Accessible Development 

“Development and transport planning will be co-

ordinated to reduce the need to travel by car, 

increase public transport use, cycling and 

walking and improve accessibility and safety in 

the District while accepting the rural nature of 

the District. The overall need to travel (especially 

by car) to meet the day to day service needs will 

be minimised. Development proposals will be 

located in close proximity to services and make 

use of sustainable forms of travel (walking, 

cycling and public transport) to fulfil day to day 

travel needs as a first requirement. To achieve 

this: 

The capacity of the access to the main road 

network and the capacity of the road network 

itself must be capable of accommodating the 

development safely and without causing severe 

congestion; 

Development will be managed so that it 

improves road safety and takes account of the 

needs of all users, including mobility impaired 

users; 

New development should be located where it 

can be linked to services and facilities by a range 

of transport options including safe and well 

designed footpaths and cycle networks, public 

transport and the private car; 

Travel Plans and Transport Assessments/ 

Statements will be required for specific 

development proposals to demonstrate how a 

reduction in car travel will be 

achieved/sustainable travel behaviour a 

priority.” 

 

Transport planning for NUGC has not been 

properly assessed or considered by UDC, and is 

very far from co-ordinated to reduce the need to 

travel by car. In fact, it is located and designed to 

be a development to and from which people will 

have to drive. 

It is demonstrable that the road network is not 

capable of accommodating the thousands of 

peak and even off-peak trips 5000 houses would 

create, whether in Saffron Walden, Great 

Chesterford or the villages in South 

Cambridgeshire.  

NUGC is not located where it can be linked to 

services and facilities via a range of transport 

options. As set out elsewhere in this Submission, 

the reality is that buses can provide a limited 

service, which will in of itself create issues in 

Saffron Walden and Great Chesterford, rail travel 

is only utilisable if cars are used to access the 

appropriate stations (Great Chesterford not 

being one of these) and cycling and walking will 

have limited appeal, not least for commuters. 

Clearly, road safety cannot be improved by the 

NUGC development, it will be worsened. 

Travel plans and transport assessments have not 

been provided for NUGC. Clearly, before such a 

huge development can be approved, the travel 

implications need to be thoroughly assessed. 

They demonstrably have not. 

Very similar issues are applicable to Policy TA2 in 

relation to sustainable development. 

Aspirational statements concerning accessibility 

and integration into the wider community and 

existing networks have not been tested and are 

plainly inconsistent with the concept of NUGC 

which is isolated, does not have direct rail access 

and relies so heavily on the car.  
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy INF1 - Infrastructure Delivery 

“Development must take account of the needs of 

new and existing populations. It must be 

supported by the timely delivery of 

infrastructure, services and facilities necessary to 

meet the needs arising from the development. 

This is particularly important for the new garden 

communities. 

Each development must address physical, 

community, social and green infrastructure. 

 

In assessing capacity, developers will provide 

evidence as to whether existing infrastructure 

can be used more efficiently, or whether the 

impact of development can be reduced through 

promoting behavioural change. 

New development will only be permitted if the 

necessary on and off-site infrastructure that is 

required to support it, and mitigate its impact, is 

either already in place, or there is a reliable 

mechanism in place to ensure that it will be 

delivered. 

A combination of funding sources will be sought 

to deliver the infrastructure required to deliver 

the spatial strategy. Developers will either make 

direct provision or contribute towards the 

provision of infrastructure required by the 

development either alone or cumulatively with 

other developments. 

Planning obligations and phasing conditions will 

be required where necessary to ensure that 

development meets the principles of this policy.” 

Timely delivery of infrastructure cannot be 

achieved unless and until the infrastructure 

requirements have been properly assessed and 

costed. 

NUGC will create a huge infrastructure cost, and 

require infrastructure the likes of which we 

haven’t seen in north Uttlesford for over a 

hundred years. No studies have adequately 

assessed the impact on Saffron Walden, Great 

Chesterford, the A11/M11, the railway or the 

villages and roads of South Cambridgeshire. 

Deciding on NUGC before this work is carried out 

is absurd given the potential cost could very 

easily cripple any development. 

Securing the site for no more than 1.5 times 

agricultural land value in accordance with 

Garden City principles is the only way there is 

even a fighting chance of this happening.  A s106 

package would be far too large if commercial 

land value is paid for the site by a developer, so 

corners will be cut, and infrastructure back-filled 

once the inevitable problems are encountered.  

In the case of most of the issues identified, 

solutions are not likely to be able to be delivered 

for a whole host of reasons including lack of 

national funding, no local support, no network 

rail support, land ownership issues, County 

Council funding and the need to develop housing 

much faster than the pace of infrastructure 

delivery which is always very slow and hugely 

costly. 

Most if not all of the key infrastructure players 

have not even been consulted on NUGC let alone 

given any kind of assurances that the necessary 

infrastructure (once identified and costed) will 

be delivered. No timescale is even remotely 

possible as a result. 

Policy EN1 - Protecting the Historic Environment 

“Development will be supported where it 

protects and enhances the significance of any 

heritage asset and makes a positive contribution 

to the street scene and/ or landscape.” 

Clearly, as we demonstrate elsewhere in this 

Submission, NUGC does not protect or enhance 

the significance of the heritage assets either on-

site, or in Great Chesterford. Any suggestion that 

it does is a nonsense. 
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Passage/policy in Draft Local Plan GCPC Comment 

Policy EN3 - Protecting the Significance of 

Conservation Areas 

“Development outside of the conservation area 

which might otherwise affect its setting will only 

be permitted where it is not detrimental to the 

character, appearance or significance of the 

Conservation Area and does not adversely affect 

listed buildings.” 

Clearly, as we demonstrate elsewhere in this 

Submission, NUGC will be damaging to the 

character, appearance and significance of the 

Conservation Area within Great Chesterford. 

Policy C1: Protection of Landscape Character 

“Development will be permitted provided that: 

Cross-valley views in the river valleys are 

maintained with development on valley sides 

respecting the historic settlement pattern, form 

and building materials of the locality; 

Panoramic views of the plateaux and uplands are 

maintained especially open views to historic 

buildings and landmarks such as churches; 

No material harm is caused to the historic 

settlement pattern, especially scale and density, 

and that it uses materials and colours that 

complement the landscape setting and 

landscape character. Such development should 

be well integrated with the surrounding 

landscape; 

No material harm is caused to the landscape 

pattern and structure of woodland areas, 

hedgerows and individual trees and does not 

diminish the role they play in views across the 

landscape; 

No material harm is caused to the historic 

landscape character of field patterns and field 

size, greens, commons and verges; 

No material harm is caused to the form and 

alignment of protected historic lanes.” 

NUGC is completely at odds with this important 

policy. As we set out in our representations, 

NUGC will have a significant adverse impact on 

cross-valley views, settlement pattern and form 

of this part of Uttlesford, which is cherished by 

all, including those who have drafted this policy 

of the draft LP. 

Material harm will be caused, to historic 

settlement pattern, in scale and density, to 

landscape patterns and landscape character, 

field patterns and to historic lanes. 
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PART 2: PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

F Lack of transparency and absence of due process1 
 

F1 Appendix 5 contains a full record of GCPC’s involvement with UDC since initiation in early 

2015 of the Local Plan process. In this Section GCPC highlights the many deficiencies in the process, 

and the failure of UDC to engage with GCPC in any meaningful manner as NUGC emerged as a 

possible settlement site. It is noted that this failure to engage with GCPC and the residents of Great 

Chesterford more broadly (and the clear opposition of residents to what is now proposed by UDC in 

the draft LP) entirely undermines the requirement for community engagement set out in the Garden 

Community Principles – see further the text at Section C(f)above.  Appendix 5 also highlights the 

absence of any material engagement by UDC with South Cambs District Council as work on the Plan 

has proceeded. 

F2 It is immediately clear from Appendix 5 that (a) the possible inclusion of Great Chesterford 

as a settlement site in addition to Little Easton and Braintree only emerged following UDC’s pause in 

the Local Plan process in early November 2016 (A5.9 - 10); and (b) identification of Great 

Chesterford by PPWG as a front-runner became apparent from January 2017 onwards (A5.13(i),(ii)). 

GCPC’s experience of its dealings with UDC  

F3 The record – as detailed below and in Appendix 5 – also shows that UDC: 

(i) ignored repeated requests from GCPC for information relevant to Great Chesterford in the 

context of the emerging Plan; 

(ii) in its dialogue throughout 2015-2017 (A5.5, A5.13(ii)) with Bidwells (acting on behalf of the 

NUGC landowners concerned), UDC both disregarded all opportunities to maintain any meaningful 

dialogue with GCPC, and disclosed Neighbourhood Plan reports prepared by consultants appointed 

by GCPC; 

(iii) appointed Troy Navigus as a consultant to UDC knowing that it was already advising GCPC on 

spatial strategy aspects of its emerging Neighbourhood Plan, resulting in the need for GCPC to 

appoint alternative advisers on account of the conflict of interest thereby created; and 

(iv) provided GCPC with no information about the possible structure of NUGC other than via 

PPWG agenda documents to enable GCPC to prepare and present considered comments at 

forthcoming PPWG meetings. 

GCPC requests for information ignored  

F4 In April 2016 GCPC provided UDC with a full response to its draft Assessment of responses 

received to its Call for Sites insofar as concerned Great Chesterford (A5.3). No response of any kind 

was received from UDC (A5.4). In fact, throughout the entire period during which the draft LP has 

been in preparation, UDC has maintained a position of dealing with such views and concerns of 

GCPC by the simple expedient of ignoring them. The record shows that: 

                                                           
1 Note: For the sake of convenience, references to “UDC” below may refer, or include reference, to “UDC”, 
“PPWG” or “officers” as the context requires. Numbers contained in the text that follows refer to relevant 
paragraphs in Appendix 5 (for example, “A5.1” is a reference to Appendix 5, paragraph (1)). 
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(i) there has been no consultation on GCPC’s concerns about the change in UDC’s Vision and 

Development Strategy as set out in 2015 in UDC’s Public Consultation document (A5.3(i)), and the 

apparent intention now “to make the Cambridge/Stansted/ London corridor ever more viable” 

(A5.13(ii)); 

(ii) UDC failed to consult with GCPC at any time about the designation of Great Chesterford as a 

Key Village despite GCPC producing evidence to the contrary (A5.3(ii)); 

(iii) UDC failed to supply GCPC with documents on which UDC relied in reaching conclusions in 

its draft Assessment of the Call for Sites, in particular those relating to landscape, historic settlement 

character and transport information, and as to the suitability of the NUGC site (A5.3(iii)), and ignored 

subsequent written reminders from GCPC in May and June 2016 that a full response was awaited 

(A5.4); 

(iv) UDC rejected GCPC’s Freedom of Information request for disclosure of documents produced 

to participants at the Local Plan workshops held on 11 and 17 October 2016, and also the agenda 

papers relating to the cancelled PPWG meeting scheduled for 25 October 2016 (A5.11); 

(v) UDC failed to disclose to GCPC any transport assessment or other information received by 

UDC and relied on by officers at PPWG meetings (A5.13(iv) and (vii)) in support of the decision to 

recommend NUGC for selection; and 

(vi) UDC failed generally to provide GCPC with any information about the prospective plan and 

set-up of the NUGC settlement, whether from information provided by Bidwells as part of, or arising 

out of, its Call for Sites submission or the Prospectus presented to UDC members on 27 March 2017 

(A5.13(iii)). 

Bidwells’ information not shared with GCPC; disclosure to Bidwells of GCPC’s reports 

F5 Throughout 2015 and until March 2017 Bidwells was in close and constant contact with 

UDC, whether at meetings, by means of submission of documents (A5.1, A5.5) or presentations 

(A5.13(iii)); neither Bidwells or its clients considered it necessary at any time to inform GCPC about 

the emerging NUGC proposals. Whilst UDC might reasonably have concluded that there was no 

necessity to do so prior to the pause announcement in November 2016, once it was clear that Great 

Chesterford was in serious contention by early 2017 there was every reason to take GCPC into its 

confidence both as to that likelihood, and also to learn about the main concerns for Great 

Chesterford that might result. UDC chose to do nothing, even after Bidwells made its presentation to 

UDC members on 27 March 2017 (A5.13(iii)). GCPC only heard from UDC and Bidwells about the 

proposal at a presentation on 24 May 2017 when it attended, together with representatives of Little 

Chesterford and Hinxton Parish Councils, a briefing organised at UDC’s offices (A5.13(v)). 

F6 UDC’s very close working relationship with Bidwells, in contrast to its virtually non-existent 

involvement with GCPC, is illustrated by UDC’s request to GCPC (A5.7) to provide it with a copy of 

two documents prepared by GCPC’s consultants in connection with the Chesterfords’ emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan, namely assessments on the Historic Environment and Landscape Character of 

the Chesterfords. GCPC was also requested to send a representative to answer any questions on 

either document at a meeting of PPWG to be held on 23 August 2016. Both documents were 

immediately disclosed by UDC without any prior consultation with GCPC, resulting in Bidwells 

submitting a detailed letter disputing the content of both documents in a number of material 

respects. GCPC’s representative was not even called to speak in rebuttal at the meeting. Officers had 

no authority to disclose either report to Bidwells without the express authority of GCPC. 
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UDC’s appointment of GCPC’s Neighbourhood Plan consultants   

F7 UDC’s total disregard of GCPC’s interests, and its cavalier attitude generally, is further 

illustrated by the fact that, despite knowing that GCPC had retained Troy Navigus to act as its 

consultant adviser on spatial strategy aspects regarding the Chesterfords’ emerging Neighbourhood 

Plan, with effect from 5 October 2106 it appointed the same consultants to provide UDC with 

ongoing support in preparing its own Local Plan (A5.8). On being told that GCPC already existed as a 

client, UDC officers informed Troy Navigus that they had “no problem”, and that they “did not see it 

as a conflict at this stage”. GCPC, which had paid £2,123 for services already rendered, took a 

contrary view and considered that it had no alternative but to terminate its contract with Troy 

Navigus and to appoint an alternative consultant. Apart from UDC benefitting from much source 

material accumulated by Troy Navigus in its original role – paid for by residents of the Chesterfords, 

from Parish Council funds of Great and Little Chesterford – GCPC believes that discussion of this 

appointment between UDC and GCPC would have been considerably more professional and 

constructive. 

UDC’s general failure to keep GCPC informed 

F8 The experience of GCPC throughout the entire Local Plan process to-date has been that UDC, 

in gathering evidence, has adopted an inward-looking and wholly non-transparent process. It 

appears to have had no mechanism to market-test that evidence and conclusions to be derived from 

it, a matter which has particular significance in the context of all transport issues related to NUGC, 

especially the total absence of any detailed assessments relating to the B184, and the access 

proposals put forward by Bidwells (A5.13(vii)). The significance of this omission for Great 

Chesterford, with all the implications overall and in particular for traffic congestion and rat-runs 

through the village, should be self-evident, yet UDC has proceeded blithely ahead. Further, the 

failure by UDC to obtain a full transport assessment means that it has not yet obtained an 

unqualified financial assessment (A5.13(viii)) – a fact conveniently obscured at the PPWG meeting of 

20 June 2017 which recommended that NUGC should be included in the draft Plan, the Agenda note 

limiting itself to the comment that the site has “been subject to a Sustainability Assessment” 

(A5.13(ix)). 

F9 Add to the above UDC’s refusal to respond to legitimate questions of fact relating to Great 

Chesterford, its failure to keep detailed notes of meetings or to make available any other 

information about forthcoming meetings, and the clear impression emerges that UDC has been 

overwhelmed by the scope and complexity of the task in which it has been engaged. In this 

connection the detailed comments of a PPWG member in a note dated 25 November 2016 

addressed to officers (attached to PPWG Agenda papers for its meeting of 10 January 2107) are 

particularly revealing. The note sets out in considerable detail many criticisms regarding the lack of 

evidence then available relating to the spatial strategy under consideration, as well as the non-

availability of evidence concerning air quality, infrastructure assessment, education strategy and 

sustainability assessment. 

Inadequate Duty to Cooperate 

F10 The PPWG member (above) was especially critical in November 2016 of the fact that UDC’s 

cooperation with South Cambs DC had “been effectively non-existent”. The note lists the alarmingly 

limited contact that had taken place by that time. The same concerns are evident from the PAS 

report (at paragraph 5.2) prepared for UDC and presented to the PPWG at its meeting on January 

2017. Since then, and other than conversations between respective officers, it appears that there 
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have been only three meetings between UDC and South Cambs (11 and 13 January, and 1 February 

2017); only notes of the January meetings currently appear on UDC’s website. 

F11 In view of Great Chesterford’s close proximity to the Essex/Uttlesford and 

Cambridgeshire/South Cambs border, it is inevitable that South Cambs has a very close interest in 

any major development on its doorstep –  so much so that in March 2012 South Cambs officers 

recommended members to oppose any such development, and South Cambs DC has now identified 

a number of concerns relating to the draft LP in a note dated 25 August 2017 prepared by planning 

officers for the South Cambs Planning Portfolio Holder.  It is equally obvious that transport issues are 

likely to be of major concern given the already over-crowded local road network, and also relating to 

the M11/J9, where no access north/exit south exists. Whilst such transport concerns clearly require 

to be addressed, it nevertheless remains extraordinary that the totality of UDC’s efforts in this 

regard have been solely directed at solving South Cambs road network overcrowding, and that 

absolutely nothing has been proposed by UDC in relation to the B184 between Stump Cross and 

Saffron Walden other than a suggested roundabout at the entrance to Park Road. 

Conclusion  

F12 GCPC identified its many concerns and criticisms about the NUGC proposal in its letters 

dated 5 June 2017 (A5.13(vi)); no substantive response has been received from UDC other than a 

statement that ”where there are adverse impacts ...the Council will look at potential mitigation 

measures” as part of the formal consultation. The papers relating to PPWG meetings held in 2017 

(A5.13), taken together with this exchange of correspondence – and UDC’s reply in particular – make 

clear beyond argument that UDC had decided on the selection of Great Chesterford despite the fact 

that it did, and still does, not have the evidence to support that decision. Given the emergence of 

NUGC as a front-runner in early 2017, it is difficult to challenge the PPWG member’s strongly 

expressed conclusion in his note of November 2016 that, in this instance, UDC had adopted a 

“process of the evidence following the decisions already taken”.   

F13 Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires UDC to “engage 

constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis” with (among others) adjoining district councils, and 

GCPC does not believe that this duty has been properly discharged in relation to the proposed 

NUGC. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 – East Herts DC Housing Topic Paper, August 2017 

(extract) 
 

(As referred to in Pegasus’ Report (Section B) at paragraphs 3.2 and 3.3) 
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Appendix 2 – Transport: COTTEE Transport Planning 
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Appendix 3 – Landscape: HD Associates 
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Appendix 4 – Historic Environment: Place Services 
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Appendix 5 – Record of GCPC’s involvement with UDC 
 

GCPC/UDC involvement 

The position of GCPC during preparation of the draft Local Plan, and the response of UDC/PPWG or 

officers (as appropriate), has been as follows: 

(1) Following rejection in 2014 by the Planning Inspector of its previous Local Plan, UDC’s Call 

for Sites took place in the first half of 2015; responses received were not published by UDC on its 

website until late December 2015/January 2016. 

(2) UDC’s public consultation on a new Local Plan was conducted between October - December 

2015, GCPC submitted its response in due time ahead of the deadline for replying; it did so in 

ignorance of the fact that the NUGC site had been identified in the Call for Sites. 

(3) The responses to the Call for Sites having been published, in early 2016 UDC published on its 

website its draft Assessment of the sites submitted. On 7 April 2016 GCPC submitted to UDC its 

detailed comments on the three principal sites affecting Great Chesterford, namely 06 - 07GtChe15 

(Stump Cross), 08 - 19GtChe15 (NUGV) and 03 - 04 LtChe15 (London Road). In its response GCPC: 

(i) challenged the compatibility of the NUGC and Stump Cross sites with UDC’s Call for Sites 

criteria as contrary to its stated Vision and Development Strategy for Uttlesford since new houses on 

these sites were specifically proposed to satisfy the commercial employment needs of the research 

business community in South Cambs rather than the housing needs of Uttlesford; 

(ii) objected to the identification by UDC of Great Chesterford as a Key Village without any 

reference to GCPC or the wider village despite the fact that Great Chesterford is smaller than some 

Type A villages identified by UDC; 

(iii) requested UDC to “disclose to GCPC documents relied on [by UDC] in support of expressions 

of opinion relating to (1) Uttlesford’s Landscape and Historic Settlement Character Assessments; (2) 

the Accessibility Criteria relating to the existence of “a viable route from each [site] to the principle 

(sic) or strategic road network (B roads, A roads and M11)” and (3) all paragraphs in the Assessments 

entitled “Suitability Conclusions” and “Availability Conclusions””. 

(4) No response having been received to these requests, GCPC e-mailed UDC on 18 May and 

repeated its request in full, stating that GCPC considered “that it is unable fully to to respond to 

UDC’s draft Assessments in the absence of such documents”; other than a computer generated 

acknowledgement no response was received, nor was any reply received to a follow-up request sent 

on 16 June; 

(5) At all relevant times GCPC was unaware of the existence of a document dated 16 January 

2016 (but only published on UDC’s website in 2017) submitted to UDC by Bidwells, acting on behalf 

of the NUGC landowners, which set out the terms of its proposed “Working Garden Village Charter” 

for NUGC; 

(6) GCPC responded promptly to UDC’s letter dated 27 July 2016 requesting information about 

recent and proposed residential developments in Great Chesterford; 



Page | 134 
 

(7) In August 2016 GCPC responded to a request from UDC to supply it ahead of the August 

PPWG meeting with two reports (Historic Environment Assessment and Landscape Character 

Assessment) prepared by Consultants instructed by GCPC in connection with preparation of 

Great/Little Chesterford’s Neighbourhood Plan; GCPC was also requested to send a representative to 

the meeting to explain the documents and/or answer any questions raised. Despite the presence of 

District Councillor Redfern (also a member of GCPC) at the meeting, she was not called upon to 

speak. Instead, Bidwells tabled a letter dated 23 August objecting to various issues raised in the 

reports, and the fact that neither document had been subject to local public consultation. Bidwells 

letter concluded: 

“...if the Panel are minded to accept the officer recommendation to include these documents within 

the evidence base for the draft Local Plan then we specifically request that they be clearly indicated 

as documents produced by a third party in order to inform an emerging Neighbourhood Plan and are 

not documents commissioned by the District Council to inform the emerging District Local Plan. 

Furthermore we request that that it should be clearly indicated that these documents carry no 

greater weight or authority than any other representations from a third party, including those 

submitted by Bidwells on behalf of landowners as referenced above. Finally, should the Council 

accept these documents within their evidence as third party representations, we request that it is 

made clear that the District Council are not indicating that they have agreed the brief, methodologies 

or findings of the reports or are taking on responsibility for defending such documents at any future 

examination of the draft Local Plan which might otherwise be implied by such an action.” 

Minute PP20 of the PPWG meeting states: 

“The Chairman said the Group was only noting the studies, similar to other Neighbourhood Plan 

documents. The letter from Bidwells would be kept on file and the Neighbourhood Plan itself would 

be subject to independent examination. The working group NOTED the documents to be included in 

the Local Plan evidence base.” 

(8) On 12 October 2017 GCPC was informed by Troy Navigus, which was advising GCPC on 

spatial strategy issues in the context of the Neighbourhood Plan in preparation, that it had been 

retained by UDC to advise it in connection with preparation of the emerging Local Plan. In view of 

the obvious potential conflicts of interest likely to arise, GCPC was obliged to terminate its contract 

with Troy Navigus, and to appoint alternative advisers in their place. 

(9) On 20 October UDC/PPWG issued a briefing pack “to help the media when reporting on the 

Local plan” ahead of proposed discussions of the draft on 25 October and finally at Full Council on 8 

November. The media pack states that UDC’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (“SHMA”) 

suggested that Uttlesford needed to provide 12,500 homes between 2011 and 2033, the A120 

options scored best in terms of additional traffic congestion, that there was to be no reasonable new 

settlement proposal adjacent to Saffron Walden and that two new settlements - at Easton Park and 

west of Braintree - were proposed by officers. The media pack further stated that Great Chesterford 

could provide 83 additional residential sites over the Plan period. 

(10) On 7 November 2016 UDC announced that it was “pausing” the Local Plan process in order 

to enable it to undertake additional preliminary work on the sites under review. 

(11) GCPC made a Freedom of Information request to UDC on 23 October, with particular 

reference to the supply of all documents/ presentations provided to UDC at Local Plan workshops 

held on 11 and 17 October 2016; it further requested, in relation to the PPWG meeting scheduled 

for 25 October 2016 that had been cancelled, copies of the draft uncirculated papers. The requests 
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were refused by UDC on 15 November 2016 on the grounds, inter alia, that at the present formative 

stage in developing its proposals UDC needed “safe space”, that disclosure might have a chilling 

effect in view of the potentially controversial ideas that might be put forward, and because 

disclosure could also give a misleading impression of UDC’s Local Plan proposals. 

(12) In a report dated 28 December 2016 prepared for UDC by the Planning Advisory Service 

(“PAS”) regarding the emerging Local Plan (published on UDC’s website as an attachment to the 

papers considered by PPWG at its meeting held on 20 January 2017), PAS informed UDC that in 

relation to possible site allocations the necessary evidence was not all in place (para 4.1), that some 

significant gaps in the published evidence existed (para 4.2), that the evidence base did not include a 

revised SHMA, including the fact that the author had seen no explanation as to how the revised 

SHMA/OAHN figure of 54,600 houses across West Essex/East Herts resulted in UDC’s component of 

14,100 had been apportioned (para 4.3) even if staying with the 12,500 figure would be a serious risk 

to the soundness of the Plan (para 4.3). In determining viability of of schemes proposed, the report 

emphasised the need for the Inspector to be concerned about (1) viability (para 4.4) and; (2) 

transport implications, including the cost of new highways or improvements to existing roads, 

especially the strategic road network (para 4.5). The PAS report also commented adversely on the 

nature and content of paperwork relating to UDC’s Duty to Cooperate with South Cambs DC (para 

5.2). 

(13) The emergence of Great Chesterford as a possible location for a new settlement can be 

traced mainly through the Agendas/Minutes of PPWG meetings held between January - July 2017: 

(i) Duty to Cooperate meeting with South Cambs, 13 January 2017 - UDC informed South 

Cambs that “a proposed new settlement at Great Chesterford had been brought into play”; 

(ii) PPWG, 22 February 2017: “Chesterford was also being looked at ... the overall tone of the 

meeting was that Chesterford would be considered as part of the sites... more than Chesterford was 

back on the table as work was needed to make the Cambridge/Stansted/London corridor ever more 

viable” [PPWG Minute PP46]. GCPC received no notification from UDC of this development. Agenda 

Item 5 states “...work is focussed on examining strategic alternative proposals at...Great 

Chesterford...Officers intend to reach a definite recommendation on the proposed spatial strategy 

for the whole district, at least in principle for a draft Plan report in June 2017 [para 3.3] and “in 

relation to the Duty to Cooperate, the main issue is...completion of the traffic modelling work... the 

transport position and any other strategic issues will need to be resolved in principle before June 

2017” (para 3.6); 

(iii) Presentation on 27 March 2017 by Bidwells to UDC members - New Settlement Proposal 

Summaries. GCPC was neither informed that the presentation was to be made, or sent a copy of the 

prospectus and accompanying slides presented to members; 

(iv) PPWG, 17 May 2017, Agenda Item 4: Transport Study briefing - states that six new 

settlement locations (Great Chesterford, Elsenham, Easton Park, Braintree, Chelmer Mead and north 

of Takeley) have been tested, and that “the emerging findings of the study indicate that none of the 

scenarios resulted in unacceptable increased traffic flows.” GCPC made brief presentations (three 

minutes only permitted), submitting that the traffic assessments (such as they are) for Great 

Chesterford, landscape and other grounds did not in any way support selection, and expressing 

astonishment that such traffic mitigation measures as had been identified were all in South Cambs 

rather than related to the B184 and B1383, being the local roads most adversely affected; 
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(v) On 24 May 2017 GCPC was invited by the PPWG Chairman to attend a presentation about 

NUGC given by Bidwells. Whilst this afforded GCPC (and representatives of Little Chesterford and 

Hinxton Parish Councils also present) an opportunity to raise questions, no papers were circulated 

ahead of, or at, the meeting, which centred around the content and illustrations contained in the 

Bidwells prospectus presented to UDC members on 29 March. No record of the meeting was 

subsequently sent by UDC to GCPC following the meeting; 

(vi) On 5 June 2017, in light of the emerging indications of selection of Great Chesterford as a 

settlement site, GCPC sent two letters to UDC which detailed all its objections to inclusion of the site 

in the draft Local Plan (these, together with the response from UDC, are included as Appendix 5A). 

On 13 June UDC responded that “Where there are adverse impacts from any potential allocation the 

Council will look at potential mitigation measures”; as regards GCPC’s objections, UDC’s response 

states that “the opportunity to raise many of the points will be as part of the formal consultation. If 

the site is allocated...we will engage with you in relation to these specific topics which we have 

covered as part of the Local Plan evidence base.” 

(vii) PPWG 22 June 2017, Agenda Item 3, Uttlesford Transport Study - refers to existing stress on 

the highways network in the study area, but makes no mention of the B184. The study asserted that 

sites under review “have good access to the Strategic Road Network, are accessible to jobs and 

settlements with services. Great Chesterford has good access to walking and cycling facilities and is 

close to a railway station” (paras 6.7.11 and 6.7.12). It continues: “The M11J10 and A505/A1301 

roundabout were found to be currently near capacity or already over capacity. However with the 

range of improvements identified, the situation is mitigated. The mitigation identified can also 

provide for capacity at these junctions beyond the Plan period with up to 3,300 dwellings possible at 

Great Chesterford, subject to delivery of successful modal shift measures and more detailed 

Transport Assessment work” (para 6.9.2). As GCPC pointed out in the limited time available for 

presentations, the assertion that “Great Chesterford would use M11/J9 rather than J8” took no 

account of the fact that there is no access north at J9. Further, in response to a question from GCPC, 

UDC’s transport consultants confirmed that “...at this stage of the Local Plan work had not received 

such a high level of detail to anticipate travel growth and mitigation measures on the B184” (PPWG 

Minute PP73); 

(viii) PPWG 29 June 2017 - draft Local Plan tabled. GCPC pointed out, in the limited time 

permitted, that UDC’s Economic Viability Study of the financial viability assessment for the Great 

Chesterford site was conditional as “a full transport assessment would be required i.e. a standard 

requirement for larger schemes like this” [para 9.7 and appendix A, Malin’s Study]; 

(ix) PPWG 20 June 2017, Agenda Item3 - recommended three new settlements: NUGC, Easton 

Park and Braintree - all of which sites have been “subject to a Sustainability Assessment” (para 12); 

(x) Full UDC Council, 29 June 2017 - unanimous Council approval that draft LP be published for 

consultation. 

Duty to Cooperate 

(14) Since UDC paused preparation of the draft Local Plan in November 2016 it has held three 

meetings with South Cambs District Council – on 11 and 13 January 2017 and 1 February 2017: the 

minutes of the January meetings have been published on UDC’s website as part of the January 2017 

PPWG Agenda papers, but those of the February meeting have not been published. 
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(15) In June 2017 GCPC made a Freedom of Information request for disclosure of all working 

papers relating to all meetings between UDC and South Cambs; the request was refused by UDC in 

an undated letter received by GCPC on 4 August 2017. 
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Appendix 5A – Copies of correspondence between GCPC and UDC 
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