
Report Item No: 1 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/1567/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: Burwyns 

The Street 
Sheering 
Harlow 
Essex 
CM22 7LY 
 

PARISH: Sheering 
 

WARD: Hastingwood, Matching and Sheering Village 
 

APPLICANT: Mr Roy Fletcher 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: TPO/EPF/48/08 
G2 - Sycamore - Fell 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Refuse Permission 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=552054 
 
REASON FOR REFUSAL 
 

1 Although it is recognised that G2 sycamore is growing closely with other trees this is 
not sufficient to justify the loss of its visual and other amenity.  The loss of the tree's 
existing and potential visual amenity is therefore contrary to policy LL9 of the 
Council's Adopted Local Plan and Alterations. 

 
 
This application is before this Committee because any application to fell preserved trees falls 
outside the scope of delegated powers 

 
 
Description of Site: 
 
The Sycamore stands at the edge of a ditch amongst a boundary screen of mixed native trees, the 
tallest tree in a closely planted group at around 12 metres high. The three houses are set back 
from the main road and screened by this road side group. 
 
Description of Proposal:  
 
G2. Sycamore– Fell 
 
Relevant History: 
 
TPO/EPF/48/08 was served to re protect selected trees previously covered by an area Essex 
order. The re-protection was objected to in respect of G2 and, after careful consideration, resulted 
in the removal of one poor sycamore from this three tree group, consisting of 2 sycamore and a 
hawthorn.  



 
Relevant Policies: 
 
LL9: Felling of preserved trees.  
‘the Council will not give consent to fell a tree protected by a TPO unless it is satisfied that this is 
necessary and justified. Any such consent will be conditional upon appropriate replacement of the 
tree’.  
 
Summary of Representations: 
 
SHEERING PARISH COUNCIL had made no comment at the time of writing this report. 
 
Issues and Considerations: 
 
 
Introduction 
The owner applicant wishes to improve growing conditions for other trees in the area. 
 
Application 
 
The reasons given for this application have been summarised, as follows: 
 

i) There are four trees growing in very close proximity to each other. The sycamore in G2 
is deemed to be having the most detrimental effect on its close neighbours.   

 
ii) The sycamore has the ability to triple in size 

 
iii) The sycamore is only 11 metres from the applicant’s house and might cause 

subsidence. 
 

iv) Removing the sycamore will not detrimentally impact on the local green amenity due to 
the presence of other trees around it. 

 
v) The applicant is willing to replace the sycamore with a smaller tree  
. 

 
Key issues and discussion 
 

i) and ii) The tree is healthy and vigorous with a tall, straight stem. Its uneven crown has 
developed from close competition but all the trees have coexisted effectively as a group 
from planting and will continue to do so even with the future growth of the dominant 
trees, including the sycamore. Its vigour will have impacted on close neighbours but the 
ash, T4 has also detrimentally affected the form of the sycamore.  
 
The key issue is the visual amenity of the tree, judged important enough to merit 
preservation in 2008 as part of a prominent group. Hawthorn and elder grow well 
beneath the three canopy specimens. These in turn rely on each other for shelter as 
much as they compete for light. 
 
The rationale to remove the sycamore in favour of the ash is flawed given the 
increasing spread of ash disease, which threatens the future of this species in the 
medium term. This might well increase the importance of the sycamore in the future, 
further weakening the justification to remove it. 



 
iii) Risk of subsidence should not arise if proper measures were taken in 1997. No evidence 

suggests the house is under greater threat from this tree than others nearby. No 
information relating to tree related subsidence has been submitted.  

 
     iv) The tree has high public amenity, is clearly visible from the main street and is prominent 
from Crown Close opposite. It is the tallest in the group. Therefore, its removal will be a 
considerable visual loss, not easily mitigated by replacement planting. Additionally, the tree’s 
removal will expose both Larch T5 and Ash T4 to new wind loadings, which may damage them.  
The larch will look particularly unattractive with its one sided crown, pronounced lean and deviated 
upper crown development. It is unlikely that the larch’s very asymmetrical form will greatly improve 
by the removal of the sycamore. 

 
v) The applicant has offered a smaller  replacement but it would be difficult to replace this tree 
in such a crowded position.  
 

 
Conclusion  

 
G2 Sycamore is visually important and contributes significantly to the group effect at this part of 
The Street. It is, therefore, recommended to refuse permission to fell on the grounds of insufficient 
justification for the tree’s removal. The proposal runs contrary to Local Plan Landscape Policy LL9. 
 
In the event of Members allowing the felling of the tree, it is recommended that the requirement for 
a replacement planting condition be waived in this instance due to the number of trees already 
present in this location.   
  
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Robin Hellier 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564546 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email:   contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk 
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Agenda Item 
Number: 

1 
Application Number: EPF/1567/13 
Site Name: Burwyns, The Street, Sheering, 

CM22 7LY 
Scale of Plot: 1/1250 



Report Item No: 2 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/1634/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: 52 Tempest Mead 

North Weald Bassett 
Epping 
Essex 
CM16 6DY 
 

PARISH: North Weald Bassett 
 

WARD: North Weald Bassett 
 

APPLICANT: Mr Stuart Allen 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: TPO/EPF/40/98 
T52 - Oak - Fell 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Refuse Permission 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=552433 
 
REASON FOR REFUSAL 
 

1 Although it is recognised that T52 Oak is causing the problems listed, this is not 
sufficient to justify the loss of its visual and other amenity.  The loss of the tree's 
existing and potential visual amenity is therefore contrary to policy LL9 of the 
Council's Adopted Local Plan and Alterations. 

 
 
 
This application is before this Committee because any application to fell preserved trees falls 
outside the scope of delegated powers 

 
 
Description of Site: 
 
The Oak is one of a line of various native broadleaf trees along a remnant field ditch boundary, 
incorporated as a feature within this large new residential development now occupying the area of 
land between the railway line and the village envelope. The estate is successfully obscured from 
distant views by screens of mixed native trees. 
 
Description of Proposal:  
 
T52. Oak– Fell 
 
Relevant History: 
 
TPO/EPF/40/98 was served to preserve numerous rural hedgerow trees prior to extensive 
development of the fields into a modern housing estate.  



There are no records of previous works to this address but of the five trees originally plotted T51 
and T54 Hawthorn are no longer present in the garden. 
 
Relevant Policies: 
 
LL9: Felling of preserved trees.  
‘the Council will not give consent to fell a tree protected by a TPO unless it is satisfied that this is 
necessary and justified. Any such consent will be conditional upon appropriate replacement of the 
tree’.  
 
Summary of Representations 
 
NORTH WEALD PARISH COUNCIL had made no comment at the time of writing this report. 
 
Issues and Considerations: 
 
 
Introduction 
The owner applicant wishes to improve ground conditions on the patio near to the house and 
abate concerns about the tree’s safety.  
 
Application 
 
The reasons given for this application have been summarised, as follows: 
 

i) The tree leans towards the house and is a worry in high winds.   
 
ii) Leaf debris fills and blocks gutters. 

 
iii) Bird mess is a nuisance, hard to remove and germ ridden. 

 
iv) The tree excessively shades the house. 

 
v) The applicant has planted 25 conifers and three 20ft acers around the garden edge 

indicating that replanting has already been undertaken 
. 

 
Key issues and discussion 
 
The tree appears healthy but with an inclined stem base, which straightens with height to a peak of 
about 10 metres (30ft). Its form is not unusual for a hedgerow tree and it appears to be stable, 
despite the angle it emerges from the ground and the likely damage to its roots from the 
installation of hard standing nearby. Safety concerns in windy conditions along with the debris and 
shade issues, whether plant or avian, might be alleviated by pruning alternatives to felling the tree. 
The form that the pruning should take would be primarily to the spread of the tree without any 
significant height reduction. Selective thinning of congested or crossing small diameter branches 
would be acceptable. 

 
The extensive new planting of 25 cypress and three ornamental acers will enhance and screen the 
property but will not mitigate for the loss of another of the original native trees that characterise this 
garden. 
 



These trees were judged important enough to merit preservation in 1998 in adding considerable 
landscape character to the development and helping to provide privacy between properties. The 
council value existing landscape features within developments and therefore will resist removal of 
trees, as per policy.  
 
Consent could result in an undesirable precedent. 
 
Conclusion  

 
T52 Oak is an important landscape asset and contributes significantly to the hedgerow remnant 
feature at this part of Tempest Mead. It is, therefore, recommended to refuse permission to fell on 
the grounds of insufficient justification for the tree’s removal. The proposal runs contrary to Local 
Plan Landscape Policy LL9. 
 
In the event of Members allowing the felling of the tree, it is recommended that a replacement 
planting condition be attached to the decision notice requiring a new tree to be planted at an 
agreed nearby location prior to the felling. 
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Robin Hellier 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564546 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email:   contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk 
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Agenda Item 
Number: 

2 
Application Number: EPF/1634/13 
Site Name: 52 Tempest Mead,  

North Weald Bassett, CM16 6DY 
Scale of Plot: 1/1250 



Report Item No: 3 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/0868/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: Marlow 

High Road  
Thornwood 
Epping 
Essex 
CM16 6LU 
 

PARISH: North Weald Bassett 
 

WARD: Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common 
 

APPLICANT: Mr Timothy Evans 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Retrospective application for the change of use of land for 
storage, sorting, distribution, recycling (crushing and 
screening) of concrete, hardcore, tarmac and screen waste 
together with stationing of related plant and machinery. 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Refuse Permission 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=548777 
 
REASON FOR REFUSAL 
 

1 The proposed development would have a greater impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt than the authorised use of the site and therefore constitute inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt. No very special circumstances exist that clearly 
outweigh the harm from the development and therefore the proposed change of use 
is contrary to the guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework 
and policies GB2A and CP2 of the adopted Local Plan and Alterations. 
 

2 The proposed development, due to the intensification of the use of the site, would 
increase the existing nuisance suffered by neighbouring residents that results in a 
loss of amenity, contrary to policies DBE9 and RP5A of the adopted Local Plan and 
Alterations. 
 

3 The proposed development, due to the nature of the use proposed, increases the 
visual harm that results from the site, detrimental to the appearance and character of 
the area and contrary to the guidance contained within the National Planning Policy 
and policies CP2 and GB7A of the adopted Local Plan and Alterations. 
 

 
 
 
This application is before this Committee since it is an application that is considered by the 
Director of Planning and Economic Development as appropriate to be presented for a Committee 
decision (Pursuant to The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – Delegation of Council 
function, Schedule 1, Appendix A.(k)) 
 



Description of Site: 
 
The application site constitutes a strip of land to the north of the lawful recycling site located at 
Marlow, High Road, Thornwood. The area of land subject to the application relates to a strip 
towards the front (east) of the site measuring 5m in width, and a strip towards the rear (west) 
measuring 10m in width. Whilst the applicant continues to claim that these strips of land have 
established use in connection with the adjacent site, the previous use is considered to constitute 
open pasture (the front section) and woodland (the rear section). The entire site is located within 
the Metropolitan Green Belt and an EFDC flood risk assessment zone. 
 
Description of Proposal: 
 
Retrospective consent is being sought for the change of use of the strip of land to storage, sorting, 
distribution, recycling (crushing and screening) of concrete, hardcore, tarmac and screen waste, 
together with stationing of related plant and machinery. This would form an extension to the 
established recycling business at Marlow, High Road, Thornwood.  
 
Relevant History: 
 
CLD/EPF/0164/96 - Application for certificate of lawfulness in respect of part use of site for 
storage, sorting and distribution of soil, part use of site for stationing and repair of heavy goods 
vehicles together with ancillary access arrangements – lawful 29/01/97 
CLD/EPF/1208/97 - Application for certificate of lawful development for the storage, sale and 
distribution of sand, gravel, hardcore and concrete, the stationing and repair of heavy goods 
vehicles and the storage of oil, fuel and vehicle spares – lawful 29/03/99 
CLD/EPF/0632/99 - Certificate of lawful development for use of first floor offices ancillary to the 
commercial use of other parts of the site – lawful 11/06/99 
CLD/EPF/0040/01 - Certificate of lawful development for use of land for the storage, sale and 
distribution and recycling (crushing and screening) of concrete, hardcore, tarmac and screen 
waste together with the stationing of a recycling machine (crusher) and associated plant – lawful 
17/12/04 
CLD/EPF/2151/12 - Certificate of lawful development for an existing use of land for Storage and 
Distribution, concrete crushing, and ancillary operations – not lawful 07/01/13 
EPF/0877/13 - Retrospective application for the change of use of existing manege for the 
parking/storage of vehicles and plant machinery in connection with established recycling business 
– Currently under consideration 
 
Policies Applied: 
 
CP1 – Achieving sustainable development objectives 
CP2 – Protecting the quality of the rural and built environment 
GB2A – Development in the Green Belt 
GB7A – Conspicuous development 
RP5A – Adverse environmental impacts 
DBE9 – Loss of amenity 
LL3 – Edge of settlement 
LL10 – Adequacy of provision for landscape retention 
LL11 – Landscaping schemes 
ST1 – Location of development 
ST4 – Road safety 
U2B – Flood risk assessment zones 
 
The above policies form part of the Council’s 1998 Local Plan. Following the publication of the 
NPPF, policies from this plan (which was adopted pre-2004) are to be afforded due weight where 



they are consistent with the Framework. The above policies are broadly consistent with the NPPF 
and therefore are afforded full weight. 
 
Consultation Carried Out and Summary of Representations Received: 
 
25 neighbouring properties were consulted and a Site Notice was displayed on 26/07/13. 
 
PARISH COUNCIL – Object on the following grounds (sic): 

• Affects local residents by noise impact. 
• The noise levels are already at unacceptable levels – Two weeks ago Environmental 

Services visited a local resident and the environmental officer that noise can be heard 
through double glazing and over the TV. 

• Concrete crushing is not an acceptable activity to take place in the Green Belt. Residents 
are concerned about any changes to the current boundary will bring the sounds and noise 
from this site closer to their homes. 

• Current application contains no proposals to lessen the noise. The bund actually increases 
the noise and does not lessen it. 

• This Council is concerned with regard to the comments on the first page of the statement, if 
planning permission is granted it will allow the council to have some control. This is not the 
case, there does not seem to have been any control over the site. 

• We also express concern about the quality of life of people who live in Upland Road and in 
Thornwood Common. 

• Members felt that the applicant continues to put in applications each time he receive a 
threat of enforcement action from EFDC. The applicant has advised that by putting in a 
planning application they feel this application will help resolve the long term problem 
regarding enforcement action. Members felt that this is happening time and time again. 

The Parish Council therefore reiterates that it objects to this application and asks the District 
Council to take immediate enforcement action. 
 
21 UPLAND ROAD – Object as the existing site damages the highway, the site is within the Green 
Belt and a large area of trees have already been removed, query what the hours of use of the 
company area, the site is already an eyesore on the landscape, as the site causes major noise 
nuisance, and as this expansion would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
 
31 UPLAND ROAD – Object due to the existing and increased noise nuisance, the removal of the 
trees, and regarding the mud that spills out onto the road. Also this is inappropriate development 
within the Green Belt. 
 
33 UPLAND ROAD – Comment that no mention is made regarding the servicing and maintenance 
of vehicles, and therefore it is assumed this will not take place on site. Query what arrangements 
are in place for dealing with contamination and other safety aspects, whether a wheel washer will 
be installed on site, whether a physical barrier will be installed to stop further encroachment, 
whether additional planting will be installed, whether repair and maintenance of the access will 
take place, how the site will be monitored, will the issues of dust pollution be dealt with, and how 
will opening hours be monitored. 
 
ELMHURST, 37 UPLAND ROAD – Object as the development encroaches into the Green Belt 
and an area with a tree preservation order, the noise is already a matter of complaint and the 
encroachment has increased the noise problem, there is airborne pollution from the activities 
taking place on site, the existing business ruins the footway and roadway, and because the site is 
detrimental to the overall aspect of the village. 
 



ELM COTTAGE, 39 UPLAND ROAD – Object due to the on-going noise and vibration nuisance 
and the impact this has on neighbours amenities. There does not appear to be any suitable 
proposals to mitigate or minimise the noise impacts. 
 
41 SCHOOL GREEN LANE – Object as any noise, light pollution and dust would have an adverse 
affect on wildlife, the development would create a nuisance to neighbouring residents due to dust 
and noise, and due to highway safety concerns. 
 
Issues and Considerations: 
 
The key considerations in this application are the impact on the Green Belt, on neighbouring 
residents/properties and on the character of the area, and with regards to flood risk and highway 
safety. 
 
Green Belt: 
 
The application site is located within the Green Belt and is to the north of the Marlow’s site, which 
is an established recycling business. The proposal is to expand this existing business into the 
previously undeveloped land to the north to a width of between 5m and 10m. 
 
The applicant states that the proposal would not constitute inappropriate development as the 
NPPF allows for: 

• Mineral extraction; 
• Engineering operations; 
• Local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt 

location. 
 
It is unclear how the proposed change of use of the land falls within any of these categories. Whilst 
there are some engineering operations involved with the proposed change of use, this is not 
simply an engineering operation in itself but rather the change of use to a waste and recycling 
business. Furthermore, the storage, sorting, distribution, and recycling of concrete, hardcore, 
tarmac and waste, along with the stationing of large plant and machinery would clearly have a 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the previous (authorised) use of the site. 
 
The previous use of the application site was as an open paddock and part of a larger woodland, 
which were both considered to be open and undeveloped land. Although the applicant continues to 
argue that the use of this strip of land is lawful, Planning Officers do not agree. This can be seen in 
the decision on the previous application for a Certificate of Lawful Use (CLD/EPF/2151/12), which 
although related to a larger parcel of land than this application was nonetheless considered not 
lawful for the following reasons: 
 

The Local Planning Authority has evidence that shows that the application site has not 
been used for storage and distribution, concrete crushing and ancillary operations in 
connection with Marlow, High Road, Thornwood for a period of at least ten years prior to 
the submission of this application. Insufficient evidence has been provided to counter this 
and show that, on the balance of probability, such a use has taken place for the required 
period. 

 
No evidence has been provided to show that any concrete crushing or ancillary operations 
have taken place on the site for any period of time, or that any storage and distribution has 
taken place on the former paddock (front section) of the site for a period of at least ten 
years prior to the submission of this application. 

 



A site visit in December 2012 revealed that storage and distribution, concrete crushing and 
ancillary operations in association with Marlow, High Road, Thornwood is not currently 
being undertaken on the extent of land shown outlined in purple of Plan Ref: TE1. 

 
Notwithstanding the applicant’s opinion, the proposal clearly constitutes inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt. The NPPF states that “inappropriate development is, by 
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special 
circumstances”. 
 
Despite the applicant’s argument that the proposed works are appropriate within the Green Belt 
they nonetheless put forward the following very special circumstances for the development (along 
with that proposed under EPF/0877/13): 
 

• Planning permission would resolve a long-standing problem and would provide certainty to 
those concerned about potential expansion of the use; 

• It would allow the applicants to run their business, which employs 12 staff and provides a 
much needed facility within the District; 

• It would enable appropriate conditions to be applied which can be more easily enforced 
than the current planning position, which is unclear. 

 
The first pointer appears to primarily relate to the issue over the lawfulness of the land. As is 
clearly evident in the previous decision on CLD/EPF/2151/12, the Council is not convinced that the 
use of any of this land is lawful for the use proposed here. Should the applicant wish to continue to 
argue this point then this should be done through the submission of a further CLD, or by appealing 
any subsequent Enforcement Notice. However it is not considered that this is a material 
consideration in this planning application. 
 
The vitality and viability of the existing business is a material planning consideration, however 
there has been no information or evidence submitted to justify the need to expand the business 
into this area of land. This established recycling business has been operating successfully from 
this site for at least 20 years yet there has been no viability appraisal, business plan, or any other 
justification for the need to expand into this otherwise undeveloped area to the north. 
 
Given that the recycling business obtained planning consent by way of a Certificate of Lawful Use 
there are very few planning restrictions on the site. Although this application would give 
opportunity to impose conditions on the site, it is not considered that these would be sufficient to 
outweigh the harm from the proposed inappropriate development. The biggest concern with this 
site is the on-going noise nuisance to surrounding neighbours. To successfully reduce this 
nuisance there would need to be a suitable noise mitigation measure installed, such as an earth 
bund or an acoustic fence. However for this to be effective any such measure would need to be to 
a height of approximately 6m, which would be visually intrusive and inappropriate in this location. 
Furthermore any intensification of the site (such as that which has occurred from both this 
application and that being considered under EPF/0877/13) would increase the noise, and other, 
nuisance from this site and would bring it closer to the neighbouring residents in Upland Road. 
 
The imposition of hours of use of the site could assist in reducing nuisance to neighbours, however 
no suggested hours have been put forward by the applicant and therefore it is unknown what 
would allow for the business to remain viable. Any unneighbourly use of the site at unsociable 
hours can be suitably controlled by Environmental Health, however it is more difficult to enforce 
this during working hours. As such, the imposition of planning conditions during unsociable times 
would not be sufficient to outweigh the harm that occurs from the use during working hours. 
Several complaints have been received from nearby residents with regards to excessive noise 
nuisance, along with issues with vibrations and dust, which has intensified with this development 
(along with that under EPF/0877/13). 



 
Due to the above it is not considered that there are sufficient very special circumstances to clearly 
outweigh the harm to the openness of the Green Belt, and therefore this proposal constitutes 
inappropriate development that is contrary to the NPPF and Local Plan policies. 
 
Impact on amenities: 
 
The recycling business is considered a nuisance site that has drawn complaints from nearby 
residents, primarily due to noise nuisance but also as a result of dust and vibration. It is stated that 
the extension/intensification of the site has increased the problems, and the existing earth bund 
has not reduced or mitigated the harm from this. As stated above, it is not considered that the 
imposition of conditions would suitably overcome the harm from the development. 
 
Character of the area: 
 
The applicant has cleared a large area of trees within the land to the north, which had aided in 
screening a large portion of the site from view. The extension of the established site into this now 
undeveloped and largely untreed land, as well as into the open and undeveloped field to the west, 
would increase the visual presence and dominance of this site. Whilst the established recycling 
business is an unsightly and incongruous feature in the landscape, this does not mean that the 
unacceptable use should be further extended to the detriment of the character and appearance of 
the area. 
 
Whilst additional screening could be added along the boundaries of the extended site, given the 
intensity of the use and the size of the vehicles and machinery on site any landscaping would need 
to be quite substantial in order to successfully screen the proposal. Due to the above, it is 
considered that the retention of this use would intensify and exacerbate the existing visual harm 
that results from the established recycling business and is unlikely to be suitably mitigated by 
additional landscaping. 
 
Flood Risk: 
 
The application site lies within an EFDC flood risk assessment zone. The applicant is proposing to 
dispose of surface water by soakaway, however the geology of the area is predominantly clay and 
infiltration drainage may not be suitable for the site. As such, details of a more appropriate 
drainage system (for both foul and surface water) should be submitted and agreed, which can be 
imposed by way of a condition. 
 
 
Highway safety: 
 
The extended site would continue to utilise the existing access to the site, which is well known for 
depositing mud and water onto the highway. As this application is to intensify the use of the site it 
would be justified to impose conditions regarding the existing access (which is within the 
applicant’s ownership and outlined in blue on the Location Plan). These conditions should relate to 
details regarding means to prevent the discharge of water into the highway and ensuring that no 
unbound materials are used within the first 10m of the access road. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
The proposed change of use to extend the established recycling business into the previously 
undeveloped land to the north would constitute inappropriate development that would clearly have 
a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the authorised use of the site. As such, 
this proposal constitutes inappropriate development within the Green Belt. Furthermore, there are 
long standing and on-going nuisance issues with the site which have been exacerbated as a result 



of the extension/intensification of use of the site, and the extension of the business would 
exacerbate the already visually intrusive nature of the site to the detriment of the character and 
appearance of the area. 
 
Whilst the granting of planning permission would allow for restrictive conditions to be imposed on 
the site, which would be of some benefit, it is not considered that these would be sufficient to 
outweigh the harm from the proposed development. As such there are insufficient very special 
circumstances to clearly outweigh the above identified harm and therefore this proposal is contrary 
to the NPPF and Local Plan policies and is recommended for refusal. 
 
Is There a Way Forward? 
 
The application constitutes inappropriate development within the Green Belt. As such, very special 
circumstances must exist to clearly outweigh the identified harm from the development. In the 
absence of such circumstances it is not considered that there is a way forward. 
 
 
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Graham Courtney 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564228 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email:   contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk  
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Agenda Item 
Number: 

3 
Application Number: EPF/0868/13 
Site Name: Marlow, High Road  

Thornwood, CM16 6LU 
Scale of Plot: 1/2500 



Report Item No: 4 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/0877/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: Marlow 

High Road 
Thornwood 
North Weald Bassett 
Epping 
Essex 
CM16 6LU 
 

PARISH: North Weald Bassett 
 

WARD: Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common 
 

APPLICANT: Mr Timothy Evans 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Retrospective application for the change of use of existing 
manege for the parking/storage of vehicles and plant 
machinery in connection with established recycling business. 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Refuse Permission 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=548833 
 
REASON FOR REFUSAL 
 

1 The proposed development would have a greater impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt than the authorised use of the site and therefore constitute inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt. No very special circumstances exist that clearly 
outweigh the harm from the development and therefore the proposed change of use 
is contrary to the guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework 
and policies GB2A and CP2 of the adopted Local Plan and Alterations. 
 

2 The proposed development, due to the intensification of the use of the site, would 
increase the existing nuisance suffered by neighbouring residents that results in a 
loss of amenity, contrary to policies DBE9 and RP5A of the adopted Local Plan and 
Alterations. 
 

3 The proposed development, due to the nature of the use proposed, increases the 
visual harm that results from the site, detrimental to the appearance and character of 
the area and contrary to the guidance contained within the National Planning Policy 
and policies CP2 and GB7A of the adopted Local Plan and Alterations. 

 
This application is before this Committee since it is an application that is considered by the 
Director of Planning and Economic Development as appropriate to be presented for a Committee 
decision (Pursuant to The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – Delegation of Council 
function, Schedule 1, Appendix A.(k)) 
 



Description of Site: 
 
The application site is a former horse exercise area which has become surrounded by the lawful 
recycling site located at Marlow, High Road, Thornwood. The area of land subject to the 
application relates to an area measuring 20m by 15m and is currently being used for 
parking/storage of machinery. The entire site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and an 
EFDC flood risk assessment zone. 
 
Description of Proposal: 
 
Retrospective consent is being sought for the change of use of the horse exercise area (manege) 
to parking/storage of vehicles and plant machinery in connection with the established recycling 
business.  
 
Relevant History: 
 
CLD/EPF/0164/96 - Application for certificate of lawfulness in respect of part use of site for 
storage, sorting and distribution of soil, part use of site for stationing and repair of heavy goods 
vehicles together with ancillary access arrangements – lawful 29/01/97 
CLD/EPF/1208/97 - Application for certificate of lawful development for the storage, sale and 
distribution of sand, gravel, hardcore and concrete, the stationing and repair of heavy goods 
vehicles and the storage of oil, fuel and vehicle spares – lawful 29/03/99 
CLD/EPF/0632/99 - Certificate of lawful development for use of first floor offices ancillary to the 
commercial use of other parts of the site – lawful 11/06/99 
CLD/EPF/0040/01 - Certificate of lawful development for use of land for the storage, sale and 
distribution and recycling (crushing and screening) of concrete, hardcore, tarmac and screen 
waste together with the stationing of a recycling machine (crusher) and associated plant – lawful 
17/12/04 
CLD/EPF/2151/12 - Certificate of lawful development for an existing use of land for Storage and 
Distribution, concrete crushing, and ancillary operations – not lawful 07/01/13 
EPF/0868/13 - Retrospective application for the change of use of land for storage, sorting, 
distribution, recycling (crushing and screening) of concrete, hardcore, tarmac and screen waste 
together with stationing of related plant and machinery – Currently under consideration 
 
Policies Applied: 
 
CP1 – Achieving sustainable development objectives 
CP2 – Protecting the quality of the rural and built environment 
GB2A – Development in the Green Belt 
GB7A – Conspicuous development 
RP5A – Adverse environmental impacts 
DBE9 – Loss of amenity 
LL3 – Edge of settlement 
LL11 – Landscaping schemes 
ST4 – Road safety 
ST6 – Vehicle parking 
U2B – Flood risk assessment zones 
 
The above policies form part of the Council’s 1998 Local Plan. Following the publication of the 
NPPF, policies from this plan (which was adopted pre-2004) are to be afforded due weight where 
they are consistent with the Framework. The above policies are broadly consistent with the NPPF 
and therefore are afforded full weight. 
 



Consultation Carried Out and Summary of Representations Received: 
 
28 neighbouring properties were consulted and a Site Notice was displayed on 21/06/13. 
 
PARISH COUNCIL – Object on the following grounds (sic): 

• The application form is insufficiently/incorrectly completed. 
• If the building work started in 2010 – why has it taken 3 years for a planning application to 

be submitted. 
• There are no details with regard to new or altered access from the Highway as it traverses 

the footway, with the number of vehicles specified there needs to be details of access 
arrangements. 

• Concern regarding the trees and hedges – there were trees and hedges surrounding the 
site – these were removed but there are still some surrounding it. 

• Hours of opening – why is this not stated and simply put down as not known – the hours of 
operation need to be more specific. 

• Site area – what happens to the water that runs off of such a large area 1130 sq metres 
how is this being treated is a flood risk necessary. 

• Vehicle parking – this just refers to lorries it should be noted that the majority of these are 8 
wheeler tipper lorries. 

• Flood risk – is a soakaway sufficient for the water that runs off such a large area 1130 sq 
metres, is this suitable for heavy rainfall. This needs to be checked. 

• Details of foul sewerage should be detailed better than unknown. 
• Site layout plan (promap) & aerial photograph (promap) are incorrect they are both old 

photographs they do not reflect the site as it is now. 
 

EPPING SOCIETY – Object as the land is in the Green Belt and the application contains a lack of 
detail. The photographs appear to be out of date, the hours of operation are not stated, and no 
details are supplied for sewerage, access and protection for trees and hedges. 
 
33 UPLAND ROAD – Comment that the site is in the Green Belt, there is risk of contamination of 
land/water, query whether the bunding retention is the safety bund around the manege or the 
ineffective mound adjacent to neighbours boundaries? Also the access road requires 
improvements. 
 
ELMHURST, 37 UPLAND ROAD – Object as the existing business ruins the highway and a new 
pedestrian and vehicle access would be required to the public highway, due to flooding concerns, 
as trees and hedges have recently been cleared, as there are no hours of opening proposed, and 
as the site is visible from the public road. Also comment that the works on the site are always done 
prior to obtaining consent, the site is within the Green Belt, and as this has a detrimental impact on 
the amenities of neighbours. 
 
ELM COTTAGE, 39 UPLAND ROAD – Object as the site is visible from the public road, is located 
in the Green Belt, and for several years the entire site has been the source of loud, persistent and 
intrusive noise and vibration. Only changes that would reduce this should be approved. 
 
Issues and Considerations: 
 
The key considerations in this application are the impact on the Green Belt, on neighbouring 
residents/properties and on the character of the area, and with regards to flood risk and highway 
safety. 
 



Green Belt: 
 
The application site is located within the Green Belt and forms part of the larger Marlow’s site, 
which is an established recycling business. Whilst waste recycling use constitutes inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt the NPPF does allow for “limited infilling or the partial or 
complete redevelopment of previously developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in 
continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing 
development”. 
 
Given the location of the application site, which is surrounded on three sides by the established 
recycling business, it is considered that this would constitute a ‘limited infill’ to a previously 
developed site. However, the additional consideration in this is whether the proposed development 
would have “a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of including 
land within it than the existing development”. 
 
The previous use of the application site was as a horse exercise area and therefore would have 
been open and undeveloped land and an appropriate Green Belt use. The current (proposed) use 
is for the parking and storage of large vehicles and plant machinery, which clearly has a greater 
impact on openness than the lawful use. As such, despite this being a limited infill, the proposal 
nonetheless constitutes inappropriate development within the Green Belt. The NPPF clearly states 
that “inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be 
approved except in very special circumstances”. 
 
Whilst the applicant argues that the proposed works are appropriate within the Green Belt, they 
still put forward the following very special circumstances for the development (along with that 
proposed under EPF/0868/13): 
 

• Planning permission would resolve a long-standing problem and would provide certainty to 
those concerned about potential expansion of the use; 

• It would allow the applicants to run their business, which employs 12 staff and provides a 
much needed facility within the District; 

• It would enable appropriate conditions to be applied which can be more easily enforced 
than the current planning position, which is unclear. 

 
Part of the argument put forward by the applicant relates to the potential lawful use of the area to 
the north of the site. This is what the first pointer primarily relates to and is not part of this 
proposed application, which is purely for the change of use of the manege. This is therefore not 
relevant to this application. 
 
The vitality and viability of the existing business is a material planning consideration, however 
there has been no information or evidence submitted to justify how the use of this parcel of land is 
essential for the running of the business. This established recycling business has been operating 
from this site for at least 20 years without the application site being required for parking/storage 
purposes, which was only undertaken in 2010. 
 
Given that the recycling business obtained planning consent by way of a Certificate of Lawful Use 
there are very few planning restrictions on the site. Although this application would give 
opportunity to impose conditions on the site, it is not considered that these would be sufficient to 
outweigh the harm from the proposed inappropriate development. The biggest concern with this 
site is the on-going noise nuisance to surrounding neighbours. To successfully reduce this 
nuisance there would need to be a suitable noise mitigation measure installed, such as an earth 
bund or an acoustic fence. However for this to be effective any such measure would need to be to 
a height of approximately 6m, which would be visually intrusive and inappropriate in this location. 



Furthermore any intensification of the site (such as that which has occurred from both this 
application and that being considered under EPF/0868/13) would increase the noise, and other, 
nuisance from this site and therefore would necessitate more extreme mitigation measures. 
 
The imposition of hours of use of the site could assist in reducing nuisance to neighbours, however 
no suggested hours have been put forward by the applicant and therefore it is unknown what 
would allow for the business to remain viable. Any unneighbourly use of the site at unsociable 
hours can be suitably controlled by the Environmental Health, however it is more difficult to 
enforce this during working hours. As such, the imposition of planning conditions during unsociable 
times would not be sufficient to outweigh the harm that occurs from the use during working hours. 
Several complaints have been received from nearby residents with regards to excessive noise 
nuisance, along with issues with vibrations and dust, which has intensified with this development 
(along with that under EPF/0868/13). 
 
Due to the above it is not considered that there are sufficient very special circumstances to clearly 
outweigh the harm to the openness of the Green Belt, and therefore this proposal constitutes 
inappropriate development that is contrary to the NPPF and Local Plan policies. 
 
Impact on amenities: 
 
The recycling business is considered a nuisance site that has drawn complaints from nearby 
residents, primarily due to noise nuisance but also as a result of dust and vibration. It is stated that 
the extension/intensification of the site has increased the problems, and the existing earth bund 
has not reduced or mitigated the harm from this. As stated above, it is not considered that the 
imposition of conditions would suitably overcome the harm from the development. 
 
Character of the area: 
 
The parking and storage of vehicles and plant machinery in place of a horse exercise area alters 
the visual characteristics of the application site, particularly when considering the size and type of 
vehicles and machinery stored on the land. Whilst the site is surrounded on three sides by the 
established recycling business, and is therefore viewed within the context of the established 
recycling business, the site can be seen from the north. Furthermore, whilst the established 
recycling business is an unsightly and incongruous feature in the landscape, this does not mean 
that the visual impact should be allowed to encroach further. 
 
There is some vegetation along the northern boundary of the application site, however this is not 
sufficient to successfully screen the use. Although additional screening could be added, given the 
size of the vehicles and machinery parked/stored on site it would be many years, if ever, for this to 
fully screen the proposal. Due to the above, it is considered that the retention of this use would 
intensify and exacerbate the existing visual harm that results from the established recycling 
business and is unlikely to be suitably mitigated by additional landscaping. 
 
Flood Risk: 
 
The application site lies within an EFDC flood risk assessment zone but would only result in a 
negligible increase in surface water runoff. Notwithstanding this, the applicant is proposing to 
dispose of surface water by soakaway, however the geology of the area is predominantly clay and 
infiltration drainage may not be suitable for the site. As such, details of a more appropriate 
drainage system (for both foul and surface water) should be submitted and agreed, which can be 
imposed by way of a condition. 
 
Highway safety: 
 



The application site utilises the existing access to the site, which is well known for depositing mud 
and water onto the highway. As this application is to provide additional space for the parking and 
storage of vehicles in relation to the established site, it is considered justified should consent be 
granted to impose conditions regarding the existing access (which is within the applicant’s 
ownership and outlined in blue on the Location Plan). These conditions should relate to details 
regarding means to prevent the discharge of water into the highway and ensuring that no unbound 
materials are used within the first 10m of the access road. 
 
Other matters: 
 
Comments have been received about insufficient/incomplete application forms being submitted, 
particularly from the Parish Council. Within their comments they raise the following concerns 
regarding accuracy: 
 

• There are no details with regard to new or altered access from the Highway as it traverses 
the footway, with the number of vehicles specified there needs to be details of access 
arrangements. 

 
There are no new or altered access arrangements proposed for the development, as is clearly 
stated on the submitted application form. This site would be served by the existing access and 
used in connection with the wider, established recycling business. 
 

• Hours of opening – why is this not stated and simply put down as not known – the hours of 
operation need to be more specific. 

 
Given that the existing business obtained planning consent by way of a Certificate of Lawful Use, 
there are no restrictions on the hours of use of the site (from a planning point of view). However, if 
the LPA were to impose conditions regarding the hours of operation, then such hours that would 
ensure the business remains viable should be put forward by the applicant. 
 

• Vehicle parking – this just refers to lorries it should be noted that the majority of these are 8 
wheeler tipper lorries. 

 
The application form clearly refers to the parking of lorries and it is not considered that this section 
of the form needs to specify what type of lorries are being parked. 
 

• Details of foul sewerage should be detailed better than unknown. 
 
Details of foul water drainage can be dealt with by way of a planning condition. 
 

• Site layout plan (promap) & aerial photograph (promap) are incorrect they are both old 
photographs they do not reflect the site as it is now. 

 
The site layout plan appears to be based on an ordnance survey map and the aerial photograph 
appears to be the latest available (dated 2013). Whilst these do not correctly show the works that 
have recently taken place, particularly the removal of a large area of trees and encroachment onto 
the northern part of the site, these works have only taken place fairly recently and have not yet 
been identified on ordnance survey maps or the latest aerial photographs (as the Council’s maps 
and aerial photographs show the same as those submitted). Although this is unfortunate it does 
not impair the assessment of the application. 
 



Conclusion: 
 
The proposed change of use is a relatively balanced case because, given the location of the 
application site, the proposed retention of parking/storage of vehicles and plant machinery in 
connection with the established recycling business would constitute the ‘limited infilling’ of this 
brownfield site. However, this use clearly has a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt. 
As such, this proposal constitutes inappropriate development within the Green Belt. Furthermore, 
there are long standing and on-going nuisance issues with the site which have been exacerbated 
as a result of the extension/intensification of use of the site, and the storage of large vehicles and 
plant machinery exacerbates the already visually intrusive nature of the site to the detriment of the 
character and appearance of the area. 
 
Whilst the granting of planning permission would allow for restrictive conditions to be imposed on 
the site, which would be of some benefit, it is not considered that these would be sufficient to 
outweigh the harm from the proposed development. As such there are insufficient very special 
circumstances to clearly outweigh the above identified harm and therefore this proposal is contrary 
to the NPPF and Local Plan policies and is recommended for refusal. 
 
Is There a Way Forward? 
 
The application constitutes inappropriate development within the Green Belt. As such, very special 
circumstances must exist to clearly outweigh the identified harm from the development. In the 
absence of such circumstances, it is not considered that there is a way forward. 
 
 
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Graham Courtney 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564228 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email:   contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk  
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Application Number: EPF/0877/13 
Site Name: Marlow, High Road 

Thornwood, CM16 6LU 
Scale of Plot: 1/2500 



Report Item No: 5 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/1226/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: Great Gregories Farm 

Gregories Lane  
Theydon Bois  
Epping  
Essex 
CM16 4EJ 
 

PARISH: Theydon Bois 
 

WARD: Theydon Bois 
 

APPLICANT: City of London, Epping Forest Open Spaces Department 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Provision of out-wintering cattle facility including shelter.  
 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions) 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=550555 
 
CONDITIONS  
 
 

1 The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of 
three years beginning with the date of this notice. 
 

2 The development hereby permitted will be completed strictly in accordance with the 
approved drawings nos: 200-01 Rev A, 200-02, 200-04 Rev A, 200-05 Rev A, 200-
10 Rev A, 200-15 and 200-20 Rev A 
 

3 Materials to be used for the external finishes of the proposed development, shall 
match those as outlined on the planning application forms and submitted plans, 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 

4 No development, including works of demolition or site clearance, shall take place 
until a Tree Protection Plan, Arboricultural Method Statement and site monitoring 
schedule in accordance with BS 5837:2012 (Trees in relation to design, demolition 
and construction - Recommendations) has been submitted to the Local Planning 
Authority and approved in writing. The development shall be carried out only in 
accordance with the approved documents unless the Local Planning Authority gives 
its written consent to any variation. 
 

5 No development, including site clearance, shall take place until a scheme of soft 
landscaping and a statement of the methods, including a timetable, for its 
Implementation (linked to the development schedule), have been submitted to the 
Local Planning Authority and approved in writing. The landscape scheme shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details and the agreed timetable. If any 
plant dies, becomes diseased or fails to thrive within a period of 5 years from the 
date of planting, or is removed, uprooted or destroyed, it must be replaced by 



another plant of the same kind and size and at the same place, unless the Local 
Planning Authority agrees to a variation beforehand in writing.  
 

6 All material excavated from the below ground works hereby approved shall be 
removed from the site unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
 

7 Prior to the occupation by livestock of the development hereby approved, a 
management plan shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  The management plan shall include details relating to the protection of 
water, soil and air, including odour control and management techniques and means 
of assessment and review.  The out-wintering facility shall thereafter be operated in 
accordance with the approved plan. 
 

8 Prior to commencement of development a reptile mitigate strategy shall be 
submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority and any 
mitigation carried out in accordance with such agreed details. 
 

 
 
This application is before this Committee since it is for a type of development that cannot be 
determined by Officers if more than two objections material to the planning merits of the proposal 
to be approved are received (Pursuant to The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – 
Delegation of Council function, Schedule 1, Appendix A.(f).) 
 
This application is before this Committee since it is an application for major commercial and other 
developments, (e.g. developments of significant scale and/or wide concern) and is recommended 
for approval (Pursuant to The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – Delegation of 
Council function, Schedule 1, Appendix A.(c)) 
 
Description of Site: 
 
The application site is a farm complex situated at the end of Great Gregories Lane.  It is located to 
the edge of a small built up enclave of residential properties which lie to the south of Bell Common.  
The M25 is located to the east of the site, with Theydon Bois Golf Club and on to the built up area 
of Theydon Bois to the south.  There is a public footpath which runs along the east, west and 
south boundary of the farm complex.  The site slopes down from north to south.  There are 
existing barns on the site, which at the time of the Officer site visit were used for storage and the 
housing of cattle and also external wood chip storage.  There is also a large amount of young 
trees on the site, planted as a result of a previous landscape scheme.  The site is within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt but not a Conservation Area.   
 
Description of Proposal: 
 
The application seeks consent for the extension and improvement of the existing cattle facilities at 
the farm to enable a larger number of cattle to overwinter at the site.  The proposals include the 
erection of a cattle shelter for calving which measures 95 metres in length and 9 metres wide with 
a ridge height of 6.1 metres. And the creation of a concrete out wintering pad. The impermeable 
concrete pad would measure 130m by 30m and will be subdivided by stock fences into smaller 
pens.  The application has been revised during the course of the application process and the 
initially proposed slurry store has been removed from the application following neighbour 
objections.   
 



The out-wintering pad is in effect a large straw pen and will include a tractor passage to the south 
side.  The shelter will be within this penned area on the north side.    The area of the straw pen will 
be levelled to create a flat area for the facility  
 
Relevant History: 
 
Various planning applications the most relevant of which: 
 
EPF/0361/07 - Construction of cattle housing yard and use of existing storage building – App/Con 
EPF/0551/10 - Extension of time limit on EPF/0361/07(Construction of cattle housing yard and use 
of existing storage building) – App/Con.  This application has not been implemented and expired in 
April this year.  This previously approved application included a building with a footprint of some 
765m2.   
 
Representations Received: 
 
THE FOLLOWING RESPONSES WERE RECEIVED FOLLOWING THE FIRST CONSULTATION 
WHICH AT THAT TIME INCLUDED THE PROVISION OF AN OPEN SLURRY STORE: 
 
THEYDON BOIS PARISH COUNCIL: Objection  
 

Our concern with this proposal relates to the proposed open slurry lagoon and its potential impact 
upon the amenity of the residential properties in the vicinity of the site.  
 
We note the contents of the Design and Access and Planning Support Statement but feel that it 
contains insufficient information regarding the impact of the cattle waste upon the neighbouring 
properties. This Statement also lacks any assessment of alternative waste solutions which may 
present a more suitable outcome.  For example, we are aware that other options include silos or 
covered outdoor waste facilities which would arguably minimise odours and other environmental 
hazards.  
 
We are not presently satisfied therefore that adequate emphasis has been placed upon minimising 
the impact of the accumulated cattle waste upon the adjacent residential properties and in its 
current form the application is thus unacceptable. 
 
We would also comment that the proposed slurry lagoon would be in close proximity to a relatively 
unsecured public footpath and whilst technically not a planning matter we also have real concerns 
about the risks/health and safety impact of this proposal. 
 
10 Neighbours were consulted and a site notice erected:  The following responses were received: 
ROSE COTTAGE, GREAT GREGORIES LANE – Strong Objection – environmental impact from 
fumes with far reaching consequences.   
EPPING HOUSE, THEYDON ROAD – Strong Objection – detrimental impact, fumes will be 
harmful, dangerous due to proximity to public footpaths.   
BOWLANDS MEADOW, THEYDON ROAD – Strong Objection – very close to residential area and 
public footpath, already have pollution from the M25, and now noxious fatal odours, cost efficiency 
should not come before health and well being of residents. 
THEYDON BOIS GOLF CLUB – Objection – concern with regards to physical and environmental 
impact to members and visitors of the golf course.   
GREENWAYS, THEYDON ROAD – Objection potential smell from slurry lagoon could be 
overpowering 
GREAT GREGORIES HOUSE – Objection – damage to amenity, highway issues due to number 
of movements, not a sustainable scheme, noxious odours from slurry lagoon, increase in flies 
carrying infection, slurry lagoon too close to local school, smell will prevent residents from enjoying 
their properties.  



BEECHWOOD, THEYDON ROAD – Objection – open sewer close to residential properties, 
smells, flies and vermin, impact on amenity of neighbours 
WOODLANDS, THEYDON ROAD – Strong Objection – slurry store will be a permanent blight, 
with dangerous gases threatening health of residents, previous fly and smell nuisance from the 
farm, smell from woodchips, slurry pit inadequate for number of cows, and no information on public 
health (two press articles were also attached to objection) 
THE SPINNEY, THEYDON ROAD – Objection support comments made by owners of Woodlands 
and Great Gregories House – smells, gases, loss of vista and amenity, increased traffic 
movements 
SLADE CLOSE, THEYDON ROAD – Objection – far reaching smells, previous smell problems at 
the site 
 
FOLLOWING RECONSULTATION AFTER THE SLURRY LAGOON WAS REMOVED FROM THE 
APPLICATION THE FOLLOWING RESPONSE WAS RECEIVED: 
WOODLANDS, THEYDON ROAD – Pleased slurry lagoon has been removed, but retain other 
objections - still concerns with regards to alternative sites, open storage of straw and manure for 
spreading at Great Gregories, smells and flies associated with this  
 
The Parish Council meeting to discuss the revised scheme will be held prior to the Committee and 
comments from this meeting will be reported verbally at the Committee. 
 
Policies Applied: 
 
National Planning Policy 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
Local Planning Policies of the Adopted Local Plan and Alterations in conformity to the NPPF 
 
CP2 – Protecting the Quality of the Built and Natural Environment 
GB2A – Development in the Green Belt 
GB7A – Conspicuous Development within the Green Belt 
GB11 – Agricultural Buildings in the Green Belt  
DBE1 – Design of New Buildings 
DBE2 – Effect on Neighbouring Properties 
DBE4 – Development in the Green Belt 
LL1 – Rural Landscape 
LL11 – Landscaping Schemes 
RP6 – Hazardous substances and installations 
RP5 – Adverse environmental impact 
ST4 – Road Safety 
 
Local Planning Policies of the Adopted Local Plan and Alteration not compliant with the NPPF 
 
NC4 – Protection of established habitat – However there is a duty on Local Authorities to take into 
account habitat issues, particularly that of protected species 
 
Issues and Considerations: 
 
The main issues that arise with this application are considered to be the following: 
 

• Impact on the Green Belt 
• Agricultural need for the proposal 
• Impact on amenity  



• Design  
• Impact on existing habitats 
• Highway Safety 

 
Green Belt 
 
Policy GB2A outlines specific uses that are deemed appropriate within the Green Belt and 
agriculture falls within this  The proposed out-wintering facility is clearly for an agricultural purpose, 
and is within an existing farmyard and therefore will be viewed within the landscape context of the 
existing farm buildings.  The building is quite large in the extent of the length of the shelter and as 
it is uphill from the Theydon Bois Golf Club and from the public footpath will be visible from public 
viewpoints.  However, agricultural buildings are commonplace within Green Belt locations and as 
this is within an established farm yard is therefore not considered detrimental to the character and 
openness of this part of the Metropolitan Green Belt.     
 
In addition, the Tree and Landscape Officer has no objections to the proposal as it is not 
considered the proposal will have a detrimental impact on the wider landscape.   As the proposal 
is close to a public footpath, the Tree and Landscape Officer has requested a condition requiring 
details of soft landscaping, however the removal of the slurry lagoon from the application has 
resulted in the development being further away from the footpath to the south, which will be partly 
screened in any event by the existing (and retained) bank, however the addition of a landscaping 
condition is considered reasonable.  The removal of the slurry lagoon has resulted in more of the 
existing young trees on the site being retained, particularly those to the south of the out-wintering 
pad and as already in situ will result in an eventual natural screen.  To protect these trees during 
construction the Tree and Landscape Officer has also requested a tree protection condition which 
again is considered reasonable.     
 
Agricultural Need 
 
Policy GB11 sets out a list of criteria for permitting agricultural buildings within the Green Belt.  The 
first of these is that any proposal is demonstrably necessary for the purposes of agriculture.  The 
application has been submitted by the Corporation of London as the Conservators of Epping 
Forest, and the existing site is used for the housing of cattle albeit at a lower intensity (since 2005), 
along with the storage of wood chip in association with the applicant’s land management 
responsibilities.  The application was accompanied by a statement outlining the need for the facility 
and this is not a new enterprise but rather an expansion in the size of the enterprise.   
 
The reason for this application is due to the grazing of cattle forming an essential element in the 
management of Epping Forest’s natural aspect which is protected under the Epping Forest Act.  
Grazing of forest land is a traditional management practice and one that has been used for over 
1000 years within Epping Forest.  Grazing is the most cost effective way to maintain the 
‘favourable condition’ of the Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as an ancient wood-pasture 
site.   
 
A grazing strategy has been developed by the Corporation of London (following public consultation 
and a public inquiry) and this proposes an expansion of the grazing area and grazing period with a 
larger herd of up to 200 animals.  As a background to the grazing strategy other works have been 
installed including new cattle grids around the forest and livestock fencing and the cattle are 
currently grazing in various locations around the forest.      
 
To support this grazing strategy, improved wintering and calving facilities are required and 
therefore as Great Gregories Farm is currently used for this purpose it is proposed to update the 
facilities at this site. The cattle as well as improving the forest by their grazing are, of course, 
slaughtered for meat. Given the justification provided it is considered that the proposal is required 



in connection with an existing genuine agricultural activity which is to be expanded and therefore 
the need for the proposal has been successfully demonstrated.    
 
Amenity 
 
Policy GB11 also specifically refers to impact on neighbouring amenity as do policies DBE2 and 
RP5A.  The neighbour objections from the first consultation and the original Parish Council 
comments have objected specifically to the slurry lagoon which has now been removed from the 
application.  The neighbour comments received following the re-consultation have still objected to 
the scheme and as with the original objections the intensification of the use of the site appears to 
be a wider concern to neighbours regardless of the removal of the slurry lagoon.  Particular 
concern relates to odours (and associated nuisances) and traffic movements (traffic movements 
discussed in greater detail below).   
 
In addition several neighbours have commented with regards to ‘cordon sanitaire’.  This is a 
principle where applications involving buildings for livestock that are within 400m of residential 
dwellings are more critically assessed with regards to amenity.  As with any planning application 
the impact on amenity is normally a significant issue and the impact on neighbouring amenity is 
assessed below.   
 
It is appreciated that there are residential properties within close proximity to the site, with two 
properties almost directly adjacent to the site; however it is not considered that the proposal will 
result in any impact on light, outlook or privacy given the distance to the proposed works.  
Therefore it is considered that odour is the main amenity issue.  However, the application site is 
within a relatively rural area on the edge of Theydon Bois, where farming activities including 
keeping of cattle already exist.  Several neighbours have also commented that other farm sites 
within the Corporation of London’s ownership would be more suitable than Great Gregories but the 
Corporation has discounted these options for various reasons and Great Gregories has been used 
in the past for the housing of cattle and therefore it is the Corporation’s choice of location.   
 
The Great Gregories farm site has been used for the housing of cattle since 2005, and there are 
no recorded complaints to the Council with regard to odours from the site. It is appreciated that this 
proposal will increase the number of animals kept at the site, however, it is not the intention for 
cattle to be kept at the site all year round, as the purpose of the cattle is for grazing management 
within the wider forest. 
 
In addition the occupation of the site by cattle will, in the main be in the winter months when use of 
gardens and open windows at the surrounding properties will be limited.  The prevailing wind is 
also to the northeast towards the M25 and therefore given the location where such farming 
practices are not out of place, it is not considered that smells from the site will be a continuous or 
significant issue.   
 
The out-wintering pad is designed to provide an impermeable base with raised edges that will 
contain a layer of straw bedding.  All animal defecation will be retained on the bedding and any 
rainfall on the pad will be absorbed by the straw and contained within the sump area.  There will 
be no run off from the pad at all.  The principle of the proposal is to minimise the potential pollution 
created by the livestock.  Soiled hay will be removed not less than every 6 weeks and these loads 
will be deposited in temporary field heaps on the 17 acres of grassland at the farm until conditions 
allow for incorporation into the grassland.   
 
The Public Health Team were consulted on the revised plans with regard to odour concerns. It is 
appreciated that it is unrealistic that smells can be completely prevented from the proposed 
activities, smell can however be minimised with the application of effective management controls.  
The Public Health team have suggested that should the application be approved a condition is 
imposed requesting a detailed management plan to be agreed and put into place for the protection 



of water, soil and air, including odour control and management techniques and this is considered 
an appropriate condition. The management plan can require a review and amendment to practices 
should problems arise. 
 
In addition to the submission of a management plan, farming practices, particularly those involving 
animal waste are tightly controlled by both the Environment Agency and by the Department for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and these control both the storage and spreading 
of waste.  
 
It is further noted that this is an established farm, with a long history of agricultural practices, 
where agricultural activities can take place without the need for planning permission within the 
existing buildings/yard.  In this case, as a new shelter and pen area is required therefore planning 
permission is also required. 
 
Design 
 
The proposed shelter is of a standard, utilitarian, agricultural design commonplace in farm 
complexes and the Green Belt and the surrounding ‘pad’ will be viewed as a pen with stock 
fencing around the boundary.  As discussed above it is not considered to have a detrimental 
impact on the landscape and is considered an acceptable design approach for the required 
purpose.     
 
Habitat 
 
The application was accompanied by an ecological appraisal and reptile survey for the site and the 
Countrycare Manager is satisfied by the assessment provided.  The recommendations within the 
appraisal are for a thorough reptile mitigation strategy to be developed and any mitigation 
necessary taken place and the Countrycare Manager has requested this is conditioned to ensure it 
takes place and this is considered reasonable.  
 
Highway 
 
The proposal will result in a reduction in traffic movements to the existing.  The largest number of 
existing traffic movements are made by either the stockman or grazier but other woodchip/green 
waste related traffic movements will cease at the site.  The Essex County Council Highways 
Officer has no objection to the scheme as the proposal will decrease vehicular movement to Great 
Gregories Farm which is considered to be a highway safety gain.            
 
Conclusion: 
 
The proposal is considered an acceptable development within the Green Belt, of an acceptable 
design, with limited impact on surrounding highways or habitat.  The proposal does raise amenity 
issues with regards to odour control, however given the location of the site, the nature of the 
proposal, the disposal of waste and other factors including the prevailing wind the proposal is 
considered on balance an acceptable scheme.  Approval with conditions is therefore 
recommended.      
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Marie-Claire Tovey 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564371 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email: contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk  
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Application Number: EPF/1226/13 
Site Name: Great Gregories Farm, Gregories Lane  

Theydon Bois, CM16 4EJ 
Scale of Plot: 1/2500 



Report Item No: 6 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/1270/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: Auction House 

Market Place 
Lambourne 
Romford 
Essex 
RM4 1UA 
 

PARISH: Lambourne 
 

WARD: Lambourne 
 

APPLICANT: Mr David Blackledge  
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Infilling of remaining 'covered space' below existing first floor 
offices to create additional office floor area, overall car parking 
spaces maintained within forecourt area/space. 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions) 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=550655 
 
CONDITIONS  
 
 

1 The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of 
three years beginning with the date of this notice. 
 

2 The external finishes of the development hereby permitted shall match in material, 
colour, style, bonding and texture those of the existing building. 
 

3 The parking area shown on the approved plan shall be provided prior to the first 
occupation of the development and shall be retained free of obstruction for the 
parking of staff and visitors vehicles. 
 

4 The development hereby permitted will be completed strictly in accordance with the 
approved drawings nos:  
 

 
 
This application is before this Committee since the recommendation is for approval contrary to an 
objection from a local council which is material to the planning merits of the proposal (Pursuant to 
The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – Delegation of Council function, Schedule 1, 
Appendix A.(g)) 
 
Description of Site: 
 
An ‘L’ shaped detached office block in the centre of Abridge, to the north of The Limes. The whole 
site is within the Abridge Conservation Area.  
 



Description of proposal:  
    
Infilling of remaining 'covered space' below existing first floor offices to create additional office floor 
area, overall car parking spaces maintained within forecourt area/space. 
 
Relevant History: 
 
Extensive including: 
 
EPF/0797/90 – Two storey office building and associated car parking accommodation (amended 
application) – Approved  
EPF/0365/06 - Change of use of ground floor from storage to offices – Approved 
EPF/2265/06 - Change of use of ground floor covered parking into offices – Refused on the 
grounds that: 
 
The proposal fails to provide adequate car parking associated with the development and will in fact 
reduce on site parking, due to its insufficient parking arrangement. In addition vehicles using the 
car park when full will have to reverse from the site onto a busy main road. The scheme is likely to 
result in unacceptable harm to vehicle parking and road hazard contrary to policies ST4 and ST6 
of the Adopted Local Plan. 
 
EPF/0803/08 Partial infilling of covered space to create new enclosure for access to first floor 
offices over. (Revised application) – Approved 
 
EPF/0762/13 - Infilling of remaining 'covered space' to create additional office floor area – 
Withdrawn 
 
Polices Applied: 
 
HC6 Character, Appearance and setting of Conservation Areas 
HC7 Development within Conservation Areas 
DBE1 Design of New Buildings 
DBE2 Effect on Neighbouring Properties 
ST4  Road Safety 
ST6 Vehicle Parking 
 
Consultation Carried Out and Summary of Representations Received   
 
Number of neighbours consulted. 7 
Site notice posted: No, not required 
Responses received: None 
PARISH COUNCIL: Objection on the grounds that: 
 
The addition of more office space would result in more staff that would require car parking spaces. 
The fact that the applicant has considered where staff will park in his application shows that they 
are expecting an increase in cars requiring spaces.   
 
Whilst the application states that this infill would not create a reduction in the existing car spaces, 
from local knowledge, and if you look on google maps, you can see that the piece of land they are 
requesting to infill is currently used for parking 2no. cars.  
 
The probable increase in staff parking needs plus the loss of these two car spaces would suggest 
that more cars would need to park in surrounding streets. The Market Place and Hoe Lane already 
suffer with parking issues as the car spaces are very limited, we feel that this proposal would only 
add to an existing problem. 



 
Issues and Considerations: 
 
The main issues are the impact of this proposal on the character and appearance of the building 
and the Conservation Area, impact on neighbouring occupiers living conditions and issues of 
highway safety and parking. 
 
Effect on Character and Appearance 
 
The scheme would result in a two space parking area under the first floor return of the scheme 
bricked in to convert it to office accommodation. The design is considered acceptable and 
integrates well into the existing property. Materials will match the existing building and the 
Council’s Conservation Officer has raised no objections to this scheme, as she considers that 
there would be no adverse effect on the Conservation Area. 
 
Living Conditions 
 
The works would not have any adverse impact on any neighbouring occupiers.  
 
Highway Issues 
 
Approval was granted in 2008 for a partial infilling of this area, which removed one space. This 
application would relocate two. 
 
Although the Parish Council have objected that the proposal would negatively impact on the 
parking situation within the surrounding streets, Essex County Council Highways do not object to 
the loss of the parking spaces and do not consider that the scheme would have a detrimental 
effect outside of the site.  
 
The Applicant states that although the existing undercroft area would become additional office 
space, this would accommodate the existing staff and there is to be no additional recruitment. 
However, this is not something that could be reasonably conditioned. 
 
Under EPF/0365/06 the approval for the ground floor of the building to be converted from storage 
to offices showed 9 parking spaces including the two being lost here. 
 
The now submitted plan shows a marked out parking area with 9 parking spaces being 
accommodated within the site which includes relocating the two from the undercroft to the 
southern boundary of the site. Under the above approval this area was designated as landscaping. 
The applicant argues due to this rearrangement there would be no loss of parking. 
 
Previously, the application refused for the same proposal under EPF/2265/06 failed to 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority that there would be no net loss of 
parking and was therefore refused. However, no objections were raised by the Highways Authority 
at that time. 
 
Although no accurate floor plans have been included, Building Regulation plans have been viewed 
and Officer’s estimate that there is a total of approximately 200 sqm of office space. Current 
Parking standards seek 1 space per 30sqm, so the proposal would more than meet this standard.  
It should be noted that this is a Maximum standard as policy is still to limit policy at workplaces to 
encourage use of alternative means of transport. 
 
However it is noted that the parking spaces do appear tight in places and turning of vehicles may 
not be easy. Notwithstanding this, given that the building is occupied by only one company, other 
cars could be moved by colleagues to allow easier egress.  



 
Even if the building was occupied in the future by more than one company, given the size of the 
building the likelihood is that employees of the different businesses would know each other and 
this practice could continue. 
 
Therefore, notwithstanding the objection from the Parish Council, given that there are no 
objections from the Highways Authority and that the parking would continue to exceed maximum 
adopted standards, the proposal would comply with policies ST4 and ST6 of the Local Plan. 
 
Conclusion 
 
For the reasons above the scheme is recommended for approval. 
 
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Steve Andrews 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564109 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email: contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk  
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Application Number: EPF/1270/13 
Site Name: Auction House, Market Place 

Lambourne, RM4 1UA 
Scale of Plot: 1/1250 



Report Item No: 7 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/1290/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: 46 London Road 

Lambourne 
Romford 
Essex 
RM4 1UX 
 

PARISH: Lambourne 
 

WARD: Lambourne 
 

APPLICANT: Mr Daluit Aujla 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Erection of a single storey side/rear extension, part single, 
part two-storey rear extension, pitched roof over existing flat 
roofed two-storey extension, formation of loft conversion in 
resulting enlarged roofspace and partial demolition of existing 
outbuilding. 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions) 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=550756 
 
CONDITIONS  
 
 

1 The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of 
three years beginning with the date of this notice. 
 

2 The development hereby permitted will be completed strictly in accordance with the 
approved drawings nos: 46/LR/01, 46/LR/02B, 46/LR/03 (Revision B) and 46/LR/04. 
 

3 The development hereby approved shall not be commenced until the southern 1.5m 
of the outbuilding on the site boundary with 44 London Road has been demolished 
as indicated on drawing nos 46/LR/02B and 46/LR/03 (revision B). No building or 
roof shall subsequently be erected on the land between the outbuilding and the rear 
elevation of the single-storey side/rear extension hereby approved. 
 

4 Materials to be used for the external finishes of the proposed development, shall 
match those of the existing building, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 
 

5 Prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved, the proposed window 
openings in the flank roofslopes shall be entirely fitted with obscured glass to a 
height of 1.7 metres above the floor of the room in which the windows are installed 
and shall be permanently retained in that condition. 
 



 
6 Access to the flat roofs of the extensions hereby approved shall be for maintenance 

or emergency purposes only and the flat roofs shall not be used as a seating area, 
roof garden, terrace, patio or similar amenity area.  No furniture, including tables and 
chairs, shall be placed on the flat roofs. 
 

7 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning General Permitted 
Development Order 1995 as amended (or any other Order revoking, further 
amending or re-enacting that Order) no outbuilding generally permitted by virtue of 
Class E of Part 1, Schedule 2 to the Order shall be undertaken within 10m of the 
rear elevations of the enlarged house without the prior written permission of the 
Local Planning Authority. 
 

 
 
This application is before this Committee since the recommendation is for approval contrary to an 
objection from a local council which is material to the planning merits of the proposal (Pursuant to 
The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – Delegation of Council function, Schedule 1, 
Appendix A.(g)) 
 
Description of Site: 
 
The application site comprises a two-storey detached house situated on the north side of London 
Road within the built up area of Abridge.  It has a flat roofed two-storey side/rear extension on the 
boundary with 46 London Road that projects 2.5m beyond the original rear wall of the house. 
 
The locality is characterised by predominantly detached and semi-detached houses fronting 
London Road.  The immediate neighbouring houses are both two-storey detached houses.  The 
western flank of no 44 London Road is set on the boundary with the application site while the 
western flank of no 46 is set on the boundary with 48 London Road.  A distance of between 1.5m 
and 2m separates the flank walls of each house. 
 
No 44 London Road is set some 300mm below the level of the application site while no 48 is set at 
slightly higher level.  No 44 has a single storey rear extension that projects some 3m and no 48 
has had various extensions.  The original rear walls of nos. 44 and 46 London Road are on the 
same alignment. 
 
A narrow detached outbuilding (originally a garage) with a tall gabled roof is sited in the rear 
garden on the boundary with 44 approximately 3m beyond the rear wall of the extension to no 44. 
 
To the north of the application site and its neighbours are open fields that are within the Green Belt 
 
Description of Proposal:  
 
It is proposed to erect a single storey side/rear extension to the site boundary with 44 London 
Road together with a part single, part two storey rear extension and to form a pitched roof over the 
existing flat roofed two-storey rear projection.  It is also proposed to form a room in the roof 
utilising the resulting enlarged internal loft area.  The forward 1.5m depth of the existing 
outbuilding would be demolished in order that the rear elevation of the single-storey rear addition 
could be accessed from the rear garden. 
 
The single-storey side/rear addition would wrap around the first 0.5m of the rear elevation and 
project 1m beyond the rear wall of the adjacent rear addition to no 44 London Road.  Since no. 44 
is set on the boundary with the application site the side/rear addition would abut the flank of no. 
44.  It would have a false pitch to the front elevation but otherwise would have a flat roof. 



 
The two-storey part of the proposed rear extension would predominantly infill an area between the 
original rear wall and the flank of the existing two-storey rear projection on the site boundary with 
48 London Road.  It would project 3m and be set 2.8m from the boundary with no 44.  A flat roofed 
single-storey addition would project a further 3.3m beyond it. 
 
Relevant History: 
 
EPF/0603/74 Two-storey rear extension. Approved 
EPF/0449/75 Erection of garage. Approved 
EPF/0429/13 Erection of a two storey side extension (and single storey part rear) associated 

extension of roof incorporating a loft room for storage. Single storey rear extension, 
link to garden room, removal of existing pitched roof of garden room and replace by 
flat roof. Withdrawn by applicant following Officer advice 

 
Policies Applied: 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework forms the primary policy context for the assessment of 
this proposal.  The following Local Plan and Alterations policies, which are consistent with the 
framework, are applicable to the proposals assessment. 
 
CP2  Quality of Rural and Built Environment 
DBE9  Loss of Amenity 
DBE10  Residential Extensions 
 
Consultation Carried Out and Summary of Representations Received   
 
Number of neighbours consulted. 6 
Site notice posted: No, not required 
Responses received:  The occupant of 44 London Road has raised objections to the proposal 
which are summarised as follows: 
 
1. The proposal would cause an excessive loss of light to the whole rear of my property.  The 

shadow cast would exacerbate the harmful impact of shadow cast by the existing detached 
garage building in the rear garden on the site boundary. 

2. Since 46 is built on higher ground the proposal would be intrusive to my privacy, 
particularly in terms of views from a roof level window enclosed by a Juliet balcony. 

3. The works, which would have substantial foundations, could undermine my property. 
4. The flat roofs of the single-storey additions, if accessed generally, would cause a loss of 

privacy therefore, if consent is given it should include a condition requiring access be for 
maintenance only. 

5. The degree of enlargement of the house would not be appropriate to the village 
environment of Abridge. 

 
LAMBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL:  
 
“The Parish Council have discussed the above application and OBJECT. 
 
Because the resulting building would go from one boundary to the other, the development would 
create an overbearing and overcrowded appearance. There would be no access from the front of 
the building to the rear and therefore would result in a cramped, terraced appearance, totally out of 
keeping with the immediate and surrounding area. 
 



We believe that the proposed side extension would also jeopardise the stability of the 
neighbouring property and could present a significant safety issue for them. It could also prevent 
any development opportunity they may wish to take in the future.  
 
Should EFDC have a mind to grant permission, we would expect building control/enforcement to 
ensure that not 1 part of the property overhangs the boundaries either side.” 
 
Main Issues and Considerations: 
 
Since the proposal is for additions to a house outside of the Green Belt the question of whether the 
development proposed would result in a proportionate enlargement of the dwelling can only be 
considered in design terms.  The matter of whether the proposal is acceptable in those terms and 
its consequences for the living conditions of neighbours, particularly no 44 London Road, are the 
main issues to consider when assessing this proposal. 
 
Design: 
 
Only the proposed single-storey side extension and a single rooflight in the front roof slope would 
be visible at the front elevation.  That part of the side addition that is off the original flank wall of 
the house would accord with the limitations on a permitted development side extension and its 
visual impact on the appearance of the front elevation would be identical.  It would abut no 44 
since that house is built on the site boundary but since it is confined to ground floor level it would 
not result in any terracing effect that could be harmful to the character and appearance of the 
locality.  Moreover, existing planting in the front garden would obscure views of it, although only 
limited weight can be given to that since it could be removed without the need for consent.  The 
proposed single roof light is of no consequence in design terms. 
 
Having regard to the above assessment, it is clear that the proposal would have little effect on the 
street scene.  The main works proposed are to the rear of the house and would improve its 
appearance by providing a pitched roof over an existing flat roofed rear addition.  Elsewhere the 
proposal would complement the design of the existing house, especially at upper floor level where 
the existing gable feature in the rear elevation would be reproduced on a slightly smaller scale.  
The flat roofed single-storey elements of the proposal would be a sympathetic solution that 
minimises their bulk. 
 
Overall, the proposal would be a well proportioned enlargement of the existing house that would 
complement its design while having very little consequence for the street scene.  On that basis it is 
found to be acceptable in design terms. 
 
The concerns of the Parish Council in relation to the potential for a terracing effect are recognised, 
but as explained above, it is only the single-storey side extension that would be visible when seen 
from the street.  Its visual impact is very modest and would not result in a terracing effect. 
 
Living Conditions: 
 
The relationship of the proposal to 48 London Road is such that the bulk of the proposed pitched 
roof over the existing rear projection would abut the boundary.  It would not appear overbearing 
when seen from no 48.  Proposed roof lights in the side roof slope would be set significantly 
forward of the rear elevation of no 48 such that they would not give rise to any potential for 
excessive overlooking.  In any event, the applicant proposes they are obscure glazed. 
 
Similarly, roof lights in the flank roof slope facing 44 London Road would be set forward of the 
original rear wall of that house and would not give rise to any potential for excessive overlooking.  
They are also proposed to be obscure glazed. 
 



The proposed gable window in the rear elevation of the two-storey rear addition would not give rise 
to any more overlooking of neighbours than existing first floor windows.  While it would have a 
greater field of view, any views to ground level would be restricted by the angle of view.  No 
excessive overlooking of the most private areas of neighbours gardens would arise from the 
proposal and any views that would exist would not be materially different to those that presently 
exist.  On that basis it is concluded the proposal would not cause any excessive overlooking for 
neighbours. 
 
As pointed out by the neighbour at 44, abuse of the flat roof areas of proposed single-storey 
elements of the development could give rise to excessive overlooking.  It is necessary to prevent 
this and an enforceable planning condition can reasonably be imposed on any consent given in 
order to deal with this matter. 
 
The bulk of the proposal would be too remote from no 48 London Road to appear overbearing.  
The relationship to no 44 requires more detailed assessment. 
 
The proposal has been designed to ensure the single-storey elements of the proposal are set 
within a 45 degree line taken from the nearest edge of the window in the rear extension to 44 
London Road.  They would consequently cause no excessive harm to light or outlook from no 44.  
While the application site is on a somewhat higher level than no 44, it is not of sufficient height to 
result in the proposed single-storey additions appearing excessively overbearing. 
 
Furthermore, in order to facilitate access to the proposal from the rear garden the nearest 1.5m of 
the existing outbuilding would be demolished.  Those demolition works are a modification to the 
proposal as submitted and would secure an improvement in the amenities of no 44 by reducing the 
bulk of built form on the boundary visible for 44.  It would also prevent a situation arising where 
unusable outdoor space is created between the extension and outbuilding which would encourage 
a future proposal to enclose by an extension.  The cumulative effect of such a development would 
appear excessively overbearing therefore it is necessary for any consent given to include a 
condition requiring the proposed demolition works to be completed prior to the commencement of 
works on the extension and preventing any future enlargement of the outbuilding.  It would also be 
appropriate to impose a condition removing permitted development rights for the erection of any 
outbuilding within 10m of the rear elevation of the approved extension. 
 
The proposed two-storey elements of the proposal would be set within a 45 degree line taken from 
the nearest first floor corner of 44 London Road.  Even allowing for the impact of the difference in 
levels between the two properties, that relationship would prevent the two-storey elements from 
appearing excessively overbearing when seen from no. 44 London Road. 
 
Subject to the conditions discussed above, therefore, the proposal would safeguard the living 
conditions of the immediate neighbours. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
The proposal is acceptable in terms of its consequence for the character and appearance of the 
locality and the living conditions of neighbours.  It therefore complies with relevant planning policy 
and it is recommended that conditional planning permission be granted  
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Stephan Solon 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564018 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email:   contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk 
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Report Item No: 8 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/1417/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: 17a Hemnall Street 

Epping 
Essex 
CM16 4LS 
 

PARISH: Epping 
 

WARD:  
APPLICANT: Mr Ian A Croxford  

 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Change of use, extension and conversion of commercial 

premises to four flats including ancillary works. 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions) 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=551410 
 
CONDITIONS  
 

1 The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of 
three years beginning with the date of this notice. 
 

2 The development hereby permitted will be completed strictly in accordance with the 
approved drawings nos: 2873/1, 2873/2, the Location Plan, the Survey Drawing 
(Ground Floor Plan) and the Survey Drawing (First Floor Plan and Elevations). 
 

3 Materials to be used for the external finishes of the proposed development shall 
match those specified on the planning application form, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 

4 Prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved, the proposed window 
openings in the first floor flank elevation of the rear section of building shall be 
entirely fitted with obscured glass and have fixed frames to a height of 1.7 metres 
above the floor of the room in which the window is installed and shall be 
permanently retained in that condition. 
 

5 The parking area shown on the approved plan shall be provided prior to the first 
occupation of the development and shall be retained free of obstruction for the 
parking of residents and visitors vehicles. 
 

6 No development shall take place until a site investigation of the nature and extent of 
contamination has been carried out in accordance with a methodology which has 
previously been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
The results of the site investigation shall be made available to the local planning 
authority before any development begins. If any contamination is found during the 
site investigation, a report specifying the measures to be taken to remediate the site 
to render it suitable for the development hereby permitted shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The site shall be remediated in 
accordance with the approved measures before development begins. If, during the 



course of development, any contamination is found which has not been identified in 
the site investigation, additional measures for the remediation of this source of 
contamination shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. The remediation of the site shall incorporate the approved additional 
measures. 
 

 
 
This application is before this Committee since the recommendation is for approval contrary to an 
objection from a local council which is material to the planning merits of the proposal (Pursuant to 
The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – Delegation of Council function, Schedule 1, 
Appendix A.(g)) 
 
Description of Site: 
 
The application site is a part two storey/part single storey commercial building that fills almost the 
entire site. The front single storey element has a ridge height of 5.6m and the two storey flat roofed 
rear element reaches a height of 5.9m. The building sits between two residential properties, with 
further dwellings to the rear. The neighbour to the northeast is a single storey bungalow with a 
front wall roughly in line with the front of the application building. The neighbour to the southwest is 
a two storey dwelling set considerably further back into their site, being some 17m set back from 
the road (as opposed to the 5.5m set back of the application building). Two storey dwellings back 
on to the site at the rear (the southeast), and opposite to the northwest is the Hemnall Social Club 
and Citizens Advice Bureau. The application site is bordered to the northwest and southwest by 
the Epping Conservation Area and to the northwest by the designated Epping Town Centre, 
however the site does not itself lie within either of these designated areas. The previous use of the 
site was for B1 offices, however this use ceased in June 2010 and the site has been vacant since 
this time. 
 
Consent has recently been granted by EFDC for the demolition of the building and the erection of 
two semi-detached dwellings, and by the Planning Inspector for the extension to and conversion of 
the existing building to form four flats. 
 
Description of Proposal: 
 
Consent is being sought for extensions, alterations and change of use of the commercial premises 
into four flats, including ancillary works. This application is a revised scheme to a previous 
application which was granted planning consent on appeal in 2013. The proposed extensions 
consist of the erection of a first floor extension to the single storey front section of the existing 
premises. This would result in a full two storey building with a pitched roof to an eaves height of 
5m and ridge height of 6.9m. The proposed alterations would involve the removal of the roof over 
the central section of the building (creating a single storey link), removal of a single storey side 
projection, the creation of a single storey pitched roof to replace this first floor area, and alterations 
to doors and windows. These elements are identical to the scheme previously approved on 
appeal. 
 
The proposed revision on this scheme is that, whereby the previous scheme proposed to remove 
a 2m section of first floor to the rear of the existing building, this application proposes to retain the 
existing rear building as it is (albeit with alterations to the windows). The development however 
would still result in 4 no. four bed flats served by three parking spaces to the front of the site. 
Whilst there is a small amount of land surrounding the building this would not constitute useable 
amenity space. 
 



Relevant History: 
 
EPU/0005/51 – Continuation of use of building as motor body repair and sheet metal workshop – 
approved/conditions 27/03/51 
EPU/0021/52 – Use of premises as milk store and retail vehicle garage – refused 11/06/52 
EPU/0001/56 – Change of use to repair shop – refused 21/02/56 
EPU/0107/56 – Use of premises for storage of thermal insulation materials – approved/conditions 
18/09/56 
EPU/0044/58 – Change of use to scout headquarters – approved/conditions 18/06/58 
EPU/0052/58 – Adaption and use as offices and stores – approved/conditions 18/06/58 
EPU/0052A/58 – Conversion of old fire station for use as offices and stores – approved/conditions 
19/08/58 
EPF/0347/81 – Alterations to existing front elevation – approved 10/04/81 
EPF/0370/84 – Side extension – approved 26/04/84 
EPF/0020/86 – Pitched roof to two storey extension of existing building – approved/conditions 
17/02/86 
EPF/0406/12 – Extensions, alterations and change of use of commercial premises to four flats, 
including ancillary works – withdrawn 24/04/12 
EPF/0843/12 – Extensions, alterations and change of use of commercial premises to four flats, 
including ancillary works (revised application) – refused 06/07/12 (appeal allowed 16/01/13). 
EPF/1750/12 – Change of use of commercial premises, demolition and removal of existing 
buildings and erection of a pair of semi-detached dwellings – approved/conditions 12/11/12 
 
Policies Applied: 
 
CP2 – Protecting the quality of the Rural and Built Environment 
DBE2 – Effect on neighbouring properties 
DBE3 – Design in urban areas 
DBE8 – Private Amenity Space 
DBE9 – Loss of amenity 
HC6 – Character, appearance and setting of conservation areas 
ST1 – Location of Development 
ST6 – Vehicle Parking 
 
The above policies form part of the Councils 1998 Local Plan. Following the publication of the 
NPPF, policies from this plan (which was adopted pre-2004) are to be afforded due weight where 
they are consistent with the Framework. The above policies are broadly consistent with the NPPF 
and therefore are afforded full weight. 
 
Consultation Carried Out and Summary of Representations Received: 
 
12 neighbouring properties were consulted. No Site Notice was required. 
 
TOWN COUNCIL – Object because there is no amenity space or parking provided in this location. 
Committee also view the nature of the development as overdevelopment of the site. 
 
EPPING SOCIETY – Object as this is an overdevelopment of the site, the design is not 
sympathetic to the street scene, there is insufficient provision for parking, and no amenity space. 
However there is no objection in principal to the change of use. 
 
14 NICHOLL ROAD – Object due to the impact this would have on the sewer system and wishes 
to ensure that their boundary hedge remains to screen the works. 
 



Main Issues and Considerations: 
 
The previous application to extend and convert the building into four flats (EPF/0843/12) was 
refused planning permission at Committee but obtained consent on appeal. The reason for refusal 
on this previous decision was: 
 

The creation of 4 flats within this restricted site with inadequate parking, refuse and 
amenity space amounts to overdevelopment of the site, resulting in poor living conditions 
and potential for additional on street parking in an already congested area, to the detriment 
of the quality of the urban environment, contrary to the intentions of policies CP7, DBE8 
and ST6 of the adopted Local Plan and Alterations. 

 
This decision was however dismissed on appeal. Within the Inspector’s decision it was stated that 
“I consider that the location of the appeal site close to public transport provision and services and 
the nature of the development is such that the site characteristics are in accordance with the 
objectives of the Vehicle Parking Standards as regards an appropriate site for a lower level of off-
street parking provision. In my opinion, the provision of just three car parking spaces would not be 
such as to have any noticeable effect on highway safety and the free flow of traffic”. With regards 
to refuse storage, the Inspector stated that “I consider that the proposed refuse storage 
arrangements would be satisfactory”, and with regards to amenity space the Inspector noted “that 
the Council has accepted elsewhere that flats in similar urban locations can provide a low level of 
amenity space. From my observations, due to the proximity of public open space, the urban 
location of the site and the type of development proposed, I consider that the proposed small 
amount of outdoor space would be acceptable in this particular instance”. 
 
The Inspector subsequently concluded that “for the above reasons, I have found that the proposal 
would not have an adverse effect on the living conditions of future occupiers or highway safety. 
Whilst the site is restricted, I consider that there would be satisfactory provision for parking, refuse 
storage and amenity space. Thus, I conclude that the proposal would not constitute 
overdevelopment to the detriment of the urban environment”. 
 
The only revision in this application is that, whereby the previous scheme proposed to remove a 
2m section of first floor to the rear of the existing building, this application proposes to retain the 
existing rear building as it is (albeit with alterations to the windows). The development would still 
provide four no. 2 bed flats (although the unit 4 would be slightly larger than previously approved) 
served by three parking spaces and the same refuse storage area and level of amenity space. As 
such, the only consideration in this application is the impact from this additional retained section of 
building. 
 
Design and impact on the surrounding area: 
 
The revised application does not alter the previously approved extension to the front of the 
building. The only difference between this revised application and that previously approved is that 
this development excludes the removal of the rear section of the existing building. As the 
difference on this scheme is to the rear and would retain the building as existing, it is not 
considered that this would have a detrimental impact on the design and the appearance of the 
street scene over that previously approved. 
 
Impact to neighbouring amenity: 
 
The existing building is currently two storeys with three first floor flank windows on the south 
western elevation, four first floor windows on the north eastern elevation, and five first floor 
windows on the south eastern (rear) elevation. Whilst some of these windows serve toilets and are 
therefore obscure glazed, the large majority are clear glazed (and the obscure glazed windows are 
not subject to any form of restriction, so could be replaced with clear glazing). The flank windows 



are located just 800mm from the shared boundaries with the neighbouring residents and overlook 
the rear amenity spaces of the neighbouring dwellings, and the rear windows are located 1.1m 
from the rear boundary, which overlooks the rear garden of 14 Nicholl Road (and No. 12 to a 
lesser degree), although this elevation is fairly well screened by high level vegetation located 
within the rear garden of No. 14 Nicholl Road. 
 
The proposed development would remove the three first floor windows in the south western 
elevation, would remove the four first floor windows in the north eastern elevation and replace 
them with two high level windows, and would replace the five first floor rear windows with three 
new windows. The only difference between this revised application and that previously approved 
on appeal is that the first floor rear windows would not be set back a further 2m from the shared 
boundary with No. 14 Nicholl Road, as was previously proposed. 
 
Overall the proposed development would be beneficial to neighbours’ amenities as it would 
remove a number of windows that currently overlook adjacent sites. The key concern however is 
that the use of the site for residential purposes would introduce activity at more sensitive times 
(such as evenings and weekends) than the current use. Notwithstanding the exclusion of the 
removed section of building, and the additional benefits that this would have, it is still considered 
that the proposed scheme would generally improve the privacy of neighbours over the existing 
offices on site. 
 
Further to the above, since the previous approved scheme there have been changes to the Town 
and Country Planning General Permitted Development Order in that the building as existing could 
be converted to residential use under a Prior Notification approval. Whilst this would not allow for 
any alterations to the building (including the extension at the front), it would be possible to convert 
the existing building into three flats. The only issues assessed under the Prior Notification 
applications are flood risk, contaminated land, and highways impact. As planning permission has 
previously been granted for the conversion of this building to residential purposes, it is highly likely 
that Prior Notification would be given for a proposed change of use of this building. In such an 
instance there would be no control over the retention of the windows or the use of clear glazing, 
and therefore much greater levels of overlooking could occur. This constitutes a material 
consideration in this planning application. 
 
Other matters: 
 
The level of amenity space (and lack of) and level of off-street parking spaces is unchanged from 
that previously considered acceptable by the Planning Inspectorate. 
 
The application site, due to its former use as a Fire Station, Vehicle Repair Garage and 
Engineering Works, is potentially contaminated. As such, a contaminated land condition should be 
imposed requiring site investigation. 
 
Comments on Representations Received: 
 
A neighbouring resident has objected to the scheme due to the potential impact this would have on 
the sewerage system, however this issue would be dealt with at Building Regulations stage and 
therefore is not considered material to this decision. Furthermore, this would have been 
considered by the Planning Inspector within the previous application, whereby planning consent 
was granted. They also comment that they want their hedge to remain to screen the development, 
however as this boundary hedge is located within their site they are in control of this and the 
applicant cannot legally remove this. As such, it is not considered that this needs to be 
conditioned. 
 



Conclusion: 
 
The revised application for the proposed change of use to residential in this location is considered 
acceptable. The retention of the rear section of the building would weaken the benefits of the 
previous scheme slightly, however the proposed development would nonetheless still result in an 
overall benefit to the privacy of neighbouring residents, particularly given the unrestricted change 
of use that could now be undertaken under permitted development. All other factors are identical 
to the scheme previously granted consent on appeal and, as such, the proposed development is 
considered to comply with the relevant Local Plan policies and is therefore recommended for 
approval. 
 
 
 
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Graham Courtney 
Direct Line Telephone Number: 01992 564228 
 
or if no direct contact can be made please email:   contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk  
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Report Item No: 9 
 
APPLICATION No: EPF/1630/13 

 
SITE ADDRESS: Upper Clapton Rugby Football Club 

Upland Road 
Thornwood 
Epping 
Essex 
CM16 6NL 
 

PARISH: North Weald Bassett 
 

WARD: Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common 
 

APPLICANT: Merritt Developments Ltd 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Reserved matters application for 8 semi - detached houses. 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions) 
 

 
Click on the link below to view related plans and documents for this case: 
http://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/AniteIM.websearch/ExternalEntryPoint.aspx?SEARCH_TYPE=1&DOC_CLASS_CODE=PL&FOLDER1_REF=552413 
 
CONDITIONS  
 
 

1 The development hereby permitted will be completed strictly in accordance with the 
approved drawings nos: 22/1, 22/2, 22/3, 22/4, 22/5, 22/6, 22/7, 22/8, 22/9. 22/10, 
22/11, 22/12, 22/13, 22/14, 22/15, Tree Constraints Plan 343.12.1A Tree Removal 
and Protection Plan 343.12.2A and Landscape Proposals 343.12.3 
and in accordance with the details set out in the submitted Flood Risk assessment 
from Ellis & Moore dated 3.07.13 and the soft landscaping specification and 
maintenance plan by Elizabeth Greenwood Dated June 2013 and the Tree Survey, 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Method Statement by Elizabeth Greenwood 
as amended 2013 
 

 
 
This application is before this Committee since it is an application that is considered by the 
Director of Planning and Economic Development as appropriate to be presented for a Committee 
decision (Pursuant to The Constitution, Part Three:  Planning Directorate – Delegation of Council 
function, Schedule 1, Appendix A.(k)) 
 
Description of Site:  
 
The application site is a roughly rectangular area of land currently part of the car park for the 
Upper Clapton Rugby Club, fronting Upland Road.  There is a hedgerow along the front boundary 
and the site is hard surfaced. There are residential properties opposite the site and along Upland 
Road up until this site. 
   



Description of Proposal: 
 
This is a reserved matters application following approval in outline last year for the redevelopment 
of this part of the Rugby Club site for the erection of 8 semi detached houses. This application is 
for approval of access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale.  In addition, as required by 
condition, a bat and reptile report has been submitted. 
 
The proposals follow closely the indicative plans that were submitted with the outline application 
and show 8 semi detached traditionally designed three bedroomed properties with hipped pitched 
roofs sited to follow the established building line of the properties in Upland Road.  Each house 
has two parking spaces within the front garden area and a gap of two metres is retained between 
the pairs to enable side access to the rear gardens.  The rear gardens are about 16.5m deep and 
7.5m wide (124 sqm) the houses have a main ridge height of 8.5m and include a front gable 
feature.  The two middle pairs of houses (Plots 3, 4, 5 and 6) have weatherboarding on the upper 
element of the gables and the two outermost pairs have smooth render on the upper half of the 
gables. Otherwise the houses are all identical. The houses are to have red tiled roofs and are of 
yellow stock brick with red soldier course detailing.  
 
The hard and soft landscaping details submitted indicate that the parking spaces are to be of 
permeable block paving, native hedging is proposed along the sides and rear of the site, 
ornamental hedging between the pairs of dwellings and 5 new trees are proposed along the front 
boundary.  The existing front boundary hedging is to be removed. 
 
Relevant History: 
 
Outline permission for 8 dwellings on this site was granted earlier this year under a hybrid part 
outline and part full application for redevelopment of the rugby ground. EPF/ 0817/12  The housing 
element was considered acceptable, despite the Green Belt designation of the land, as it was 
required as enabling development to fund the replacement and upgrading of the rugby club 
facilities.  A legal agreement required that all funds from the sale of the land are held by the 
Council and are only released for the development of the new rugby club facilities.  The land with 
the outline consent has been sold on this basis. 
  
SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS 
 
44 neighbouring properties were consulted and a site notice was erected on 27thAugust. 
This report was completed prior to the end of the consultation period, any additional responses 
received will be reported orally to committee.  However, the following comments have so far been 
received. 
 
PARISH COUNCIL – The parish council has concerns regarding the application and wishes to 
make the following comments.  We would ask that the colours match in with those of the existing 
and neighbouring properties.  The rooflines match in with those of the neighbouring and the 
surrounding properties.  Concern is voiced at the parking of the vehicles in the front of the 
properties, and the probable need for the vehicle to back on to the busy Upland Road especially 
as the speed limit is defined as 30mph and this is not enforced.  Has adequate drainage been 
incorporated into the newly formed gully/ditch to take away the run off water?  The Parish Council 
has asked for additional street lighting to be provided for these properties by the developer, there 
is no street lighting shown anywhere and the current street lighting is not adequate, this needs to 
be addressed by the developer in this application.  
 
Policies Applied: 
 
Adopted Local Plan and Local Plan Alterations 
 



CP2 Protecting the quality of the Rural and Built Environment 
DBE1 –Design of new buildings 
DBE2- Effect on neighbouring properties 
DBE4 Design in the Green Belt 
DBE5 Design and layout of new development 
DBE6 Car parking in new development 
DBE8 Private amenity space 
DBE9 Loss of amenity 
LL10 Adequacy of provision for landscape retention 
LL11 landscaping schemes 
ST4 Road safety 
ST6 Vehicle parking 
U3B Sustainable Drainage Systems 
 
The above policies form part of the Council’s 1998 Local Plan.  Following the publication of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), policies of this plan (which was adopted pre-2004) 
are to be afforded due weight where they are consistent with the NPPF.  The above policies are 
broadly consistent with the NPPF and are therefore afforded full weight. 
 
Issues and Considerations:  
 
As outline consent has been granted the principle of the development of 8 semi detached houses 
is not in question, the issues therefore are with regard to the details of access, appearance, 
landscaping, layout and scale, which will be considered in turn. 
 
Access 
 
The scheme proposes the creation of 4, 12 metre wide vehicular crossovers, each providing 
access to two properties, with 2 parking spaces for each property.  No turning area is proposed 
within each site so cars will simply drive directly into the spaces.  The spaces are set back from 
the road by 2 metres and clear of a new pedestrian pathway.  This part of Upland Road has a 30 
mile an hour limit and is straight with good visibility for cars pulling out of the parking spaces. 
Advice from County Highways Officer is that the proposed accesses are safe and meet 
requirements. 
 
Appearance   
 
The design and materials of the 8 houses is considered appropriate to the location and they will fit 
well with the street scene.  Whilst the prominence of the off street parking within the front gardens 
is not ideal, it is similar to that which exists elsewhere within the road and does enable adequate 
provision without the need to either set the houses much further back within the site or to provide a 
rear access road that would severely reduce the size of amenity space available. The design is 
traditional and appropriate to the area and the materials include red roof tiles, cream render, 
yellow stock brick and weatherboarding which are all part of the local palette of materials.  The 
detailing, including front gables, soldier courses and front canopies, creates visual interest.    
Whilst the Parish Council have suggested that the colours should match in with adjacent 
properties, it is not considered reasonable to be so prescriptive in this location which is not a 
conservation area and already has a variety of house types and materials. 
 
Landscaping 
 
The existing fronting hedge is to be lost to enable access for parking on site, but it is not protected 
and whilst of significant value at present, as it screens a car park from view, it is not considered 
appropriate as a front garden boundary, due to its height and thickness.  The Council’s Landscape 
Officer has considered the planting proposals and is happy that they soften the frontage and help 



the development to fit well within the street.  It is not considered appropriate to require detailed 
planting schemes within the private garden areas of the houses as this will be for the individual 
householders, but the provision of trees and hedging in the front areas between the parking areas 
is welcomed and along with the native hedge around the side and rear boundary of the site this will 
help soften the development   
 
Layout 
 
The proposed layout is simple and logical, following the existing building line and providing the 
standard 2 metres between dwellings and to the side boundaries of the site in order to prevent a 
cramped appearance and enable suitable side access to the rear garden areas.  The layout does 
not result in any significant overshadowing of adjacent properties or overlooking of private amenity 
areas. 
 
Scale 
 
The scale of the proposed houses is again appropriate. .A condition on the outline consent 
required the details to be in general accordance with those submitted with the outline consent 
(drawing no. 2011/020/03A).   The outline consent specified 8, 3 bed, 2 storey semi detached 
houses and this is what is proposed.  The proposed eaves height is 5.1m which is in line with that 
of the nearest adjacent property, the front gable elements have a ridge height of 6.3m and the 
hipped roof sloping away from the gables reach  ridge heights of 8.5 metres.  This main ridge 
height is higher than the adjacent property No.45 which has a low ridge of just 7.2 metres, but is 
similar or lower than some other properties in the street. (number 17 for instance has a ridge 
height of 8.7m).  Whilst therefore the proposed dwellings are taller overall than the nearest 
property, given the gap of 3.5 metres between them, the low level of the fronting gables and the 
hipped design of the main roof, the new dwellings will not appear out of scale.   The depth and 
width of the properties is similar to other semi detached houses in the street, and it is considered 
that the development will fit well within the street scene. 
 
Other issues 
 
Bats and Reptiles: A condition on the outline consent required that appropriate bat and reptile 
surveys be carried out and submitted concurrently with the reserved matters.  This has been done 
and no issues are raised with regard to these species from the proposed housing development. 
 
Flood risk: The existing site is hard surfaced and the proposed development decreases the 
impermeable area therefore reducing run off and off site impacts are negligible.  The site is not 
within an Environment Agency Flood Zone 2 or 3 therefore and the Council’s Land Drainage 
Section is satisfied that the proposals are compliant with guidelines.  
 
Street Lighting: Although the issue of street lighting was raised by the Parish Council at the outline 
application stage, this was not made a requirement of any legal agreement when the application 
was approved by the District Development Control Committee.  It is not considered by Essex 
County highways that such lighting is required and it is not unusual for semi rural locations like this 
to have no street lighting.  Lack of such lighting would not be grounds to refuse the application and 
therefore its provision cannot reasonably be required by condition. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the development is considered well designed and appropriate to the location and 
meets current adopted parking and amenity standards.  The scheme results in suitable living 
conditions for future residents and will not adversely impact on the residential amenity of 
neighbouring occupants.  The application is considered to be in compliance with the NPPF and the 



appropriate policies of the adopted Local Plan and is therefore recommended for approval. 
 
 
Should you wish to discuss the contents of this report item please use the following 
contact details by 2pm on the day of the meeting at the latest: 
 
Planning Application Case Officer: Mrs Jill Shingler 
Direct Line Telephone Number 01992 564106 
 
Or if no direct contact can be made please email: contactplanning@eppingforestdc.gov.uk  
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