
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK  Item 6 
SUB-COMMITTEE – 9 February 2009 

ROCHFORD CORE STRATEGY - PREFERRED OPTIONS 
CONSULTATION - FEEDBACK ON CONSULTATION 
RESPONSE         
1 	SUMMARY 

1.1 	 This report provides details of the responses received to the Rochford Core 
Strategy Preferred Options consultation. 

2 	INTRODUCTION 

2.1 	 The Council produced a revised Core Strategy Preferred Options document, 
which was finalised in October 2008. 

2.2 	 The Rochford Core Strategy (RCS) is the main, overarching document of the 
Rochford District Local Development Framework, a collection of documents 
that will determine how the District develops in the future. It will set out the 
overall strategy for the District until 2021 and, where appropriate, beyond. The 
Core Strategy Preferred Options is not the final version of the Core Strategy; it 
sets out the Council’s preferred options for tackling the challenges the District 
faces and for taking advantage of the District's opportunities in spatial terms.  

2.3 	 The Council recognises the importance of community involvement and 
engaging with wider stakeholders in developing its planning policy, as set out 
in the adopted Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). 

2.4 	 The Core Strategy Preferred Options was subject to consultation and 
community involvement between 5 November and 17 December 2008. 

2.5 	 The Council sought the views of the public and other stakeholders through a 
variety of methods, including: contacting key stakeholders and members of 
the public on the Council’s mailing list; a Rochford District Matters special on 
the subject delivered to every household in the District; public discussion at 
Area Committee meetings; static exhibitions in locations across the District; 
online consultation system and promotion of this via the Council’s website; 
promotional posters; leafleting of train commuters; and school workshops. 

2.6 	 A total of 1331 representations were formally submitted from 417 
respondents.  Appendix 1 provides a summary of these representations 
broken down by respondent type:- 

Appendix 1a: Representations from national, regional and local government, 
including governmental bodies and Parish Councils 

Appendix 1b: Representations from non-governmental bodies and 
representative groups 

Appendix 1c: Representations from the public 
Appendix 1d: Representations from agents, landowners and developers 
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 (The complete representations can be viewed online at http://rochford.jdi-
consult.net/ldf/. 

2.7 	 Some representations were received out of the consultation time period.  It is, 
however, still pertinent to draw Members’ attention to the issues raised within 
them.  A summary of these is attached as Appendix 2. 

2.8 	 Appendices 3, 4 and 5 summarise the views of pupils at Greensward 
Academy, Kind Edmund School, and Fitzwimarc School, respectively, 
obtained from school workshops. In addition, pupils of Greensward Academy 
have produced videos illustrating their views of Hockley which will be 
presented to Members at a later date.  

3 	CONSULTATION RESULTS OVERVIEW 

3.1 	 As in previous consultation exercises, the issue of housing elicited the most 
responses.  The majority of representations were objections by members of 
the public to the principle of further residential development in their area and 
the district generally.  There was spatial variance in such objections, with a 
greater level of response to development in South Hawkwell and Land North 
of London Road, and fewer representations in respect of other general 
development locations. 

3.2 	 Whilst the details of representations varied recurring themes were identifiable, 
including concern with regard to the need for improvements to infrastructure 
(particularly roads), the loss of Green Belt land and the impact on character of 
place and community. 

3.3 	 Many of the representations objected to additional housing per se, an issue 
which is determined at a higher policy level through the East of England 
regional spatial strategy and national Government policies. 

3.4 	 A number of alternative housing development locations were suggested, 
particularly in respect of Rayleigh, where the suggestion of dispersing the 
development to smaller sites, including to the east of the town, was made. 
Conversely, other representations expressed concern that residential 
development was being too thinly spread through too many smaller sites, 
making the implementation of new infrastructure unviable.  There was no real 
consensus on how housing should be distributed. 

3.5 	 Members should note that some of the options suggested as part of public 
consultation, such as to focus all housing development in one location, were 
considered at the Core Strategy Issues and Options stage and found to be 
unsustainable, unviable and / or undeliverable. 

3.6 	 Some representations suggested that the Urban Capacity Study 2007 
underestimated the capacity of previously developed land, with agents 
suggesting that the development quantum of specific sites could be increased. 
It is also pertinent to note that since the development of the Core Strategy, 
initial work on a Hockley Area Action Plan has been completed.  The results of 
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this, including the potential residential capacity of the town centre, can now be 
fed into the development of the next stage of the Core Strategy. 

3.7 	 Submissions did not focus purely on housing, with representations received 
from a variety of stakeholders on all preferred options. 

3.8 	 A number of submissions reminded the Council of the need to ensure that the 
Core Strategy is deliverable, particularly in relation to economic viability. 
Whilst the Core Strategy is a long-term strategy and the Council should avoid 
being overly reactionary to the current economic situation, economic viability 
will still have to be given due consideration, particularly in relation to 
obligations such as affordable housing and the meeting of the higher levels of 
the Code for Sustainable Homes earlier than is to be required nationally. 

3.9 	 A requirement of the Core Strategy, one which will be tested in examination, is 
that it conforms to the East of England Plan.  The East of England Regional 
Assembly consultation response states that there are no major conformity 
issues between the Core Strategy Preferred Options and the East of England 
Plan. 

3.10	 In order for actions proposed in the Core Strategy to be successfully 
implemented, the Council will have to work with infrastructure and service 
providers.  Infrastructure and service providers, such as Essex County 
Council, have responded to the consultation and their responses are included 
in Appendix 1. 

4 	SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 

4.1 	 In addition to public consultation, a sustainability appraisal of the Core 
Strategy Preferred Options was undertaken by Enfusion – an independent, 
specialist consultancy.  A non-technical summary of the sustainability 
appraisal is attached as Appendix 6. 

4.2 	 The sustainability appraisal assessed each of the preferred options against a 
number of sustainability criteria, including their cumulative effects.  In 
summary, the sustainability appraisal found that the Core Strategy Preferred 
Options would make a significant contribution to sustainability in the District, 
with a particularly strong focus on meeting housing and community needs, 
enhancing accessibility and protecting the District’s natural environment. The 
key negative effects identified relate to proposals determined at a higher level 
– increased housing and employment development, and the expansion of 
London Southend Airport. Whilst it is recognised that these actions have been 
determined at a higher policy level (i.e. the East of England Plan), the 
consultants made further recommendations to assist the Council in mitigating 
the negative effects and enhancing the positive opportunities of this 
development for the District. 

6.3 




LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK  Item 6 
SUB-COMMITTEE – 9 February 2009 

5 	CORE STRATEGY – NEXT STAGE 

5.1 	 The next stage in the development of the Core Strategy is the production of 
the Submission version.  As the name suggests this is the document which, 
following further consultation with stakeholders and the public, restricted to 
representations relating solely to soundness, is submitted to the Secretary of 
State for public examination. 

5.2 	 The Submission version will contain detailed proposals and policies, 
developed having regard to the results of consultation and assessment of the 
previous stages. 

5.3 	 It is suggested that a Member tour of the possible development proposed in 
the Rochford Core Strategy Preferred Options document and other sites 
identified through consultation would be helpful to enable Members to reach a 
conclusion about the Submission plan. 

6 	RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 	 The next stage in the production of the Core Strategy will be subject to a 
sustainability appraisal and an appropriate assessment under the habitats 
directive.  The former will have to be produced by consultants independently 
of the Council; the latter may be produced internally but assistance from 
specialist consultants with detailed knowledge of undertaking Habitats 
Regulation Assessments will be required.  All matters can be delivered 
through existing resources. 

6.2 	 Pre-submission consultation of the Core Strategy and the subsequent 
examination will have resource implications.  The Planning Inspectorate 
currently charges £993 per day to provide an Inspector for a public inquiry. 

7 	RECOMMENDATION 

7.1 	 It is proposed that the Sub-Committee RESOLVES 

(1)	 That a District-wide tour for Members, encompassing all potential 
development locations, is organised and undertaken to assist Members 
in consideration of the Submission version of the Core Strategy. 

(2) Further meetings of the Sub-committee be arranged to consider the 
contents of the submission version of the Rochford Core Strategy. 
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Shaun Scrutton 

Head of Planning & Transportation 

Background Papers:-

None 

For further information please contact Sam Hollingworth on:- 

Tel:- 01702 318165 
E-Mail:- sam.hollingworth@rochford.gov.uk 

If you would like this report in large print, braille or another language please contact 
01702 546366. 

6.5 




Appendix 1A 

Representations from National, Regional and Local Governmental 
Bodies 
Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Introduction 

Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Commend the Council for the work carried out so 

far. 

Suggest that the final version provides greater 
detail on the evolution of the document. 

Final document should express policies in the form 
of firm actions. 

East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

EERA state that overall, the preferred options put 
forward in the Core Strategy respond well to the 
Regional Spatial Strategy.  There are no major 
conformity issues. EERA have some minor 
concerns with the amount of development 
proposed for greenfield sites and the Council’s 
position with regards to larger renewable energy 
schemes. 

East of England 
Development Agency 
(EEDA) 

Note the importance of the Thames Gateway area 
in economic growth and suggest the ambitions of 
the Thames Gateway be included within the Core 
Strategy. 

Rochford Parish Council Comment that whilst it is necessary to look at sites 
for new housing, employment etc, existing 
infrastructure will have to be vastly improved and 
that the relevant Councils need to address such 
issues. 

Rayleigh Town Council Contrary to the stated role of the Core Strategy, the 
location referred to as ‘North of London Road’ 
identifies a specific site, ruling out other suitable 
sites identified from the ‘Call for Sites’ exercise.  
This should be reworded to allow other areas to be 
considered. 

The area around Rawreth Lane and London Road 
suffers considerable congestion.  This situation will 
be exasperated by the development of additional 
housing in the area. 

Express further concerns with regards to the road 
situation in this part of Rayleigh, including: 

• Traffic from three schools existing onto 
roads 
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•	 Traffic from E-On call centre exiting onto 
London Road 

•	 A127 is already exceeding its designated 
capacity 

•	 A130 is near to the limit of its capacity 
•	 Poor transport along London Road for older 

residents visiting Southend and Basildon 
hospitals 

•	 Shopping problems for all without cars 
•	 Lack of direct bus service to ASDA, Rawreth 

Lane 

Note that there is no reference to any brownfield 
sites in Preferred Options H2 which appears to be a 
contradiction of preferred option on phasing and 
stated preference for brownfield sites. 

States that the argument as to why ‘North Rayleigh’ 
is not a preferred option in H2 is equally relevant to 
‘North of London Road’. 

Essex County Council Suggest a number of additional county strategies 
be added to the list of relevant strategies in the 
‘Additional Relevant Strategies’ section. 

Suggest that reference to the historic environment 
is made and that the preferred option is included 
stating the need to protect the historic environment. 

Characteristics, Issues and Opportunities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO-East Comment that the Council may wish to distinguish 

its ‘spatial portrait’ (and term it as such) from the 
other forms of characteristics, issues and 
opportunities. 

Text on page 14 which appears to be suggesting 
that the average household size in Rochford is a 
function of the relatively large number of families 
could be expressed in a clearer manner. 

Hawkwell Parish 
Council 

State that they are incensed by the failure to 
recognise Hawkwell as a settlement in its own right 

State that Hawkwell is the biggest Parish by 
population and second only to Rayleigh Town but 
appears to have been subsumed into Hockley. 

Express concern that as a settlement which is 
ignored in the Core Strategy, they are having little 
say on the future allocation of housing for the 
Parish. 
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Vision 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council Suggest revising the scale of the Key Diagram 

because some of the illustrated features are too 
small to easily and readily identify. The Key 
Diagram should be diagrammatic and not shown on 
a map base. 

Key spatial issues between topics should be 
elaborated on, particularly the relationship between 
homes, jobs and community facilities and the 
balance between built-up areas and valued 
environments 

Hawkwell Parish 
Council 

State that they are incensed by the failure to 
recognise Hawkwell as a settlement in its own right 

State that Hawkwell is the biggest Parish by 
population and second only to Rayleigh Town but 
appears to have been subsumed into Hockley. 

Express concern that as a settlement which is 
ignored in the Core Strategy, they are having little 
say on the future allocation of housing for the 
Parish. 

GO East Text referring to vision appears to be based upon 
the separate document ‘Vision to Reality’.  The 
statement which is set out amounts to little more 
than a ‘statement of intent’.  The vision should be 
expressed much in the same way as it has been 
expressed in the text boxes at the start of each 
themed-based section. 

Expression of vision within text boxes is an 
unconventional way of doing it and Council should 
be satisfied that it is an appropriate method. 

Linkage between vision, what is written in text 
boxes and subsequent text is inconsistent and 
confusing. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Housing Chapter 

Housing Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East The Core Strategy should avoid repeating national 

policy. In some sections supporting text repeats 
national planning policy statements (PPS). 
References to PPS should be avoided in policies. 

Rayleigh Town Council State that Local Area Agreement Priority 5 (Essex 
Roads are safer, less congested and everyone has 
access to essential services) is unrealistic as it 
ignores the fact that public transport is poor with 
little prospect of improvement and walking or 
cycling are not viable alternatives for the not so 
young or fit. 

Hawkwell Parish 
Council 

Cannot agree that finding locations for almost three 
and a half thousand new homes (or a 10% 
increase) should be addressed on the basis of 
cramming them into existing settlements. Suggest 
that this requires a much more strategic view and 
the piecemeal approach based on a 'call for sites' is 
totally inadequate. 

Believe there is strong argument that a new 
settlement would be far greener and thus, in the 
longer term, more sustainable that a myriad of 
smaller in fill sites. This option must not be rejected 
out of hand as is currently the case 

Preferred Option H1 – Distribution 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

In accepting that the government target for at least 
60% of new development to be accommodated on 
previously developed land might not be achievable 
in all areas of the region, the Council is encouraged 
to maximise the development potential of all 
brownfield sites, including windfall sites. 

Castle Point Borough 
Council 

Support the approach to prioritise previously 
developed land and recognise the need to develop 
on the edge of urban areas in order to avoid over­
development of existing settlements. 

Potential development sites on the edge of 
settlements should be assessed in terms of how 
they contribute towards the purposes of the Green 
Belt, as stated in PPG2. 

Hawkwell Parish 
Council 

Do not believe that the preferred options constitute 
a balanced strategy. 
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Express concern that proposed option to resist 
intensification is contrary to current approach and 
that it will not be enforced. 

Are concerned that the interpretation of 
sustainability has been insufficiently addressed and 
request that any proposal for a specific site be 
accompanied by a clear and unequivocal statement 
of the results of the test of sustainability and that 
only developments where the assessment shows a 
clear positive result in respect of sustainability are 
approved. Furthermore we would request that each 
site is tested against the sustainability test 
developed for a 'new' settlement to allow a fair 
comparison of advantages and disadvantages. 

Note that government policy is that 60% of the 
development should be on brown field sites and the 
balance on green field. Note the indications 
emerging from the Core Strategy document seem 
to have reversed the policy with the higher 
percentage on green field sites and the balance on 
brown field. 

GO East Comment that there should be a cross reference 
between policy on distribution and policy on general 
locations. 

Essex County Council Suggest amendment that Core Strategy promotes 
residential development at a density of 75+ 
dwelling per hectare in town centres in order to 
reduce requirement for Green Belt release.   

Support the prioritisation of previously development 
land for development. 

General Locations and Phasing 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rochford District Council Express concern at lack of identification of precise 

locations. 

Express concern with regards to the ability of 
infrastructure to cope with the District’s housing 
requirement. 

Acknowledge that additional housing in the District 
is necessary. 

Development could be added onto existing areas 
but suggest that a new village be created towards 
the Rawreth Lane / London Road area of 
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Rayleigh. Suggest that the new village include 
retail, education, recreational, health, community 
and public transport facilities. 

Essex County Council Essex County Council wish to clarify, in relation to 
reference to viability of small schools in the 
document, that there is a presumption against the 
closure of rural schools. 

Rawreth Parish Council State that they are extremely disappointed at the 
lack of integrity by Members of the Local 
Development Framework sub-committee regarding 
the allocation figures for housing in the District. 

Rawreth has not appeared in previous paperwork 
and should be considered a Tier 4 settlement. 

Rawreth is not part of, and should be considered 
separate from, Rayleigh. 

Development of 1050 dwellings within Rawreth 
represents a 228% increase and is unjustifiable, 
unsustainable and would destroy the character of 
Rawreth. 

Preferred Option H2 – General Locations and Phasing 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hawkwell Parish Council Acknowledge the strong opposition to any 

development of Green Belt in Hawkwell by many 
residents. 

Recognise external pressure to provide additional 
homes. 

Note that discussions and consultations today will 
influence the District for decades to come. 

The Core Strategy Preferred Option appears to 
distribute housing on an uneven basis. 

Strongly object to being subsumed into a 
settlement called Hockley / Hawkwell, and then 
being subjected to the majority of housing 
allocated to Hockley / Hawkwell. 

Hawkwell Parish Council’s preferred option to 
deliver housing requirement is through the 
creation of a single new community, along with the 
required infrastructure.  Such community would 
ideally by located West / North-West of the District 
to allow best access to public transport and road 
network. 
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If the construction of a new community is rejected 
the policy of Hawkwell Parish Council is, in 
summary, as follows: 

• Development should be shared between 
Parishes using a calculation based on 
Parish hectares or population 

• New development within the Parish must 
have minimum impact on Green Belt and 
not increase the village footprint. 

• Planning Authority should use Compulsory 
Purchase to ensure minimum impact on 
Green Belt and that village footprint is not 
enlarged. 

• Infrastructure should be in place prior to 
development. 

Essex County Council Register support for the balanced approach to the 
distribution of housing based on tiers of 
settlement. 

However, Essex County Council also registered an 
objection to the same Preferred Options stating 
that locations North of London Road, Rayleigh and 
South East Ashingdon should be further 
examined.   The former to ensure that 
infrastructure will serve the development in a 
timely and efficient manner and also give benefit 
to the existing adjoining community.  The latter to 
ensure that the scale of development would not 
place undue pressure on the highway network 
passing through Rochford town centre. 

Essex County Council also comment that the 
provision of County Council services at all 
proposed development locations will require 
adequate funding through planning obligations and 
standard charges. 

Rawreth Parish Council Reference to Rayleigh West in fact menas 
Rawreth.  The area to the north of London Road is 
not Rayleigh but Rawreth. 

The Parish Council believe that the area to the 
north of London Road is highest quality farmland. 
The area is the “Gateway to Rochford” and is a 
strategic buffer between Rayleigh and Wickford. 

The area is a greenfield site.  There are a number 
of sites identified as part of the Call for Sites that 
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should be considered ahead of land North of 
London Road.  Theses sites need to be visited 
and considered before a final decision is made. 

Describe the housing proposal as unjust. 

The development would not benefit the Parish. 

Parish of Rawreth does not have the infrastructure 
to cope with any more development. No 
development should take place until infrastructure 
is in place, and the roads are capable of taking the 
increased traffic that would result from 
development. 

Drains and sewers are close to capacity. 
Localised flooding already occurs and increased 
house building will exasperate the situation. 

Rawreth Lane is regularly at a standstill. 

Suggest that a figure of 40 dwellings would be a 
fairer figure for the Parish. 

West Hullbridge development would also cause 
traffic problems. 

Watery Lane / Hullbridge Road is an extremely 
dangerous junction. 

Question where traffic would go once it reaches 
the end of Watery Lane, as the bridge at 
Battlesbridge is restricted and the junction with 
A1245 is dangerous. 

The Parish Council believe that RDC should 
consider the use of smaller sites and that a large 
development to the North of London Road should 
be refused. 

The Parish Council are currently in the process of 
developing a community garden in the centre of 
Rochford and suggest that a reasonably sized 
development of houses in this area could be of 
benefit to the village.  They suggest that a 
development of this size could include a village 
shop that would be of enormous value to local 
residents. 
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Affordable Housing 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hawkwell Parish Council Expect any new development to include a mix of 

properties encompassing 'affordable', 'social' and 
others that encourages a broad demographic 
spread and sustains a housing chain that may 
include, where absolutely necessary, 
flat/apartment developments of no more that three 
stories and in the 'Garden Flat' style. 

Loss of bungalows by way of conversion to 
executive homes has resulted in the loss of 
affordable dwellings from the housing supply. 

The Planning Authority need to create a positive 
and direct link between employment and 
accommodation. 

Request that the term ‘affordable’ be more clearly 
and realistically defined. 

Note that the recent Roach Close development is 
beyond the means of local people who wish to get 
onto the housing ladder without social need.  

Ashingdon Parish Comment that they accept that more homes must 
Council be built in the District. State that sharing homes 

around equally seems reasonable. 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

EERA welcome the preferred option to make 
provision in line with recommendations set out in 
the Regional Spatial Strategy Single Issue 
Review. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Green Belt Chapter  

Protection of the Green Belt 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rayleigh Town Council Strongly agree with the five purposes of the Green 

Belt set out at the beginning of the section. 
Rochford Parish Council Green Belt release should only occur if absolutely 

necessary and must be limited and tightly 
controlled. 

Ashingdon Parish 
Council 

The Green Belt must be protected as much as 
possible; every scrap of brownfield land should be 
sensitively used. 

Preferred Option GB1 – Protection of the Green Belt 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Clear intentions on how actions will be delivered 

are required. 
East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

Where the release of Green Belt in order to 
accommodate required levels of development is 
unavoidable, the proposal to use that which least 
contributes to the main purposes of the Green Belt 
seems appropriate. 

Castle Point Borough 
Council 

Support the protection of the Green Belt and the 
release of Green Belt based on how well the land 
helps to achieve the purposes of the Green Belt 
and separation of settlements. 

Preferred Option GB2 – Rural Diversification, Green Tourism and 
Recreational Uses 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Sport England Supports GB2, however careful guidance in terms 

of siting and design will be needed. 
Natural England Support rural diversification within the Green Belt 

such as green tourism and outdoor recreation, 
provided these activities are linked with 
environmental enhancements and an increase in 
biodiversity. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Economic Development Chapter  

Economic Development Introduction  
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Policies in the Core Strategy need to relate to firm 

actions 
Rochford Parish Council Believe that there are very few people who do not 

want the airport to succeed but the overwhelming 
concern is regarding 24 hour operational action at 
the airport, and with the proposed obvious 
increase in flights, quite a large proportion of the 
residents of both Rochford and Southend would 
have very little sleep. This would cause enormous 
health and economic problems. 

Preferred Option ED1 – London Southend Airport and Environs 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

Note that the delivery of London Southend Airport 
is regionally significant.  Refer the Council to their 
earlier comments submitted as representations on 
the Joint Area Action Plan. 

East of England 
Development Agency 
(EEDA) 

Note that the Regional Economic Strategy 
identifies the airport as having the potential to be a 
gateway for Thames Gateway. 

Welcome the Area Action Plan approach, adding 
that it should ensure that the role of the airport and 
its potential as a focus and catalyst for economic 
growth is fully harnessed and developed. 

Essex County Council Support the comprehensive development of 
London Southend Airport, although a commitment 
to work to mitigate any adverse impacts on the 
environment or local amenities should be clearly 
stated.  The Core Strategy should also explore 
how it could support the take-up of these jobs 
through adult learning and re-training 
opportunities. 

Natural England Natural England are concerned with the impact of 
the growth in the airport on air quality and on the 
disturbance of Natura 2000 sites (sites of 
international ecological importance protected by 
legislation). 

Hawkwell Parish Council There is too much reliance on the development of 
the airport and its environs, involving the release 
of Green Belt.  It appears to be assumed that the 
new residents will work there, thus justifying the 
large housing allocation in or adjacent to the 
Parish. 
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Preferred Option ED2 – Employment Growth 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
East of England 
Development Agency 
(EEDA) 

Support option but suggest it is strengthened with 
inclusion of reference to providing a range of 
employment uses. 

Essex County Council Support the approach, including focus on specific 
regeneration projects but believe the Core 
Strategy should also consider a contingent 
approach in the event such projects are delayed. 

Believe that the document does not take enough 
account of the small businesses dotted between 
the various industrial estates and elsewhere. The 
balance should be redressed by setting out how 
the vision and strategy will assist such small 
businesses to develop and fulfil a future role in the 
local economy. 

Suggest acknowledgement of the medical sector 
in Rochford and the importance of developing 
adult skills. 

Rawreth Parish Council Object to loss of Green Belt for employment to the 
south of London Road.  Suggest an area bounded 
by A127, A130, A1245 and railway line as an 
alternative.  This would provide an opportunity to 
provide a well-designed industrial estate with 
potential to utilise alternative forms of transport in 
the future. 

Suggest use of land opposite Michelin Farm to 
provide some of the required Gypsy and Traveller 
pitches and to remove the unauthorised site on the 
A1245 at Bedloes Corner. 

Preferred Option ED3 – Exiting Employment Land 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Existing employment sites to be reviewed should 

be specifically identified in the document. 

Allocations in terms of quantums of floorspace 
should be set out. 

Different uses and their locations should be set 
out. 

Preferred Option ED4 – Future Employment Allocations 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rayleigh Town Council State that reliance on the A127 and A130 links 

cannot be guaranteed ad infinitum. 
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The general area indicated was apparently ruled 
out for housing development by the Highways 
Agency and would therefore be unsuitable for 
commercial and industrial use. 

Alternative Option ED4 – Future Employment Allocations 
Preferred Option ED5 – Eco-Enterprise Centre 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council Support this approach, but warn that the viability of 

such projects will need to be carefully considered. 

Note that there are a number of other such centres 
around the County and that this centre should 
offer something which differentiates it from 
competing centres. 

Castle Point Borough 
Council 

Encourage the Council to prepare evidence that 
demonstrates the deliverability of the eco-
enterprise centre. 

Rayleigh Town Council Statement is too vague and location is not 
indicated. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Environmental Issues Chapter  

Protection and Enhancement of the Natural Landscape and Habitats 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Pleased to see mention made of intention to 

support the Crouch and Roach Management Plan. 

State that the Council should also be seeking to 
enhance biodiversity through development in 
accordance with PPS1 and PPS9. This will involve 
retaining existing natural features within any 
development and seeking opportunities to create 
new habitats and link in with existing adjacent 
habitats. 

Preferred Option ENV1 – Protection and Enhancement of the Natural 
Landscape and Habitats  
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports the overall aims of ENV1, but would like 

to see the following to be included in the final 
policy: 
• Wildlife Networks 
• Designing in Wildlife 
• BAP Targets 
• Landscape Character 

Natural England Supports the overall principles of ENV2, but would 
suggest that the policy gives explicit recognition to 
the implications of climate change and sea level 
rise, and the need for necessary adaptation, but 
not only defending the ‘static’ situation. 

Preferred Option ENV2 – Coastal Protection Belt  
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Environment Agency Supports the overall principles of ENV2, but would 

suggest that the policy gives explicit recognition to 
the implications of climate change and sea level 
rise, and the need for necessary adaptation, but 
not only defending the ‘static’ situation. 

Preferred Option ENV3 – Flood Risk  
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Environment Agency Would like to see "We will continue to work with 

the EA manage flood risk in a sustainable manner 
through capitalising on opportunities to make 
space for water wherever possible and through the 
continued provision of flood defences where 
necessary." Added. 

State that this is a key message coming out of the 
Thames Estuary 2100 Project group and, while 
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Rochford District does not fall within the study 
boundary, including this in our policy would ensure 
consistency throughout the Thames Gateway 
area.  

Wish to see addition of reference for need for 
applications with Flood Zone to be accompanied 
by a flood risk assessment. 

Preferred Option ENV4 – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS)  
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Large scale development is not defined 
Rayleigh Town Council SUDS relies on the Environment Agency to 

maintain watercourses and ditches in a suitable 
manner (which the Town Council state is presently 
lacking) without this there will undoubtedly be 
future problems. This section needs to be far more 
robust 

Environment Agency Agrees with the aims of ENV4 and believes that 
SUDs provide some positive ways to increase 
biodiversity. 

Preferred Option ENV5 – Air Quality Management Areas  
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Castle Point Borough 
Council 

Support the protection and improvement of air 
quality; however the preferred option should clarify 
the measures that will be taken to improve air 
quality. 

Preferred Option ENV6 – Large Scale Renewable Energy 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

It is suggested that this policy should state what 
schemes the Council would be willing to support. 

Natural England Recommends that the Council refers to the Essex 
Landscape Character Assessment when when 
considering locations for renewable energy 
installations. 

Notes that an appropriate balance needs to be 
struck between site protection and the promotion 
of renewable and low-carbon energy generation 
projects. To achieve this, a fuller criteria-based 
policy should be included in the Development 
Control Policies Development Plan Document. 

Preferred Option ENV7 – Small Scale Renewable Energy Projects 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Council need to ensure that this wholly accords 

with the PPS1 Supplement on Climate Change. At 
present the wording appears to suggest a greater 
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level of restraint than that intended by national 
policy 

East of England Although this standpoint is welcomed difficulties 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

may arise in measuring the effectiveness of small 
scale schemes and relating this back to regional 
and national targets.  EERA will be looking for the 
relevant Development Control documents to show 
how targets will be met. 

Natural England Support of small scale energy projects as part of 
sustainable design and construction. 

Preferred Option ENV8 – Code for Sustainable Homes 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

Suggest a timescale for the implementation of 
these standards is set out. 

Environment Agency General support this approach as it is consistent 
with the approach they take in Norfolk, Suffolk and 
Essex. 

Ask that the Council, however, consider revising 
the approach so that it is line with government 
objectives, noting that this option proposes higher 
standards.  The Council will need to be sure such 
standards are deliverable. 

Castle Point Borough 
Council 

CPBC has been advised by developers that Code 
level 3 is achievable however Level 4 and beyond 
significantly impacts on the economic viability of 
the development. The requirement for meeting 
level 6 by 2013 should be tested at a local level to 
ensure that it is viable. 

Alternative Option ENV8 – Code for Sustainable Homes 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East The evidence base needs to demonstrate why this 

requirement should be introduced 
Environment Agency Generally support this approach as it is consistent 

with the approach that is taken in other local 
authority areas in Norfolk, Suffolk and Essex. 
Support the idea of a stepped approach but ask 
the Council to consider revising this in line with 
central Government objectives as set out in 
"Building a Greener Future: Towards Zero Carbon 
Development". The proposed standards are higher 
than those suggested by Government so the 
Council will need to be certain that they are 
achievable within the time frame. 
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Preferred Option ENV9 – BREEAM 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East The evidence base needs to demonstrate why this 

requirement should be introduced 
East of England 
Regional Assembly 
(EERA) 

Suggest a timescale for the implementation of 
these standards is set out. 

Essex County Council Object to the Council not intending to implement 
the ‘Merton Rule’, stating that the BREEAM rating 
does not include provision of renewable energy 
generation for new buildings. Suggest the policy 
should be expanded to incorporate the 'Merton' 
rule that at least 10% of energy estimated to be 
used by new development will be required to be 
produced by on-site renewable energy generation. 
This would also be consistent with the Urban 
Place Supplement. 

Environment Agency Support this approach. 

Contaminated Land 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Question where the contaminated land within the 

District is to be found 

Preferred Option ENV10 – Contaminated Land 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Environment Agency Support this option as it is consistent with nationa

policy. 
l 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Transport Chapter  

Transport Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
East of England Suggest that opportunities to facilitate home-
Regional Assembly working within new development proposals should 
(EERA) not be ignored, in the interests of reducing the 

need to travel by car. 
Essex County Council State that the transport aspects of the Core 

Strategy are well rounded and make good 
reference to the transportation aspirations of the 
County. 

Hawkwell Parish Council Proposed residential development will lead to 
congestion on all routes to and from Hawkwell. 

Options in this section lack real substance and 
question what guarantee there can be that private 
companies will continue to provide public 
transport. 

Preferred Option T1 – Highways 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Castle Point Borough 
Council 

Support reduce reliance on private car, but note 
that it is still essential to recognise that highway 
improvements may be required. 

Rayleigh Town Council Strongly support this preferred option, question 
what safeguards will be put in place to ensure that 
s106 agreement monies are spent on 
infrastructure. 

Rawreth Parish Council Believe that roads and infrastructure are at full 
capacity. Rawreth Lane and Water Lane cannot 
take any more traffic. Proposed development will 
bring traffic to an unsustainable level.  

Preferred Option T2 – Public Transport 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rayleigh Town Council Encouraging alternatives to the car must not be 

used as an excuse to lower standards of parking.  
This section needs to be more prescriptive. 

Preferred Option T5 – Cycling and Walking 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council Suggest the addition of the following to the 

preferred option: 
• Cycle parking and incentives to cycle to be 

provided at residential developments 
• Specific reference to ‘schools’ to the list of 

locations to be linked by a safe and 
convenient network of cycle and pedestrian 
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routes 
Natural England Support the preferred option. State that footpaths 

and cycleways should be provided as part of new 
development layouts which will contribute to 
sustainable transport and also provide informal 
recreation opportunities to help improve the health 
and well-being of residents. 

Preferred Option T6 – Greenways 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Natural England is supportive of the Thames 

Gateway Green Grid Strategy and would see the 
provision of greenways as a contribution to a wider 
network of green infrastructure. 

Preferred Option T7 – Parking Standards 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hawkwell Parish Council Express concern over proposed minimum parking 

standards, stating that the District has insufficient 
resources to manage the consequential bad 
parking that occurs with car parked over 
pavements. 

Rayleigh Town Council Strongly support the application of minimum 
parking standards. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Retail and Town Centres Chapter  

) 
GO East i i i

Preferred Option RTC1 - Retail 
Organisation Summary of representation(s

Quest on the amount of floorspace be ng d rected 
to the stated locations 

Town Centres 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council Support the varied approach being taken to the 

development of Rayleigh, Rochford and Hockley 
town centres. 

Suggest that the Core Strategy expresses mix of 
uses and projected economic impact in a more 
qualitative fashion. 

Recommend that the role and importance of non 
retail uses within town centres is recognised. 

Preferred Option RTC5 – Hockley Town Centre 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hawkwell Parish Council The Hockley and Rochford Town Centre Studies 

have not yet been completed and the Parish 
Council require that these are completed and 
properly considered before any decisions are 
taken. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Character of Place Chapter 

Character of Place Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rochford Parish Council Whilst agreeing it is desirable to keep the 

traditional buildings, where possible the public 
would wish to see any new build in keeping and 
fitting in with the character of the surrounding 
areas. 

Preferred Option CP1 – Design 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council Suggest the text be amended to read, 'Developers 

of large residential schemes should adhere to 
design briefs produced in conjunction with, and 
approved by, the district council.' 

Natural England Support this option.  Glad to note that Village 
Design Statements have been included in the 
policy wording as this is an initiative which Natural 
England actively promotes. 

Suggest that opportunities be sought to promote 
accessible greenspace provision. 

Local Lists 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hawkwell Parish Council Welcome the re-introduction of the local list 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism Chapter  

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rochford Parish Council There needs to be assurances that infrastructure 

will be provided at the outset of any new scheme. 
Ashingdon Parish 
Council 

Agree that additional infrastructure must be 
provided to support the new residents and prevent 
existing residents suffering from stretched and 
weakened services; roads, schools, sewerage, 
health facilities, etc. 

Preferred Option CLT1 – Planning Obligations and Standard Charges 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Environment Agency Suggest that developers contribute towards flood 

defences where appropriate. 
Natural England Suggest that countryside recreation projects 

including the management and maintenance of 
greenspace, wildlife sites and environmental 
improvements should be included in the list of 
activities that planning obligations and charges 
could contribute to 

Castle Point Borough 
Council 

The use of standard charges is consistent with 
circular 5/05 planning obligations. Standard 
charges provide greater certainty for developers. 
Developer contributions should however be the 
subject of negotiation as there may be economic 
viability reasons why the value of a development 
may not be able to support the standard charge. 

Rayleigh Town Council It is unrealistic to expect the shortfall in 
infrastructure funding be made up by standard 
charges (around £300,000 per dwelling across the 
district). 

It is therefore essential to state that these plans 
are unsustainable without considerable 
government funding. 

Alternative Option CLT1 – Planning Obligations and Standard Charges 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Ashingdon Parish 
Council 

Support the Council in demanding infrastructure 
improvements to accompany new developments. 

Believe that, whenever possible, developers must 
be required to pay for these improvements to the 
existing infrastructure. 

Stress that we must work together to pressurise 
government authorities responsible for 
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infrastructure (roads, schools, sewerage, health, 
etc.) to agree that additional provision is required; 
and to ensure that these agreed improvements are 
actually made. 

Education 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council The final paragraph of the commentary in the 

Education section, which refers to school transport 
plans, should be expanded to note that housing 
developments in excess of two miles from 
sufficient key stage one provision via a safe 
walking route or three miles from provision for 
older children must mitigate their impacts and 
facilitate appropriate school transport. 

The commentary in the Education section should 
include reference to Early Years and Childcare 
(EY & C) provision. Make three points: 

• New primary schools should include 
commensurate EY&C facilities 

• Although Hockley does not require a new 
primary school EY&C provision must be 
expanded 

• The more rural areas, in particular 
Canewdon, Great Wakering and Hullbridge, 
will require additional EY&C places 

Preferred Option CLT2 – Primary Education, Early Years and Childcare 
Facilities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rawreth Parish Council Object, noting that surpluses of Primary School 

Places are projected in areas of Rayleigh. 
Suggest that development is spread around 
Rayleigh in smaller sites so as to avoid closure of 
existing schools and prevent unnecessary 
provision of a new school. 

Preferred Option CLT4 – Healthcare 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Castle Point Borough Support the requirement for new developments to 
Council be accompanied by a Health Impact Assessment 

(HIA). Suggest that a threshold should be 
considered. The preferred option currently requires 
all developments to have an assessment. The 
Local Area Agreement for Essex suggested a 
threshold of 50 dwelling units. They have used this 
as a starting point for developing a HIA policy in 
their emerging Core Strategy. 
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Alternative Option CLT4 – Healthcare 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rayleigh Town Council Suggest that a better alternative to the primary 

care centre located in the preferred area is the 
provision of an outreach outpatient centre 
associated with Southend Hospital to perform 
routine blood tests, x-rays and a minor injuries 
clinic etc. reducing the need to travel and relieving 
the pressure on hospital services while leaving GP 
provision where it is at present. 

New proposed residential areas are too far away 
from eastern areas of Rayleigh .The location of 
healthcare facilities should be as near to the town 
centre as possible. 

Preferred Option CLT5 – Open Space 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Document should state the standards to be 

applied. 
Rayleigh Town Council Needs to be more specific and robust, in particular 

in forming a barrier between any new  
development and the A1245, preventing further 
westward sprawl in future years. 

Sport England Support with modifications - reference to 
background documents such as the emerging 
Playing Pitch Strategy would be helpful, as would 
be a cross-reference to Preferred Option CLT10 
(Playing Pitches). 

Preferred Option CLT6 – Community Facilities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s
Rayleigh Town Council Strongly support this option. 

) 

Preferred Option CLT7 – Play Space 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Document should state the standards to be 

applied 

Preferred Option CLT8 – Youth facilities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
GO East Document should state the standards to be 

applied 

Preferred Option CLT9 – Leisure Facilities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rayleigh Town Council Considered an opportunity exists to obtain 

developer contributions to expand leisure facilities 
with the provision of a swimming pool at Rayleigh 
Leisure Centre 
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Suggest that this is included in CLT9 
Sport England Agrees with the board content, but reference to 

PPG17 should be made in the Core Strategy. 
Believes that the Essex Sports Facilities Strategy 
(2008) should be used to inform the preparation of 
the Core Strategy in terms of planning for the 
provision of community sports facilities. 
Moreover, reference to Sport England's document 
'Active Design' would be useful to encourage 
clearer thinking about the role of good urban 
design in promoting physical activity. 

Would advise that a number of other Core 
Strategies have been considered to be unsound 
due to the lack of a credible evidence base. 

Preferred Option CLT10 – Playing Pitches 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council Suggest that this should be revised to clarify that it 

only applies to public rather than private pitches. 
Application of the policy to school playing pitches 
would restrict implementation of long term site 
management plans and school reorganisation. 

Sport England Support the overall principle of CLT10, but 
reference to PPG17 should be made in the Core 
Strategy. Reference to Sport England guidance is 
helpful, as is the commitment to produce a SPD on 
playing pitch provision. It is assumed that this 
document will set out local standards for their 
provision. 

Preferred Option CLT11 – Tourism 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports the preferred option particularly the 

proviso that green tourism projects should not 
adversely impact on character of place or 
biodiversity. We would reiterate our previous 
comments that it should be mentioned in the policy 
wording that this approach is consistent with the 
objectives of the Thames Gateway South Essex 
Greengrid. Suggest text notes that the conversion 
of rural buildings could involve damage to 
protected species such as barn owls. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Upper Roach Valley and Wallasea Island Chapter  

Preferred Option URV1 – Upper Roach Valley 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Environment Agency Generally support this preferred option. Suggest 

inclusion of "Opportunities to reduce flood risk and 
enhance natural habitats by making space for 
water will be indentified." This will show 
consistency with their message for other Thames 
Gateway areas. 

Rochford Parish Council Vital that Green areas, some under Green Belt 
and some under recreational land, are retained 
where possible. If this is reduced too much the 
health of the new and existing population will start 
to suffer. Support the Upper Roach Valley and 
Wallasea Island schemes - for those who are able 
to travel to and take advantage of these areas. 
They will aid the conservation of the wildlife 
habitats for all to benefit by. 

Preferred Option URV2 – Wallasea Island 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Environment Agency Support this preferred option. 
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Summary of National, Regional and Local Government Comments on the 
Implementation, Monitoring and Delivery Chapter  

Implementation, Monitoring and Delivery 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex County Council Support the inclusion of a section covering this 

topic. 

The tabulation of Implementation, Delivery and 
Monitoring matters in the final version should be 
expanded. In particular, the implementation and 
delivery material should provide a fuller description 
of schemes and projects, who will deliver them, 
funding requirements and/or sources, their priority 
and required timing, links with other projects and 
strategies, risk of non-achievement and 
contingency importance. 

Question whether proposed method of monitoring 
good design will be successful and suggest that 
reference to early years and childcare be made in 
relation to the monitoring of preferred option CLT2. 
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Representations from Non-Governmental Organisations (NGO) 

Summary of NGO Comments on the Introduction 

Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Suggest that the Council introduce additional 
control on crime/ vandalism/ anti-social behaviour 
in Hockley in order to deal with increasing 
population. 

Natural England Natural England is pleased to see Essex 
Landscape Character Assessment (2003) and the 
Local Wildlife Site Review (2007) were included in 
the Evidence Base. 

Natural England reminds the Council that the Core 
Strategy will require assessment against the 
Habitats Regulations. Overall growth targets, 
London Southend airport and development in or 
surrounding the coastal areas will need to be 
scrutinised. 

Vision 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern expressed regarding whether the 
interpretation of sustainability has been sufficiently 
addressed. Suggest that the sustainability test 
should be applied on each site. 

Hockley Residents Association fails to see how 
the intensification policy can be enforced in the 
preferred option. 

SE Essex Organic Suggest that agricultural will need to be looked at. 
Gardeners 
Natural England Shares the same objectives with the Council and 

therefore supports the vision. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Housing Chapter 

Housing Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
SE Essex Organic 
Gardeners 

Suggest that more allotments and community 
gardens are needed. Under existing legislation, 
there is a duty on local authorities to provide 
sufficient numbers of allotments, if an allotment 
authority is of the opinion that there is a demand 
for allotments in the area. 

Housing Distribution 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Suggests an alternative option of placing all 3500 
homes in one new location with self supporting 
infrastructure. 

SE Essex Organic 
Gardeners 

Suggests that the impact on Hockley village will 
include: 
• Traffic congestion on main routes 
• Parking problems 
• Demand on health care service 
• Demand on school places 
• Demand on public transport 

CPREssex Believes that only 30% Brownfield sites for further 
housing developments is too low. Brownfield 
should be utilised where possible. A 70% use of 
green belt land is unacceptable. 

Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Urges the Council to improve the strategic 
highway network, especially the east-west route. 

Renaissance Southend Suggests that the 510 dwellings proposed for 
Great Wakering should be considered alongside 
the additional 1400 dwellings proposed in 
Southend’s Core Strategy for Shoebury in the 
period 2001-2021. 

Suggests the development of an AAP or SPD to 
provide detailed planning guidance for this growth 
and recommends a joint approach to the 
development of these two areas. 

Housing General Locations 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern raised that no provision has been made 
for road improvements in Hockley and 
improvements are unlikely to be economically 
viable. 

SE Essex Organic 
Gardeners 

Suggest that the natural areas are under pressure. 
Suggest that the fields in and around Hockley 
West need to be kept for agricultural use. 
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CPREssex Suggest that the number of additional dwelling to 
be built in Canewdon is too high, and should be 
reduced. 

Concern expressed regarding community and 
recreational facilities, public transport, 
employment, and road network issues in 
Canewdon. 

Alternative Option H1 – Distribution 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

The option of placing houses in a single site 
should be considered. Locating industry and 
housing separately contravenes government 
policy PPG4. 

The Seaside/Colonnade proposal for housing 
should be included as an alternative option. 

Preferred Option H2 – General Locations and Phasing 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Suggests that extra budget will be needed to 
provide extra community service for the additional 
population in Hockley.  

Improvement in health service will be needed to 
support the additional population in the area. 

Concern expressed regarding traffic congestion 
and car parking issues in Hockley and the 
surrounding area. 

Hockley Residents 
Association 

Object to development along Rectory Road, 
Hawkwell. The combined impact on Hockley is not 
considered (e.g. traffic, urbanisation). 

Hawkwell Athletic FC Suggests that the infrastructure will need to be 
improved before building any more houses.  

Rayleigh boys Youth 
Football club 

Strongly objects to the plan for building more 
homes in an already too densely populated area of 
Rayleigh. 

Requests improvements in the road network and 
public amenities before any more houses are built 
in Rayleigh. 

Green belt land should only be used for amenities 
for the people of Rayleigh. 

Hawkwell Action Group Strongly object to additional housing in Hawkwell 
for the following reasons: 
• Infrastructure cannot cope 
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•	 Identity will be lost 
•	 Poor public transport 
• Wildlife and greenfield will be lost. 

Hawkwell Residents Object to the proposed development of 300+ 
Association houses in the village/Parish on the following basis: 

•	 Lost of Greenbelt - unfair allocation of homes 
throughout the district especially in the 
Hawkwell area 

•	 Concern expressed that all of the 330 houses 
could be centred in one place changing the 
nature of the village 

•	 The B1013 cannot cope with extra traffic from 
what will be a developing airport facility (not 
considered as part of this strategy) 

•	 Extra demands on schools, dentists and doctor 
surgeries 

•	 Lack of public transport. 

Feel that the Council fails to look at the district as 
a whole in the Core Strategy and have not 
considered the impact of the JAAP and site 
allocation development on Hawkwell. 

Additional homes should be built as a new village 
with self-contained services in the west of 
Rochford from a new access road to the A1245 
(old A130). 

If the proposals go ahead with current housing and 
employment allocation, and an inevitable increase 
in airport traffic, Hawkwell Residents Association 
would like to see improvements and upgrades to 
all infrastructure; community and public services, 
public transport, recreation and leisure facilities 
etc. in place before the commencement of any 
new development. 

Suggests that the method of consultation is unfair 
- a heavy weight document preventing printing and 
general distribution. 

Suggests that the stated government policy of 
60% brownfield first before greenfield seems to 
have been reversed. 
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Alternative Option H2 – General Locations and Phasing 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that there should be an option of 
focusing development in a few locations. 

The Seaside/Colonnade proposal for housing 
should be included as an alternative option. 

Housing – General Locations Post 2021 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Option of focusing development in a few locations 
should be given. The Seaside/Colonnade proposal 
for housing should be included as an alternative 
option. 

Preferred Option H3 – General Locations Post 2021 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that no costing information is provided, 
plus Ashingdon Road will not be able to cope with 
the extra traffic created by the additional 
population. 

Preferred Option H4 – Affordable Housing 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Shelter Recommends a higher percentage (40%) of 

affordable housing should be applied and housing 
requirements should be set for development of 
less than 15 dwellings (3 or more recommended). 

Suggests that the Council should state the 
government’s target (approximately 65% of 
affordable housing should be social rented 
housing) in preferred option H4. 

Alternative Option H4 – Affordable Housing 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
CPREssex Fully support the need for Affordab

the Rochford Area. 
le Houses in 

Preferred Option H5 – Dwelling Types 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Shelter Welcomes the proposal in both H4 and H5, 

however, suggests that the proportion of 
affordable housing provision within developments 
should be required in the form of four bedroom 
dwellings as well as three. 
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H Appendix 1 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that there are no details given on the 
viability of providing sufficient infrastructure in the 
proposal (e.g. traffic/road improvements, youth 
facilities and health centre in Rochford area).  

Summary of NGO Comments on the Green Belt Chapter  

Protection of Green Belt 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan Suggests that the identity of Hockley as well as 
Group green belt in and around the area should be 

protected and preserved. 
Hockley Residents Supports the retention of the green belt, but the 
Association absence of infrastructure provision makes the 

Core Strategy unsustainable. 
Renaissance Southend Suggests that the Core Strategy should show a 

more explicit approach towards the green belt 
policy.  

Preferred Option GB1 – Green Belt Protection 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Concern expressed regarding the large number of 
new houses to be built on green belt which could 
reduce open spaces between parishes and lead to 
coalescence between settlements, thus the loss of 
individual community identities. 

Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Suggests that sufficient flexibility needs to be 
allowed for within policy GB1 for the various 
important economic growth options of the JAAP. It 
is important for Rochford’s planning to reflect the 
significant economic driver for South East Essex. 

CPREssex Concern expressed regarding the high proportion 
of proposed houses to be built on green belt. 
Brownfield sites should be the preferred option 

Renaissance Southend Suggests that policy GB1 is amended to provide 
for the potential amendment to the Green Belt 
boundary in order to realise the economic and 
employment potential of the airport through the 
Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP). 

Preferred Option GB2 – Rural Diversification and Recreational Uses 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports GB2 as well as rural diversification within 

the green belt. The value of the green belt should 
be judged on its contribution to quality of life, 
nature conservation, landscape protection, flood 
mitigation and the impact of a changing climate. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Economic Development Chapter  

Economic Development Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern expressed regarding the impact caused 
by extra traffic on the roads (especially the B1013 
and accessibility to the airport), and that the 
approach contravenes policy PPG4. 

Federation of Small 
Businesses 

Suggests that due to the lack of sustainable road 
transport infrastructure in the district, there is a 
need to ensure that each centre of population has 
a concentration of suitable commercial premises 
to enable local employment to succeed.  

It is important to introduce commercial/mini 
business centres within the community, make 
good use of vacant and derelict land and buildings 
which would lead to local employment possibilities 
for the service based small businesses which have 
a vital role in the district. 

Preferred Option ED1 – London Southend Airport 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Supports ED1. Suggests that it must be followed 
by significant improvements to the highway 
infrastructure in the area to cope with the future 
growth.  

Natural England Concern expressed regarding the impact of the 
growth in the airport on air quality and on the 
disturbance of Natura 2000 sites. 

Suggests encouraging enhanced North-South 
links including greenways, as envisaged in the 
Thames Gateway South Essex Greengrid 
Strategy. 

Renaissance Southend Suggests that the Core Strategy should give 
clearer guidance on the purpose and objectives for 
the Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP). The Core 
Strategy should identifying requirements of the 
land allocation for the 3,000 new jobs. 

In addition, they suggest that Policy ED1 should 
be amended to make it clear that the JAAP will be 
looking to examine how to manage the change 
required to realise the employment potential of the 
whole area included within the JAAP boundary. 
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Preferred Option ED2 – Employment Growth 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Supports the principle of ED2, but would examine 
the detail of the Area Action Plans for Hockley and 
Rochford. 

Preferred Option ED3 – Existing Employment Land 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Supports the review of existing employment land 
and the reallocation for housing where 
appropriate. It is essential to improve the highway 
infrastructure and access to all industrial estates to 
sustain employment, especially Purdeys Industrial 
Estate. 

Preferred Option ED4 – Future Employment Allocations 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Supports ED4 as it provides opportunities for 
better quality business premises much closer to 
main roads. 

Federation of Small 
Businesses 

Agrees that ED4 provides a reasonable solution 
for both housing allocation and the industrial 
estate. However, some companies may have 
problems relocating due to the type and size of 
their operation (e.g. Baltic Wharf), and there may 
be a need to investigate further the accessibility 
and road infrastructure for staff and businesses at 
peak times. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Environmental Issues Chapter 

Environmental Issues Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Suggest that there should be no additional air or 
noise pollution in Hockley caused by increased 
traffic volumes and the airport expansion. 

Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern expressed that no consideration is given 
to pollution caused by extra traffic on the roads. 

Environmental Issues - Protection and Enhancement of the Natural 
Landscape and Habitats 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Suggests that Natural England should be involved 

as a stakeholder in the Crouch and Roach Estuary 
Management Plan. 

Preferred Option ENV1 – Protection and Enhancement of the Natural 
Landscape and Habitats 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports the overall aims of ENV1,  but would like 

to see the following to be included in the policy: 
• Wildlife Networks 
• Designing in Wildlife 
• BAP Targets 
• Landscape Character 

Preferred Option ENV2 – Costal Protection Belt 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
CPREssex Supports ENV2. 
Natural England Supports the overall principles of ENV2, but would 

suggest that the policy gives explicit recognition to 
the implications of climate change and sea level 
rise, and the need for necessary adaptation, but 
not only defending the ‘static’ situation. 

Preferred Option ENV4 – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Agrees with the aims of ENV4 and believes that 

SUDs provide some positive ways to increase 
biodiversity. 

Preferred Option ENV6 – Large Scale Renewable Energy Projects 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Recommends that the Council refers to the Essex 

Landscape Character Assessment when 
considering locations for renewable energy 
installations. 
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Rochford Chamber of 
Trade 

Notes that an appropriate balance needs to be 
struck between site protection and the promotion 
of renewable and low-carbon energy generation 
projects. To achieve this, a fuller criteria-based 
policy should be included in the DC Policies DPD. 
Disagrees with ENV6. 
Recommends that the following options should 
also be looked at and considered: 
• Combined heat and power plants 
• District hear 
Use of water power (e.g. underwater generators, 
barrage to generate Hydro Electric Power) in the 
River Crouch. 

Preferred Option ENV7 – Small Scale Renewable Energy Projects 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports ENV7. 
Rochford Chamber of 
Trade 

Recommends the following options should also be 
looked at and considered: 
• Combined heat and power plants 
• District heat 
• Use of water power (e.g. underwater 

generators, barrage to generate Hydro Electric 
Power) in the River Crouch. 

Preferred Option ENV8 – Code for Sustainable Homes 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports ENV8 as it shares the same objectives 

for sustainable design and construction as them.  

Recommends that the Council looks at the project 
“A New Vernacular for the Countryside” which 
addresses broad sustainable design and 
construction principles for the countryside. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Transport Chapter  

Transport Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern expressed regarding the impact of 
thousands of extra car movements each day in the 
district, and thinks that it contravenes government 
policy PPG 4 as there is a lack of public transport 
in the West and North where new housing are 
proposed to be built. 

Transport – Highways 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern expressed that costing and funding for 
infrastructure improvements have not been 
considered, and that there are no plans to address 
how to cope with the extra traffic. 

Suggests that infrastructure cost must be identified 
before allocating sites to avoid hurdles in the 
future, i.e. insufficient government funding.  

Transport – Public Transport 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Suggests that public transport must be improved 
in and around Hockley to support the additional 
population and to alleviate the impact of additional 
traffic volumes. 

Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern expressed that the public transport 
service is being cut whilst the Council is 
advocating the use of environmentally friendly 
transport. No information is given on how new 
services will be provided. 

Suggests that small, scattered housing 
developments do not generate sufficient additional 
traffic to cost justify additional bus services. 

Transport – South Essex Rapid Transport (SERT) 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests infrastructure improvements need to be 
in place before extra housing. 

Transport – Cycling and Walking 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Suggests that improved highways and cycle 
networks are essential in and around Hockley to 
support all the increased traffic volumes, improve 
road safety, and eliminate congestion. 
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Hockley Residents Supports more cycle ways but do not believe the 
Association existing infrastructure can cope with the proposed 

plan. 

Also expresses concern regarding costing issues 
and land availability. 

Transport – Greenways 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that development along Rectory Road 
will result in the coalescence of settlements with 
no greenway. 

Renaissance Southend Suggests that reference should be made to the 
Thames Gateway Parklands Vision published by 
CLG with particular regard to new open space 
opportunities for Rochford District.  

Is keen to explore opportunities for creating 
access to existing and new open/green spaces in 
both Southend and Rochford for the benefit of the 
two councils’ residents and visitors. 

Highlights that Southend Council has proposed a 
new country park with potential links with land in 
the Rochford District. Scoping work is currently 
underway, looking at the opportunities for creating 
new space and improving linkages between built 
up areas and open space in both Southend and 
Rochford. 

Preferred Option T1 – Highways 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Feels that the infrastructure in the district is 
already stretched and cannot cope with the 
increased population and traffic. 

Concern expressed that there are no details on 
costing or how infrastructure will be implemented. 
Scattered housing developments will be difficult to 
generate sufficient pay from the developers to 
incorporate for new infrastructure. 

Believes that unless significant highways 
development is introduced, congestion (especially 
in Hockley) will only get worse when the additional 
traffic caused by new housing and the airport join 
the road. 

There is a cut in bus services while extra services 
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will be needed to support the additional population 
in the area. Suggests that the Council form an 
agreement with Arriva to make the Strategy viable. 

Lack of cycling networks and car parking spaces 
are also problems. Suggests that exits from the 
car parks in Spa Road are hazardous, additional 
and safer car parking is essential to support 
proposed additional traffic. 

Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that the B1013 is at ¾ capacities but 
there is no alternative for the use of private cars as 
the bus only runs every hour. In addition, there is 
no information on how B1013 will be enhanced. 

Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Suggests that the existing levels of congestion are 
unacceptable, and therefore it is important to have 
a further provision to cope with the extra traffic 
generated by the additional housing and 
employment, and improvements in highway 
infrastructure will be required for the efficient 
movement of goods and services, especially the 
east-west route linking Rochford east to the 
A130/A127. 

Rochford Chamber of 
Trade 

Suggests that the concept of T1 is sound, but the 
plan will need more than developers’ contributions 
(S106) to be achieved. 

Preferred Option T2 – Public Transport 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Expressed concern that the bus services are being 
cut and there is no information on how new 
services will be provided. The lack of public 
transport in the district will result in increased use 
of private cars. 

Suggests that small, scattered housing 
developments do not generate sufficient additional 
traffic to economically justify additional bus 
services. 

Preferred Option T5 – Cycling and Walking 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Concern expressed regarding the costing and 
sustainability of building footpaths in the rural 
areas. 

Sustrans Supports the principles of T5 and agrees with the 
proposed route shown in the key diagram.  

Is keen to work closely with the stakeholders on 
developing routes and convenient links between 
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local amenities to reduce reliance on the car, 
particularly for short journey, and to get good 
layouts/ find a solution to encourage sustainable 
developments at the planning stage. 

Natural England Supports T5. Footpaths and cycleways should be 
provided as part of new development layouts 
which will contribute to sustainable transport and 
also provide informal recreation opportunities to 
help improve the health and well-being of 
residents. 

Renaissance Southend Welcomes the aspirations and vision for Rochford 
District, with particular reference to the promotion 
of the District’s green character and opportunities 
for creating good walking and cycling links 
between Southend and Rochford. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Retail and Town Centres Chapter  

Retail and Town Centres – Retail 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that the Council should consider the 
impact of people’s changed shopping habits (e.g. 
increased use of supermarket, empty shops). 

Suggests that the Council should take into 
consideration that some proposed residential 
developments are far from the retail development 
locations and do not have public transport. 

SE Essex Organic 
Gardens 

Suggests that the Council should consider using 
the Sustainable Communities Act to provide a 
channel for local people to promote sustainability 
of their area. 

Retail and Town Centres – Village and Neighbourhood Shops 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
SE Essex Organic 
Gardeners 

Suggests that the Council should consider using 
the Sustainable Communities Act to provide a 
channel for local people to promote sustainability 
of their area. 

Retail and Town Centres – Rayleigh Town Centre 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Mr Edward Byford - 
Rayleigh Chamber of 
Trade 

Made five suggestions for Rayleigh Town Centre: 
• keep the car parking charges reasonable 
• use signage to divert traffic from major roads to 

non local traffic routes 
• a large number of shops should remain as 

retail use 
• communicate with neighbouring authorities on 

major retail planning applications 
• pedestrianise part of the High Street. 

Retail and Town Centres – Hockley Town Centre 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Hockley town centre development must maintain 
the character of Hockley, include a variety of 
amenities, and consider appropriate facilities for 
people with disabilities. 

Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that the Hockley AAP will have a major 
impact (including housing) on Hockley, but it is not 
possible to comment on the combined impact of 
the Core Strategy and the Hockley AAP until both 
have been published. 
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Preferred Option RTC1 – Retail 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Suggests that the Hockley AAP will have a major 
impact (including housing) on Hockley, but it is not 
possible to comment on the combined impact of 
the Core Strategy and the Hockley AAP until both 
have been published. 

Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Supports RTC 1. 

Federation of Small 
Businesses 

Suggests that the three main retail centres are 
having a challenging time and looking at returning 
to small centres to adopt a similar style of small 
retail outlets could form a micro community and 
help retain the spending within the district. For 
instance, new residential developments should 
include local shops and it will benefit the local 
economy if more on-street drop by parking/ 
pedestrian walkways areas is provided. 

The Theatres Trust Would expect to see other town centre uses 
mentioned in this section which is in accordance 
with PPS6 and some findings regarding the leisure 
offer from the Retail and Leisure Study.  

Suggests that the Council should remove any 
general reference to town centres from this section 
as policy RTC1 only refers to their retail element. 

Preferred Option RTC2 – Village and Neighbourhood Shops 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Supports RTC2. 

Preferred Option RTC3 – Rayleigh Town Centre 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Supports RTC3. 

The Theatres Trust Suggests that no mention is made of any other 
shortcomings apart from those issues identified in 
the Retail and Leisure Study. 

Retail and Town Centres – Hockley Town Centre 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Rochford Chamber of 
Trade 

Will stay neutral until the Area Action Plan is 
published. 

Suggests that the profile of Rochford need to be 
raised in order to attract trades to improve the 
economy. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Character of Place Chapter  

Preferred Option CP1 – Design 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports CP1. Recommends that the Council 

should consider the use of policies to promote the 
delivery, long-term management and maintenance 
of greenspace and green linkages that meet local 
requirements and provide links between people 
and wildlife. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Community Infrastructure, Leisure 
and Tourism Chapter 

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism – Introduction 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Suggests that the plan is not sustainable due to 
the insufficient infrastructure proposed in and 
around Hockley. Highway networks would be the 
major problem as roads through Hockley already 
suffer from heavy congestion. 

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism – Education 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Assume that the majority of additional children 
from surrounding areas will go to schools in 
Hockley, but no mention is made of the impact on 
schools in the area. 

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism – Healthcare 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

Increased population in Hockley and its 
neighbouring parishes must be supported by 
additional infrastructure (e.g. healthcare, schools, 
community services, and leisure facilities.). 

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism – Tourism 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Federation of Small 
Businesses 

Suggests that if the ideals of the tourism initiative 
are implanted into the district, there will be a need 
to change planning policy to accept tourism 
development. Cheap but adequate 
accommodation within the newly developed 
countryside, and suitable hotel accommodation in 
the west of the district to cover the proposed new 
industrial area, will be needed. 

Renaissance Southend Recognises Rochford District’s tourism potential 
and would seek to ensure that there are 
sustainable transport links between Southend and 
Rochford to realise this. Potential for such links 
are being explored in scoping work for the 
proposed 'new country park' for Southend. 

Supports proposals for Wallasea Island and would 
seek to improve sustainable links between 
Southend Borough and Wallasea Island where this 
is possible. 

6.50




Appendix 1B 

CLT Appendix 1 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

Feels that the proposal is unsustainable - no 
indication is given of likely levels of standard 
charges or how cross-parish enhancements will be 
paid for (as Standard Charges will be linked to 
specific developments). 

Preferred Option CLT 1 – Planning Obligations and Standard Charges  
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

No detail is given on Standard Charges. It is 
doubtful if the developers can fulfil their obligation 
in accordance with the Government’s indicative 
figures in the current economic climate. 

Essex Chambers of 
Commerce 

Concern expressed that the Standard Charges will 
not be sufficient to contribute to any strategic 
highway improvements within Rochford District 
which will be needed to cope with the traffic 
generation resulting from the intended growth in 
housing and jobs. 

Natural England Suggest that countryside recreation projects 
should be included in the list of activities that 
planning obligations and charges could contribute 
to. 

The Theatres Trust Support CLT1 which shows an overall approach to 
developer contributions with appropriate 
references to strategic sites and clear links to the 
details set out in an accompanying SPD. 

Preferred Option CLT2 – Primary Education, Early Years and Childcare 
Facilities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Parish Plan 
Group 

There are no proposals to accommodate 
additional primary and secondary school places in 
Hockley/Hawkwell. Assuming that the majority of 
additional children from surrounding areas will go 
to Westerings School in Hockley, where the roads 
are very narrow and hazardous, without major 
improvements to the road networks, the increased 
cars will undoubtedly cause havoc and lead to 
accidents. 

Preferred Option CLT4 – Healthcare 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

No improvements are recommended for the 
Rochford area which has the worst GP/ patient 
ratio in SE Essex and the most houses proposed. 
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Preferred Option CLT5 – Open Space 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
SE Essex Organic 
Gardeners 

Quoted and summarised the petition the 
government received last year - The provision of 
allotments is the responsibility of local authorities. 
Under existing legislation there is a duty on local 
authorities to provide allotments where they 
perceive there is a demand for them in their area. 

If an allotment authority is of the opinion that there 
is a demand for allotments in its area, it is 
required, under Section 23 of the Small Holdings 
and Allotments Act 1908, to provide a sufficient 
number of allotments and to let them to persons 
residing in its area who want them. 

Natural England Supports CLT5. Would like the policy to expand in 
greater detail and emphasise that all development 
should incorporate sufficient new greenspace in 
accordance with Natural England's Natural Green 
Space Standards of achieving natural greenspace 
within 300m of every home and how open spaces 
could be improved and enhanced and linked to 
green infrastructure. 

It is also recommended that opportunities should 
be taken to improve the biodiversity and amenity 
value of the greenspace areas by suitable planting 
with native species. Introducing footpaths or 
cycleways through these areas would also 
increase the provision of informal recreation and 
contribute to sustainable transport measures. 

Preferred Option CLT6 – Community Facilities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

No information is given on how extra youth 
facilities will be paid for as 12 housing sites 
scattered across the district does not provide 
sufficient scale to pay for the facilities. 

Preferred Option CLT9 – Leisure Facilities 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hockley Residents 
Association 

No information is given on how leisure facilities will 
be paid for while Standard Charges from 12 
housing sites scattered across the district do not 
provide cross-parish facilities. 

The Theatres Trust Feels that the Retail and Leisure Study should be 
mentioned in this section and the policy should not 
only focus on sport and recreation through leisure 
centres. 
Suggests that arts facilities should be included in 
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the text and within the policy and the title of this 
section should be amended to ‘Arts and Leisure 
Facilities’ for continuity and clarity. The policy 
should ensure that the Council’s existing arts and 
leisure facilities are promoted and protected as the 
wording of policies determine whether or not 
development can take place. 

Preferred Option CLT10 – Playing Pitches 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Hawkwell Athletic FC The Core Strategy has not identified new pitches 

in Hockley and does not say what is intended for 
the existing sites. For example, 2 mini soccer 
pitches can be created if the Council could flatten 
the ground near the skate board ramp at Clements 
Hall. 

With the influx of the new families, there will be 
more teams created in the future but the Council 
do not seem to be designating any extra pitches in 
the Hockley area. To build the mini soccer pitches 
at Clements Hall would help to ensure more 
children play sport in the local area and do not 
hang around the streets as they do today. 

Disappointed expressed with the Council’s 
decision of rejecting the planning proposal last 
year (for toilet and changing facilities at Apex to be 
used by Greensward Academy) while the 
Preferred Option stated additional playing pitches 
will be considered appropriate in meeting certain 
circumstances. 

Preferred Option CLT11 – Tourism 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports CLT11. Suggest that it should be 

mentioned in the policy wording that this approach 
is consistent with the objectives of the Thames 
Gateway South Essex Greengrid. Also, the 
conversion of rural buildings could involve damage 
to protected species and this should be mentioned 
in the explanatory text. 

The Theatres Trust The preferred options have not include the 
aspiration ‘the district has the potential to be the 
arts and cultural opportunities area for the sub­
region’ which is stated in the main text. Finds that 
the content of some relevant strategies are 
missing, and there is no mention of cultural 
facilities in any preferred options. 
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Summary of NGO Comments on the Upper Roach Valley and Wallasea 
Island Chapter 

The Upper Roach Valley and Wallasea Island – Upper Roach Valley 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Federation of Small 
Businesses 

Suggests that the Core Strategy does not cover 
the future of the Roach and its tributaries from the 
aspect of the existing users of the river, i.e. illegal 
waterside development, house boats, live a 
board’s, waterside constructions. 

Suggest that there is a need to open up public 
access to the riverside.  

Renaissance Southend Supports the aim of creating more informal green 
space.  

Would seek to work closely with Rochford and 
other stakeholders to identify specific opportunities 
to achieve this. 

Preferred Option URV1 – Upper Roach Valley 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Natural England Supports URV1 as well as the expansion of the 

Country Park. This provides an opportunity to link 
this area with the wider green infrastructure 
network and improve access to the countryside 
from surrounding areas.  

Suggests, however, that the policy is reworded 
from: ‘minimum of interference’ to ‘appropriate 
management’, as presently set out may not in fact 
‘permit certain flora and fauna to flourish’. 

Alternative Option URV1 – Upper Roach Valley 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
SE Essex Organic 
Gardeners 

Object due to loss of farmland and enormous 
infilling of soil which they believe may be 
contaminated.  

Preferred Option URV2 – Wallasea Island 
Organisation Summary of representation(s) 
Essex Chamber of 
Commerce 

Suggests that significant highway and access 
improvements to Wallasea Island are essential to 
cope with both construction and visitor traffic for 
the RSPB project. 

Natural England Supports URV2 but would suggest the policy is 
reworded from: “no adverse impacts” to “provide 
any adverse ecological impacts are avoided, 
mitigated, or compensated for.” 
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Rochford Chamber of Support the RSPB project, but they should ensure 
Trade that S106 agreements are in consent to provide 

adequate facilities for visitors and infrastructure 
improvements for the site. 
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Representations from the General Public 

Summary of Public Comments on the Introduction 

Characteristics, Issues and Opportunities 
Concern was raised as to why we need to build in our area, and that the 
public should be listened to. 

Vision 
Concern was expressed over meeting the Council’s aim. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Housing Chapter  

Housing Introduction 
The majority of responses were objections. Concern was expressed that the 
document is too big making it hard to circulate and that the document should 
be reviewed in light of the current economic climate. Suggestion that all 
residents should have received a letter about the consultation and that it 
should have been publicised more. Suggestion that housing demand is 
actually lower than estimated because of the below average prices of property 
in Rochford compared to Essex as a whole. Concern was raised regarding the 
next stage in the process, further consultation opportunities, how the 
responses will be published, and how views will affect policies. Concern was 
expressed over the housing numbers and that the population out-migrate due 
to overdevelopment rather than as a result of housing shortages, the 
demographic assumption is wrong, and concern was expressed that some 
housing developments are inappropriate for the local population. Concern was 
expressed that the elderly, which are assumed to be causing population 
growth, are little considered in the housing strategy.  

Distribution  
The majority of responses were objections. Concern was raised over losing 
the identity of Hockley, increasing pressure on infrastructure from 
development, current congestion on the roads and the reduced bus service. 
Concern was expressed regarding development throughout the District, the 
increased pressure on existing infrastructure, and concern over the numbers 
proposed for west Rayleigh/Rawreth which has already been developed a lot 
and the increasing traffic congestion. Concern was raised over the spread of 
proposed development (small sites) which would limit planning obligations 
and increase pressure on infrastructure, and the suggestion of proposed 
housing in one new settlement. Concern was expressed regarding green belt 
release coupled with town cramming, and concern over the impact of town 
cramming already implemented, particularly in Hockley. Concern was 
expressed over town cramming and the use of green belt only in areas where 
infrastructure is sufficient.  

Preferred Option H1 – Distribution 
The majority of responses were objections. Suggestion that there should be 
no more development - the focus should be on existing residents and 
recognition of the need to allocate areas for development due to inadequate 
brownfield sites. Concern was expressed over the distribution across the 
settlements, coalescence between Great Wakering and Shoebury, the use of 
green belt in Rayleigh as opposed to brownfield sites, the identified tiers of 
settlements, the lack of costing provided and the financing of scattered 
developments. Concern was also expressed over the naming of ‘North of 
London Road, Rayleigh’, the share of development proposed in Rayleigh, the 
current congestion in the town centre, the use of agricultural land and the 
impact on congestion and roads. Suggested intensification in smaller 
settlements with traditional housing. Support of urban extensions and mixed 
developments, in particular, development to the north of Rayleigh. 
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Alternative Options H1 – Distribution 
Concern was expressed that development should be on brownfield sites, 
better services and facilities are needed now, and the road and rail networks 
are already congested. Concern was expressed that housing in Hawkwell 
should be spread throughout the village rather than in one place, and concern 
was expressed over the increasing pressure on infrastructure. Concern was 
expressed that there is no clear explanation of the 'alternative uses' in the first 
alternative option, the alternative options conflict, and that cramming would be 
more noticeable with the intensification of smaller settlements. 

General Locations 
Suggestion that there should be no housing in Hawkwell. Concern was raised 
over the distribution of development in Hawkwell, the housing numbers in 
Hawkwell/Ashingdon/Hockley/Rochford, and the impact on roads in Hockley, 
the B1013, Ashingdon Road and Lower Road. Suggestion that development 
is more suitable in the west/northwest of the District and that the town or 
parish should be stated in the tier 4 category. Concern expressed that tier 4 
settlements are suffering from closed facilities such as schools because extra 
housing is considered unsustainable. Concern was raised over large 
developments in Hockley, and the loss of green belt and woodlands to the 
west. Concern was expressed that the document can not be read in 
conjunction with the JAAP, Allocations document etc. and concern that all 
interested parties should be consulted. Suggestion that infrastructure is key, 
and that the council should consult other councils etc. to resolve problems. 
Concern expressed that the use of brownfield sites can result in town 
cramming and loss of open space, concern was raised over the relationship 
with Southend and Chelmsford/Basildon, and concern expressed that 
residential development displacing employment use will result in 
intensification. 

Preferred Option H2 – General Locations and Phasing  
References to Hawkwell 
The majority of responses were objections from Hawkwell residents. Concern 
expressed regarding infrastructure (such as local schools, doctors, leisure and 
recreation facilities etc.) – both the pressure on current services and facilities 
and future provision, and concern that no increased school provision has 
been proposed in Hawkwell or Hockley. Concern was raised over the impact 
of increased traffic and travelling times on the roads through Hawkwell such 
as Main Road, and congestion at the junction on Rectory Road and the 
railway bridge, the decreasing bus service and the impact of developing the 
airport. Concern was raised over the creation of a sprawling urban area from 
Hockley to Ashingdon, the impact on flooding, the negative impact on the 
local area, residents and wildlife, and the loss of the village feel. Comments 
state that the green belt should not be built on, Hawkwell has no railway 
station and more housing should be proposed for Hockley because it has 
better infrastructure, and concern was expressed regarding the naming of the 
general proposed area as South Hawkwell. It was highlighted that other 
brownfield sites should be considered such as Magees Nursery or the small 
industrial estate along Thorpe Road. 
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References to Hockley 
Concern was raised over the lack of current infrastructure such as schools, 
current traffic congestion on main routes such as the Hockley Spa junction 
(particularly from development in the surrounding areas) and the future 
impact, and poor public transport. Suggestion that more schools are needed 
in Hockley. Concern was raised over the creation of a sprawling urban area 
from Hockley to Ashingdon, the loss of green belt and agricultural land, and 
concern regarding crime and antisocial behaviour. 

References to Hullbridge  
Suggestion that more housing should be proposed in Hullbridge pre 2015 to 
relieve the pressure on other areas, and phasing the housing over the whole 
plan period rather than in one block. Concern was raised over the limited 
infrastructure, in particular roads, and concern regarding the coalescence of 
Rayleigh with Hullbridge. 

References to Rayleigh/Rawreth   
The majority of responses were objections from Rayleigh/Rawreth residents. 
Concern was raised over the traffic along the main road from Rayleigh to 
Hockley, the loss of agricultural land and green belt, the limited public 
transport, traffic congestion along Rawreth Lane, London Road and in the 
town centre and the increased pressure on infrastructure from development. 
Concern was also expressed regarding the impact on the character, 
landscape and topography in southwest Rayleigh. Support for development in 
London Road, Rayleigh, and the suggestion of development around the 
‘Rayleigh Park Estate’. Concern was expressed that Rayleigh has been 
developed a lot over the last 10 or 20 years and should not take anymore, and 
Hullbridge and other settlements should share some more of Rayleigh’s 
proposed housing development. Concern was expressed over the 
coalescence between Rayleigh and Wickford etc, between Rayleigh and other 
settlements in the District and the phasing of development. Concern was 
raised over the names used to designate general areas, as Rayleigh and 
Hullbridge are within the Parish of Rawreth. Suggestion that although land 
‘north of London Road’ and ‘west of Hullbridge’ are within the Rawreth Parish, 
they are separate from Rawreth village and so residents will consider 
themselves either Rayleigh or Hullbridge residents. 

References to Canewdon  
Concern was expressed over the lack of infrastructure and services, the 
impact on surrounding areas such as the Ashingdon Road, where the housing 
is going to be located and concerns regarding the access of lorries/HGVs etc 
into the village. Suggestion that development should occur south of Anchor 
Lane. 

References to Rochford/Ashingdon 
Concern was raised over the increasing pressure on roads e.g. Ashingdon 
Road and current infrastructure, the lack of public transport and schools, and  
the coalescence with surrounding settlements. Concern was expressed 
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regarding the loss of green belt around the fringe of settlements. Support of 
the proposed expansion of King Edmund, a new primary school in West 
Rochford and youth facilities. 

i
References to Great Wakering 
Reference to the proposed multiagency centre in Great Waker ng. 

General Responses 
Generally there was concern expressed over the current pressure on local 
roads throughout the District, and further pressure as a result of development, 
the current and increasing pressure on other infrastructure such as doctors, 
dentists and schools and that there was no costing for infrastructure. Concern 
was raised over the declining bus service, the tier of settlements, lack of 
mention regarding road improvements, loss of green belt, and the impact on 
the local population and wildlife. Concern over the current economic climate, 
the spread of proposed development, the lack of awareness of proposals and 
consultation, and the types of housing to be built. Suggestion of putting all the 
new housing in a single new location and a new ‘relief road’. 

Alternative Options H2 – General Locations and Phasing 
Suggestion that the document should consider the possibility of a Fossetts 
Farm/Bournes Green development, and that larger towns should take more 
development, for example Southend has more brownfield sites. Concern was 
expressed that development within smaller settlements will also harm their 
character, not just larger settlements, development ‘North of London Road’ 
would reduce the green belt between Rayleigh and Wickford and the 
landscape value and increase traffic and congestion. Concern was also raised 
that development in southwest Rayleigh will affect the topography, views and 
landscape value of the area, and it will increase pressure on infrastructure, 
green belt will be lost and there is poor accessibility. Suggestion that in 
Rayleigh, smaller developments rather than a single large development 
should be considered. Concern raised that all of the general alternative areas 
are located away from services and facilities, not just ‘North Ashingdon’, 
which is serviced by public transport, is close to schools, and the land already 
has housing around it. Suggestion that all development should be in one new 
location to the west of Rochford. Suggestion that northeast Hockley is 
considered inappropriate because of traffic and congestion but South 
Hawkwell is also inappropriate because of increased traffic on the B1013 as a 
result of Cherry Orchard Way etc. 

General Locations Post 2021 
Concern expressed that firm proposals for post 2021 should be made and that 
all development should be in one new location to the west of Rochford. 

Preferred Option H3 – General Locations Post-2021 
Concern was expressed over the impact of additional traffic from development 
in Canewdon e.g. along the Ashingdon Road, regarding access of 
lorries/HGVs etc. into the village, and the lack of infrastructure and services. 
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Concern was expressed over providing infrastructure alongside housing 
developments, particularly in the current economic climate and concern that 
‘South Hawkwell’ is too vague. Suggestion that development prior to 2021 
should take place south of Anchor Lane, Canewdon, 

Alternative Options H3 – General Locations Post-2021 
Concern was expressed as to how this is an alternative option. 

Affordable Housing 
Concern was raised over the viability of affordable housing in the current 
economic climate and given that property values are considered high. 
Suggestion that there should be more affordable housing and concern 
expressed over the current shortage. 

Preferred Option H4 – Affordable Housing 
Concern was raised that there should be minimal development in Hockley, but 
development should include affordable housing. Concern expressed that the 
right balance between affordable housing and large developments is needed, 
housing should be in-keeping with the current character, it should not be 
situated in a single location and should be mixed into developments with 
intermediate, key worker and market housing. Suggestion that Section 106 
agreements should be used to provide infrastructure improvements. Concern 
was raised over the realistic affordability of affordable housing and their 
viability in the context of the current economic climate. Concern was 
expressed that affordable housing should be required within fewer than 15 
units, and that the policy does not ensure provision for the government's 
target figure of 65% socially rented housing. 

Dwelling Types 
Concern was expressed that affordable housing should be for local people. 
Concern was also raised over the character, scale and density of new 
developments. 

Li

Preferred Option H5 – Dwelling Types 
Concern was expressed over the concentration and character of dwellings, 
the use of planning contributions, and the development of houses as opposed 
to flats. 

Preferred Option H6 – Lifetime Homes 
fetime Homes is supported. 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Concern expressed over the designation of sites particularly illegal sites, and 
concern over the management of sites and other issues. 

Preferred Option H7 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Mostly objections. Concern was expressed over the designation of illegal sites 
which are inappropriately located and the large number of sites proposed. 
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Alternative Options H7 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Concern was expressed over the provision of sites. 

H Appendix 1 
Mostly objections. Concern was expressed regarding drainage and flooding 
particularly in Rayleigh and the lack of reference to improving roads in 
Rayleigh. Concern was raised over the use of general locations in determining 
infrastructure requirements and costing, the lack of healthcare provision other 
than in Rayleigh, lack of infrastructure for Hockley, the definition of 
sustainability and the provision of public open space. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Green Belt Chapter 

Protection of the Green Belt 
Concern was raised over further development, the quality of life of residents, 
overpopulation and overcrowding, loss of greenbelt, the future appeal of the 
area, and the location of proposed development. Concern was expressed that 
development proposed in H2 is against this policy and PPG2, how greenbelt 
is redesignated and how development on the released land will be controlled. 

Preferred Option GB1 – Green Belt Protection 
Concern was raised regarding the retention of the identity and greenspaces of 
Hockley, loss of green belt with particular reference to Hockley, southwest 
Rayleigh, north of London Road and southwest Hullbridge, the impact on the 
topography, landscape value and view of southwest Rayleigh. Concern was 
expressed regarding the consideration of alternative sites, the impact on 
farmers and local agriculture, concern regarding green belt use over 
alternative brownfield sites in west Rayleigh, scattering of proposed 
development, the percentage of development proposed on greenbelt, the 
coalescence of settlements, the location of proposed development to existing 
centres, inadequate open space in southwest Rayleigh, and the impact on 
congestion, wildlife, the water table and pollution. Concern was raised over 
the use of agricultural land, lack of proposed road improvements, the problem 
of congestion concentrated in one area (e.g. north of London Road), current 
congestion, use of other brownfield and residential sites, and concern was 
expressed over the appropriateness of different sites in the ‘call for sites’. 

Rural Diversification, Green Tourism and Recreational Uses 
Concern was expressed over the development of green belt in Rayleigh.  

Preferred Option GB2 – Rural Diversification and Recreational Uses 
Concern was expressed regarding easy development opportunities for 
developers through use of the greenbelt, and reference to Lubbards Lodge 
Farm, where the policy would provide an opportunity to sustainably redevelop 
some of the existing buildings. 

Alternative Options GB2 – Rural Diversification and Recreational Uses 
Agreement with the objections to the alternative option. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Economic Development Chapter 

Introduction 
Concern was expressed regarding proposed development in the north 
whereas the airport development is in the southeast, the closure of Rochford 
Hospital, and the development of jobs at the airport. 

London Southend Airport and Environs 
Concern was raised over increased pollution and traffic in Hockley, the long 
term and short term impact of airport development and road and other 
infrastructure improvements. 

Preferred Option ED1 – London Southend Airport 
Concern was raised regarding developing the airport to its full potential, 
concern over the use of green belt, and the general impact of airport 
development such as pollution and congestion. 

Employment Growth 
Concern was expressed regarding empty factories. 

Preferred Option ED2 – Employment Growth 
Concern was expressed over attracting more employment opportunities to the 
area, the demand for employment sites and the relocation of Rawreth 
Industrial Estate. 

Preferred Option ED3 – Existing Employment Land 
Concern was raised over the relocation of Rawreth Industrial Estate. 

Preferred Option ED4 – Future Employment Allocations 
Majority object. Concern was raised over the proposed relocation of Rawreth 
Industrial Estate, the loss of green belt, and the visual impact. Alternative 
locations are suggested. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Environmental Issues Chapter  

Introduction 
Concern over pollution, traffic congestion, the reduced bus service, and the 
impact on wildlife. 

Protection and Enhancement of the Natural Landscape and Habitats 
Concern was raised over the biodiversity of brownfield sites and the omission 
of gardens from the policy. 

Preferred Option ENV1 – Protection and Enhancement of the Natural 
Landscape and Habitats 
Majority support. Concern was expressed regarding the inclusion of 
greenspace in developments and no mention of ‘protection’ in the policy. 

Local Wildlife Sites (LoWSs) 
Concern was expressed regarding biodiversity of land in southwest Rayleigh, 
land at Shoebury Ranges, and concern over the absence of local nature 
reserves. 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) 
Concern was expressed regarding the value of SSSIs and no mention of 
natural habitats. 

Crouch and Roach 
Concern was raised over mitigating the impact of uses. 

Special Protection Areas (SPAs) 
The policy is supported. 

Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) 
The policy is supported. 

Preferred Option ENV2 – Coastal Protection Belt 
Majority support. Concern was raised over the implementation and 
enforcement of the policy. 

Flood Risk 
Concern was raised over flooding and drainage. 

Preferred Option ENV3 – Flood Risk 
Concern was expressed regarding the flooding of Rawreth Lane and land 
referred to as ‘North of London Road’, and directing development away from 
medium/high flood risk areas is supported. 

Preferred Option ENV4 – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) 
Concern was expressed over the flooding of land to the ‘North of London 
Road’. 
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Air Quality Management Areas 
Concern was expressed over the impact of Southend airport development and 
the decreasing bus service on air quality. 

Preferred Option ENV5 – Air Quality 
Concern was expressed over the impact of Southend airport development on 
air quality. 

Renewable Energy 
Concern was expressed over energy consumption, wind turbines and the 
efficiency of housing. 

Preferred Option ENV6 – Large Scale Renewable Energy Projects 
Concern was expressed over large scale projects and whether the policy 
applies to waste incinerators and their associated impacts. 

Preferred Option ENV7 – Small Scale Renewable Energy Projects 
General support of small scale projects. 

Preferred Option ENV8 – Code for Sustainable Homes 
Suggestion that a higher standard should be required.  

Preferred Option ENV9 – BREEAM 
Suggestion that all public buildings should achieve a minimum rating of 
‘excellent’. 

Preferred Option ENV10 – Contaminated Land 
Concern was expressed regarding contaminated sites at Rawreth Industrial 
Estate. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Transport Chapter  

Introduction 
Concern was expressed over the increase in traffic and congestion throughout 
the District, the impact of decreased public transport and car parking issues. 
Concern was raised regarding airport development and lack of reference to 
lorries and vans in the policy. Concern was expressed over the general 
impact on infrastructure of development and concern over the lack of costing 
and identified funding for infrastructure improvements/additions. 

Highways 
Concern was expressed over infrastructure improvements, particularly in 
Hockley. 

Preferred Option T1 – Highways 
Concern was expressed over implementing highways improvements before 
development, the lack of proposed road improvements to Hawkwell/Hockley, 
the impact of further development on roads and green belt. Concern was 
raised regarding the declining public transport service, impact of increased 
traffic in Rayleigh and safety concerns particularly around schools (Rayleigh 
Primary). Support for improving east to west connections and Baltic Wharf 
access road. Suggestion that it conflicts with H2. 

Public Transport 
Concern was expressed over the declining public transport service, pollution, 
and the location of proposed sites away from railway stations. Suggestion of a 
park and ride scheme and local bus services into Hockley town centre from 
outlying housing estates. 

Preferred Option T2 – Public Transport 
Concern was expressed over the declining public transport service throughout 
the District, the location of housing on or near public transport routes and lack 
of emphasis on improving the railway service. Suggestion that improved 
highways and cycle networks particularly in Hockley are needed and 
suggestion that it conflicts with H2. 

Preferred Option T3 – South Essex Rapid Transport (SERT) 
One support for the scheme. 

Preferred Option T4 – Travel Plans 
Concern was expressed over the development of the airport. 

Cycling and Walking 
Concern was raised over the costing of cycle and footpaths.  

Preferred Option T5 – Cycling and Walking 
Concern was expressed over the costing, detail and implementation of the 
cycle and footpaths. Particular concern was raised with regards to Watery 
Lane and Rawreth Lane. 
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Greenways 
Suggestion that the sustrans route should be open to all users, not just 
cyclists. 

Preferred Option T6 – Greenways 
Concern was expressed over road safety in some areas such as Barling 
Road, lack of proposed parking facilities, the bus service, the use of the 
greenway by pedestrians, cyclists and horses and the safety implications of 
this.  

Parking Standards 
Concern was expressed over applying minimum requirements and parking in 
Hockley.  

Preferred Option T7 – Parking Standards 
Concern was raised over parking charges, people using out of town shopping 
centres and the implementation of off street parking for all developments. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Retail and Town Centres Chapter 

Retail 
Concern was expressed regarding the location of proposed sites away from 
town centres, loss of character, Hockley town centre regeneration and empty 
shops. Suggestion that leakage out of the District cannot be changed – 
Hockley and Hawkwell for example serve day-to-day needs. 

Preferred Option RTC1 – Retail 
Suggestion that town centres should be renovated rather than increased and 
suggestion that big stores should be resisted. 

Preferred Option RTC2 – Village and Neighbourhood Shops 
Local shops are a vital asset to the disabled and elderly. 

Preferred Option RTC3 – Rayleigh Town Centre 
The policy is supported. 

Alternative Options RTC3 – Rayleigh Town Centre 
Suggestion of development along Websters Way, Rayleigh. 

Preferred Option RTC4 – Rochford Town Centre 
Suggestion that Rochford town centre should be renovated rather than 
increased. 

Hockley Town Centre 
Concern was expressed over increasing rents, loss of shops, too many 
restaurants/takeaways, lack of supermarket competition and concern over the 
impact of the Town Centre Masterplan. 

Preferred Option RTC5 – Hockley Town Centre 
Concern expressed regarding the retention of Hockley’s character. Suggested 
development of shops, parking and youth facilities etc. in the town centre, but 
concern that Eldon Way should not provide additional retail opportunities. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Character of Place Chapter 

Introduction 
Concern was raised over the character of Hockley. 

Design  
Concern was expressed over the erosion of character. 

Preferred Option CP1 – Design 
Concern was expressed regarding the lack of high standard of architectural 
quality throughout the District and concern that new developments should 
respect local character. 

Preferred Option CP2 – Conservation Areas 
Concern was expressed regarding the access of lorries/HGVs etc into the 
village and conservation area of Canewdon. 

Local Lists  
Concern was expressed regarding the previous abolition of the Local List and 
the impact on loss of heritage buildings, particularly in Hockley. 

Preferred Option CP3 – Local List 
Support for the policy and raising awareness of locally important buildings. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Community Infrastructure, Leisure 
and Tourism Chapter 

Introduction 
Concern was raised regarding increasing infrastructure that will be needed 
with development such as healthcare particularly in Hockley/Rochford/ 
Rayleigh, a swimming pool in Rayleigh, and more local post offices. 

Planning Obligations and the Standard Charges 
Concern was expressed over the costing and delivery of infrastructure. 

Preferred Option CLT1 – Planning Obligations and Standard Charges 
Concern over the lack of detail regarding the acquisition and distribution of 
standard charges. 

Education  
Concern was expressed regarding increased class sizes in schools and 
parking outside schools particularly in Hockley, and the impact of the reduced 
bus service. 

Preferred Option CLT2 – Primary Education, Early Years and Childcare 
Facilities 
Concern was raised over appropriate future school provision in Rayleigh, and 
the design of new primary schools. 

Preferred Option CLT3 – Secondary Education 
Agreement with the proposed expansion of King Edmund School. 

Healthcare 
Concern was raised over limited healthcare and lack of additional provision in 
Hockley/Rochford and provision for the over 60’s. 

Preferred Option CLT4 – Healthcare 
Concern was expressed regarding current healthcare provision in Hockley, 
the decreased bus service to Southend hospital, the impact on health from 
development and general accessibility to healthcare for all the population. 
Concern was raised with particular regard to a peripheral healthcare centre 
alongside development to the ‘North of London Road’. 

Preferred Option CLT5 – Open Space 
Concern was expressed that provision should not result in a loss of green belt 
or increased development in west Rayleigh/ Rawreth. 

Community Facilities 
Concern was expressed over lack of detail regarding provision and funding, 
and the use of standard charges. 
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Play Space 
Concern was expressed over the playgrounds in Great Wakering which are 
often closed.  

Preferred Option CLT7 – Play Space 
Majority support. Suggestion that gardens are essential and with communal 
play space as proposed, children would need to be escorted. 

Youth Facilities 
Concern was raised regarding the feasibility of provision considering the 
proposed ‘scattered development’ and emphasis on provision for youths. 

Preferred Option CLT9 – Leisure Facilities 
Concern was expressed over the current demand for leisure facilities and the 
need for additional facilities such as swimming pools and concern over the 
external appearance of Rayleigh Leisure Centre. 
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Summary of Public Comments on the Upper Roach Valley and Wallasea 
Island Chapter 

Preferred Option URV1 – Upper Roach Valley 
Support for the policy. Comment on extending the Country Park up to the 
boundary of the B1013 and support for linking the Park to Hockley Woods. 

Alternative Options URV1 – Upper Roach Valley 
Suggestion that the area must be open and accessible to everyone. 

Policy - Preferred Option URV2 – Wallasea Island 
Objections to increasing the recreational opportunities on Wallasea Island and 
some support of the policy. Suggestion that the project has the potential for 
green tourism and agreement over providing recreational facilities. 

Alternative Options URV2 – Wallasea Island 
Support for the policy – the RSPB will provide appropriate recreational 
opportunities on Wallasea Island. 
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Representations from Agents 

Summary of Agents comments on the Introduction 

Introduction 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates Ltd 
(representing Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

In general terms the Core Strategy is overly 
prescriptive and detailed, dealing with too many 
issues and providing too many policies that could 
be and should be dealt with in other Development 
Plan Documents 

RW Land & Planning 
(representing J F Spencer 
& Son Ltd) 

Welcome the importance the Council place on the 
close links between the Sustainable Community 
Strategy and the Core Strategy including 
ensuring accessibility to services. 

Croudace Strategic Ltd The time horizon of the Core Strategy should be 
at least 15 years from the date of adoption. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Found the summary of public opinion in 
"Listening To Your Views" both interesting and 
valuable as a basis for formulating the Core 
Strategy. 

Suggests asking the question regarding the 
development of green belt phrased: “should we 
safeguard the Green Belt rather than make 
provision for the various types of housing to meet 
the needs of our existing and future residents?” 
rather than “should Green Belt land be 
developed?” to gauge a different response. 

Suggests that housing shortages drive property 
prices higher due to scarcity, making it difficult for 
young people to get on the housing ladder. 

Welcomes the fact that after many years of 
assiduous protection of Green Belt land, the 
Council has "grasped the nettle" and has clearly 
identified sound reasons why it is a Preferred 
Option to identify some Green Belt land for 
development.  

Suggests there are opportunities for providing 
Open Space for both formal and informal 
recreation in association with General Locations 
especially on the edge or within the Green Belt 
particularly opportunities on the western side of 
Ashingdon. 

Suggest amendments throughout the Core 
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Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Strategy to ensure its soundness, such as 
referring consistently to Rochford/Ashingdon and 
Hockley/Hawkwell rather than just Rochford and 
Hockley. 
Found the summary of public opinion in 
"Listening To Your Views" both interesting and 
valuable as a basis for formulating the Core 
Strategy. 

Suggests asking the question regarding the 
development of green belt phrased: “should we 
safeguard the Green Belt rather than make 
provision for the various types of housing to meet 
the needs of our existing and future residents?” 
rather than “should Green Belt land be 
developed?” to gauge a different response. 

Suggests that housing shortages drive property 
prices higher due to scarcity, making it difficult for 
young people to get on the housing ladder. 

Welcomes the fact that after many years of 
assiduous protection of Green Belt land, the 
Council has "grasped the nettle" and has clearly 
identified sound reasons why it is a Preferred 
Option to identify some Green Belt land for 
development.  

Identified much to support within the document, 
but there is insufficient justification and clear 
testing of options against agreed criteria. It is 
important that the process to determine the 
general locations for example is clear to ensure 
soundness of the document. 

Suggest amendments throughout the Core 
Strategy to ensure its soundness, such as 
referring consistently to Rochford/Ashingdon and 
Hockley/Hawkwell rather than just Rochford and 
Hockley. 
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Characteristics Issues and Opportunities 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
RW Land & Planning 
(representing JF Spencer 
& Son Ltd) 

Welcome the acceptance by the Council that 
infilling alone will not be able to provide the 
housing numbers necessary and that this would 
have an adverse effect on the character of the 
towns. It is surely more sustainable to 
concentrate additional housing on greenfield sites 
which benefit from existing infrastructure and 
nearby services. 

Due to the high car dependency away from the 
three main towns, it is more sustainable that the 
majority of the planned housing should be in or 
around these towns due to the rail links. 
We welcome the four tiers of settlements and the 
Council's acknowledgment that Hockley is classed 
as a Tier One settlement containing a "local town 
centre catering for local need". 

Also agree that the Second tier Settlements of 
Hullbridge and Great Wakering have a "more 
limited range of services access to public 
transport is relatively poor". 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties 
Ltd) 

Found the "Characteristics, Issues and 
Opportunities" section to be a useful summary 
which painted an accurate picture of the current 
character and contemporary issues in Rochford 
District. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Found the "Characteristics, Issues and 
Opportunities" section to be a useful summary 
which painted an accurate picture of the current 
character and contemporary issues in Rochford 
District. 

Vision 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Planning Potential 
(representing Fairview New 
Homes) 

there are a number of aspects which are 
currently inconsistent or do not accurately 
reflect the sentiments of the Preferred Policies 
set out in the remainder of the draft Core 
Strategy. There is currently no recognition 
within the Council's key objectives of the most 
appropriate direction for development. it should 
be made clear as part of objective six that the 
Green Belt boundary is to be re-defined. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 

Support the overarching vision and the key 
planning objectives. Suggest that a fuller 
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Crowstone Properties Ltd) explanation of how the vision is to be realised 
and reference to the types of measures or 
policy and proposals that will be introduced to 
implement the key planning objectives should 
be included. 

Edward Gittins & Support the overarching vision and the key 
Associates (representing planning objectives. Suggest that a fuller 
Mr Dudley Ball) explanation of how the vision is to be realised 

and reference to the types of measures or 
policy and proposals that will be introduced to 
implement the key planning objectives should 
be included. 
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Summary of Agents Comments on the Housing Chapter 

Housing - Introduction 
Colliers CRE 
(representing 
Aber Ltd) 

Support the principle of the Core Strategy identifying the 
general locations for housing development but 
acknowledge that the precise boundaries of the sites will 
be determined in the Allocations Development Plan 
Document 

Croudace 
Strategic Ltd 

The baseline for the housing land supply information 
should be the most recent, in this case 31st March 2007, 
as opposed to 2006. It is not clear why 2006/7 supply has 
to be estimated rather than based on completion records. 

It is noted that the minimum balance for 2006-2021 is 
2,489 whereas locations for just 2,500 have been 
identified. This does not allow for any non-delivery or 
slippage, and represents an over supply of just 11 units 
which is not in the spirit of minimum allocations as 
introduced in the East of England Plan. 

Andrew Martin 
Associates Ltd 
(representing A 
W Squier Ltd) 

The Council should work towards a plan life, which ends in 
2026 rather than 2025, ensuring that the Core Strategy can 
demonstrate a fifteen year continuous supply of housing 
land. The housing land supply data is based on an 
assessment method, which is now out of date and contrary 
to Government advice.  

Charles 
Planning 
Associates 
(Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

Swan Hill recognises the importance of seeking to 
concentrate new developments mainly in the existing urban 
areas, on previously developed land where possible. 

Swan Hill supports the approach that green field land on 
the edge of settlements that are released for development 
should not have a significant impact on the characteristics 
of the Green Belt, and that densities are in line with the 
objectives of PPS3 and reflect the local character of the 
settlement to which the extension is proposed. 

Planning 
Potential 
(representing 
Fairview New 
Homes Ltd) 

care should be taken to ensure that the requirements 
stipulated at Paragraph 54 of PPS3 are adhered to. In 
particular, the deliverability of sites should be carefully 
considered when taking decisions on the timing of housing 
development, in that the site should be available, suitable 
and achievable, in order that the five year housing supply is 
realistic in its aims. 

Housing Distribution  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing 
Aber Ltd) 

Support the findings that over the plan period, 70% of new 
housing will need to be on green field sites as sustainable 
extensions to existing settlements. 
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Christopher 
Wickham 
Associates 
(representing 
Inner London 
Group) 

Suggest that the UCS 2007 underestimated the capacity 
for some of the sites, e.g. Stambridge Mills and Star Lane 
Brickworks are both capable of accommodating 
substantially more development. 

Iceni Projects 
Ltd 
(representing 
Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Concur that it is not realistic to expect Rochford's housing 
allocation to be met mainly on Brownfield sites, and 
support the aim of delivering 30% of development on 
previously developed sites. 

Strutt and 
Parker 
(representing 
Chelmsford 
Diocesan 
Board of 
Finance) 

Support the concern regarding the effect of "town 
cramming" on the attractiveness and character of parts of 
the District. Providing 60% of housing on previously 
developed land as advocated by Government Policy may 
be unrealistic in Rochford. A 30:70 split between 
development on previously developed land and suitable 
Greenfield locations at the edge of sustainable settlements 
is also supported. 

Edward Gittins 
& Associates 
(representing 
Crowstone 
Properties Ltd) 

Considers that the remaining balance of 3,489 units for the 
period up to 2025 represents a substantial commitment 
and requires careful decisions in relation to its future 
distribution. 

Suggests that the Council can be justifiably proud of its 
record in directing a high proportion of recent growth to 
brownfield sites, however, the decline in this finite resource 
is inevitable. Agree that brownfield sites are dwindling and 
there is an increasing need to use greenfield sites. The 
30% allocation to brownfield sites is probably realistic and 
hence deliverable. 

It is also important not to rely on regular reviews of the 
Green Belt boundary and this points to the need for long 
term land reserves needed for development being taken 
out of the Green Belt as part of the Core Strategy. 

Believe that the approach to the preferred distribution is 
the right one but have not seen the evidence to support 
this important claim. 

The distribution of housing should be considered 
holistically with other development needs of the district 
such as employment and community facilities rather than 
in isolation to ensure that they are closely and 
geographically associated and reflect a comprehensive 
and coherent strategy. 
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Alternative Option H2 – General Locations and Phasing 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing 
Aber Ltd) 

The approach to sustainable development and 
focussing housing development in the higher tier 
settlements, with a proportion of the new housing 
in the lower tier settlements. 

Croudace Strategic Ltd Strategic sites should be clearly identified. The 
current programme will not allow for delivery 
before 2014.  

Christopher Wickham 
Associates Ltd 
(representing Inner 
London Group) 

Agree with the concept of sustainable 
development. Factors such as the re-use of 
previously developed land, accessibility to 
services, infrastructure capacity, deliverability, the 
re-use of on-site materials, the removal of 
contamination, and the protection of the local 
environment are key considerations.  

Also suggests that development at Hullbridge and 
Canewdon would not accord with the objectives 
of sustainable development. New housing should 
be directed towards those areas with a close 
relationship with Southend. 

Strutt & Parker 
(representing Chelmsford 
Diocesan Board of 
Finance) 

Supports the balanced strategy adopted for the 
settlement hierarchy.  

Believes that Hawkwell is considered to be a 
sustainable settlement, capable of 
accommodating development to the south. A 
potential site for housing put forward during 
previous consultations, to the south of Ironwell 
Lane, Hawkwell, it is well located in terms of 
services, facilities and employment opportunities 
and has good links with Hockley. 

Andrew Martin Associates 
Ltd (representing A  W 
Squier) 

Supports the general locations identified in the 
Core Strategy, however they are too vague. 

Kember Loudon Williams 
(representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

The table on page 26 which sets out the 
settlement tiers is supported. Rayleigh, 
Rochford/Ashingdon, Hockley/Hawkwell are 
clearly the largest settlements in the District and 
they benefit from good employment, housing, 
leisure, community and public transport provision. 

Planning Potential 
(representing Fairview 
New Homes) 

At present, support cannot be provided to the 
Settlement hierarchy as set out on Page 26 of the 
draft Core Strategy Document. Whilst it is 
considered appropriate for Rayleigh to be 
designated as a Tier 1 settlement, the draft Core 
Strategy is currently not consistent throughout in 
this respect. Rayleigh should be considered the 
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priority direction for housing development given 
the greater level of services available and public 
transport connections, in line with the designation 
set out on Page 20. 

Therefore, recommend on behalf of Fairview New 
Homes that the settlement hierarchy set out on 
Page 26 be amended in order to reflect the higher 
level order of Rayleigh. 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr J Hart) 

The Council's acceptance that some Green Belt 
land will need to be released and 70% of new 
housing is to be on greenfield sites, as 
sustainable extensions to existing settlements 
within the plan period 2001 - 2021 is supported. 

Their client is also in favour of focusing new 
housing development on the higher tier 
settlements (H2), which includes 
Rochford/Ashingdon, as part of the proposed 
balanced strategy. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Colonnade concur with the general principle of 
the settlement hierarchy, albeit would reaffirm its 
view that Rochford has the potential to stand 
above all other settlements due to its proximity to 
London Southend Airport. The Airport, along with 
London Gateway, is one of the two most 
significant employment opportunities within the 
Essex Thames Gateway. The Core Strategy 
should more specifically acknowledge this 
opportunity, and reflect this in its approach to all 
policies and objectives. 

Preferred Option H1 – Distribution 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Christopher Wickham 
Associates (representing 
Inner London Group) 

Suggest that the UCS 2007 underestimated the 
capacity for some of the sites, e.g. Stambridge 
Mills and Star Lane Brickworks are both capable 
of accommodating substantially more 
development. 

Recommend that H1 should state that the 
maximum use will be made of previously 
developed land. 

Stolkin & Clements LLP 
(representing Firstplan) 

Stolkin and Clements (Southend) LLP support 
this policy. 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes) 

Swan Hill generally supports the approach taken 
by the Council in this preferred option. 
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David Grew Ltd 
(representing David Grew 
Ltd) 

This option appears to contradict one of the key 
objectives of this Core Strategy, i.e. the efficient 
and effective use of land, as well as National 
and Regional policy guidance. The density of 
development in existing 1st tier settlements is 
relatively low and there is considerable scope for 
intensification without 'town cramming'. This 
option cannot be considered sustainable. 

Kember Loudon Williams 
(representing Barratt 
Eastern Homes) 

It is likely that at least 400-600 dwellings of the 
1301 assumed to come forward from urban 
capacity are unlikely. There is therefore a 
significant shortfall which needs to be made from 
further allocations on greenfield land and by 
compressing the phasing periods outlined under 
Policy H2 and H3 to speed up delivery. 

Planning Potential 
(representing Fairview 
New Homes) 

Their client would like to provide support to the 
realistic approach taken by the Council in 
respect of brownfield development within 
existing settlement boundaries. However, in 
order that the character of existing settlements 
can be maintained and Policy H1 can be 
adequately implemented, Policy GB1 relating to 
Green Belt protection will need to incorporate a 
sufficient level of flexibility to allow the release of 
Green Belt land where it is considered 
appropriate. 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr & Mrs 
Harold) 

It is noted some Green Belt land will need to be 
released and 70% of new housing is to be on 
greenfield sites, as sustainable extensions to 
existing settlements within the plan period 2001 - 
2021. 

Their clients support the Council's preferred 
option for the distribution of land for new 
housing, so as to avoid the over intensification of 
existing residential areas, in accordance with 
H1. 

Their clients support the Council's Preferred 
Option for the General Location of future 
housing development, as set out in H1, on the 
understanding this does not exclude their own 
site (see call for sites ref number 114) and they 
feel the West Hockley area has the potential for 
a greater number of dwellings both during the 
pre 2015 period and between 2015 and 2021. 

6.82




Appendix 1D 

G Jolley Ltd (representing 
J Hart) 

Their client does not support the Council's 
Preferred Options for the General Location and 
Phasing of future housing development, as set 
out in H1 &H2, which is to totally exclude North 
Ashingdon from any future housing development 
within the period up to 2025, now being 
considered. 

Some growth within the North Ashingdon area is 
felt to be appropriate given the pattern of the 
existing settlement, the established 
infrastructure and accessibility enjoyed by this 
more established area.  

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr A C E 
Kingston) 

Their client supports the Council's preferred 
option for the distribution of land for new housing 
broadly in accordance with the key diagram, so 
as to avoid the over intensification of existing 
residential areas, in accordance with H1. 

The approach of focusing new housing 
development on the higher tier settlements, 
including Rayleigh, Rochford/Ashingdon, and 
Hockley/Hawkwell is supported, as part of the 
proposed balanced strategy. 

Graham Jolley Ltd Their client support the Council's preferred 
option for the distribution of land for new housing 
broadly in accordance with the key diagram, so 
as to avoid the over intensification of existing 
residential areas, in accordance with H1. 

The approach of focusing new housing 
development on the higher tier settlements, 
including Rayleigh, Rochford/Ashingdon, and 
Hockley/Hawkwell is supported, as part of the 
proposed balanced strategy 

RW Land and Planning 
(representing JF Spencer 
& Son Ltd) 

Acknowledge that brownfield sites should take 
priority over the development of greenfield sites. 
However, with a rising housing market over 
recent years, many of the sites identified in the 
Urban Capacity Study still remain undeveloped it 
could be argued that if the sites were suitable for 
development they would have come forward by 
now. The Council must therefore demonstrate 
that there is evidence to suggest that the 
remaining sites are genuinely available and 
deliverable within the specified phased 
timescale. 
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Boyer Planning Ltd 
(representing Pond Chase 
Nurseries Ltd) 

Generally support the policy and the sequential 
approach it proposes. 

It will be important to ensure that within the Site 
Allocations Development Plan Document a mix 
of housing sites to provide a range of housing 
types that best meet the needs of the District are 
identified. 

Andrew Martin Associates 
(representing M D Smith & 
Son) 

Object to policy. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

The policy objective of resisting intensification of 
smaller sites in residential areas is supported. 
Whilst the general principle of directing housing 
development towards previously developed land 
is accepted, deliverability of identified sites must 
be carefully monitored. The policy should be 
sufficiently flexible to allow for additional sites to 
be brought forward in order to demonstrate the 
continuous delivery of a five year housing land 
supply. 

Strutt & Parker 
(representing Mr G 
Marshall) 

The realistic assessment of the limited nature of 
brownfield land within the district. coupled with 
the recognition of the harm to residential 
character that can be caused by excessive 
urban intensification is welcomed. and the 
percentage of dwellings likely to be derived from 
this source is in our view reasonable 

Savills (representing 
Martin Dawn PLC) 

In accordance with government objectives we 
agree with the prioritisation of previously 
developed sites to contribute to the borough's 
housing supply targets., greenfield sites which 
are sustainably located should be promoted for 
housing to ensure that the minimum housing 
targets are met and exceeded. 

Sellwood Planning Ltd 
(representing Aston Unit 
Trust & J Needs) 

The H1 distribution should set out the full 
sequential priority approach to the selection of 
development sites in Policy H2.  This should 
start with previously developed land in 
sustainable locations followed by land in the ‘tier 
1 settlements’ and then tier 2 and tier 3 
settlements.  

Preferred Option H2 – General Locations and Phasing 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing Aber Ltd) 

Agree with the general locations and phasing of 
residential properties. A flexible approach with 
regards the timing and release of land for 
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residential development is needed. 

It is recommended that a greater proportion of the 
units are undertaken in the period up to 2015, 
and a proportion of units are transferred from the 
2021 - 2025 period to the 2015 – 2021 in South 
East Ashingdon. 

Whirledge and Nott 
(representing Messrs 
Smith and Francis) 

Object to the exclusion of land at Sandhill Road, 
Eastwood and welcome the identification of 
Rayleigh as a Tier 1 settlement. 

C & S Associates 
(representing Firstplan) 

Policies H2 and H3 should be amended to 
include residential development allocated in the 
London Southend Airport and Environs Joint Area 
Action Plan. 

Stolkin and Clements 
(Southend) LLP 
(representing Firstplan) 

Further thought should be given to the distribution 
and extent of the housing allocations with a 
proportion of the housing allocations in Policies 
H2 and H3 being available for Tithe Park, 
perhaps described as: 'land to the south west of 
Great Wakering, adjoining the boundary with 
Southend'.  

Andrew Martin Associates 
Ltd (representing A W 
Squier LTD) 

Suggests that the areas identified in the policy do 
not correspond with the symbols in the Key 
Diagram. East Ashingdon and South East 
Ashingdon are particularly confusing as the 
symbols in the Key Diagram are better described 
as South Ashingdon and North East Rochford. 

Christopher Wickham 
Associates (representing 
Inner London Group) 

Suggests that the release of Green Belt land 
should be minimised and best use should be 
made of previously developed land. 

The remote settlements of Hullbridge and 
Canewdon are unsuitable for significant additional 
housing, either before or after 2015. 

Strutt and Parker 
(representing Chelmsford 
Diocesan Board of 
Finance) 

Support the broad locations for development 
detailed in H2 that are in accordance with the 
settlement hierarchy. Particularly support the 
indicative level of growth directed towards south 
Hawkwell. 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes) 

As set out above, Swan Hill supports the overall 
approach the Council has taken in this revised 
version of the Core Strategy. 

Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

It is very important that the framework properly 
distinguishes between what should be provided 
as part of new development schemes and what 
shouldn't. Support the strategy that new housing 
growth should be targeted at land South of 
Hawkwell. The main objection is to the phasing 
strategy. 
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Whirledge and Nott 
(representing J Robinson) 

Welcome the allocation of residential 
development to the village of Canewdon prior to 
2015. Object, however, to the identification of 
land South of Canewdon and feel strongly that it 
should be allocated to the North and North West 
of the village at Canewdon Hall Farm. 

Planning Potential 
(representing Fairview 
New Homes) 

Fairview New Homes would like to offer strong 
support in response to Preferred Policy H2 as 
well as to the general housing locations as shown 
on the accompanying Key Diagram. In particular, 
it is requested that the intention to extend the 
existing settlement boundary in the south west 
area of Rayleigh is retained 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr and Mrs 
Harold) 

Accordingly their clients ask for the tables in H2 
and H3 to be amended so as to include a higher 
allocation for the West Hockley area. 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr J Hart) 

Their client, however, does not support the 
Council's Preferred Options for the General 
Location and Phasing of future housing 
development, as set out in H1 &H2, which is to 
totally exclude North Ashingdon from any future 
housing development within the period up to 
2025, now being considered. 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr A C E 
Kingston) 

Their client is in broad support of the Council's 
Preferred Option for the General Location and 
Phasing of future housing development, as set 
out in H2, which is to include a significant element 
of new housing within the south west Rayleigh 
area. However, it is suggested that, in view of the 
above mentioned sustainable advantages of 
Rayleigh, together with the uncertainties of longer 
term housing demand, it is appropriate to 
consider a provision for some additional housing 
within the south west Rayleigh area for the post 
2021 period. 

RW Land and Planning 
(representing JF Spencer 
and Son Ltd) 

Accepts that greenfield development will be 
necessary in order to achieve the required 
housing numbers. 

The reliance of Tier Two and Three settlements 
(Hullbridge, Great Wakering and Canewdon) to 
provide 860 houses pre 2021 is unsustainable, 
unjustified and contrary to sustainable planning 
guidance at all levels. 

Tier 2 and 3 settlements have limited services 
and public transport and despite this 34% of 
Greenfield housing allocations are located here 
with no justification. 
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Contrary to PPS3. 

Hockley allocation contrary to CSPO vision of 
concentrating development on Upper Tier 
settlements.  

Preferred Option and Key diagram should be 
amended to reduce housing numbers in Tier 2 
and 3 settlements and redistribute the surplus to 
Tier 1 settlements – Hockley in particular.  Land 
at Folly Chase is suitable and capable of 
accommodating circa 200 houses. 

JSP (representing N 
Jackson) 

Suggested development locations and 
justifications: LAND AT MAGEES NURSERIES, 
WINDSOR GARDENS and LAND EAST OF 
CLEMENTS HALL SPORTS CENTRE, 
HAWKWELL 

Design Associates 
(representing A F Merry) 

Their client is heartened to note that some green 
belt land is deemed to be required to be released 
for new housing, and that the council are in 
support of new residential development occurring 
mainly to the edge of existing main settlements. It 
is considered that Rayleigh is the only urban area 
with a principle town centre and it has the best to 
services in the district.  

Believe the locations shown on the key diagram 
for the allocation of new housing development 
does not give adequate recognition of the 
valuable contribution potential sites situated at 
the eastern edge of the settlement area of 
Rayleigh will give.  

It is considered that some modest growth to the 
east of Rayleigh could be accommodated without 
detriment to the upper Roach Valley or the 
separation between Rayleigh and Hockley.  

Graham Jolley 
(representing Stuart 
Ross) 

Their client supports the Council’s preferred 
option for the distribution of land for new housing 
broadly in accordance with the key diagram, so 
as to avoid the over intensification of existing 
residential areas, in accordance with H1. 

The approach of focusing new housing 
development on the higher tier settlements, 
including Rayleigh, Rochford/Ashingdon, and 
Hockley/Hawkwell is supported, as part of the 
proposed balanced strategy. 
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Their client supports the Council’s Preferred 
Option for the General Location and Phasing of 
future housing development, as set out in H2, 
which is to include a significant element of new 
housing within the south Hawkwell area. 

Similarly, the preferred option H3, relating to the 
General Location for housing post 2021, which 
incorporates a further significant element of 
housing within the south Hawkwell area, is 
supported by their client. 

H2 contradicts GB1 and should be reworded. 
Croudace Strategic Ltd Unrealistic build rates. 

More detail in Core Strategy would speed up 
delivery. 
Many locations fail to PPS3's deliverability criteria 
and conflict with other CS policies. 
North of London Road, Rayleigh - Deliverable: 
Yes based on information available, but to 
different timescales 
West Rochford - Deliverable: No 
West Hockley - Deliverable: No 
South Hawkwell - Deliverable: No 
East Ashington - Deliverable: Unknown 
SE Ashingdon - Deliverable: Yes based on 
information available. 
SW Hullbridge - Deliverable: No 
SW Great Wakering - Deliverable: Yes, but at a 
reduced scale. 
West Great Wakering - Deliverable: No 

Of the 11 locations identified, there are 
fundamental delivery problems with six,which 
casts doubt over the whole Core Strategy. 

Graham Jolley Ltd Their client supports the Council's Preferred 
Option for the General Location and Phasing of 
future housing development, as set out in H2, 
which is to include a significant element of new 
housing within the south Hawkwell area. 

David Grew Assuming the proposed new development has a 
density of 50 dph, which is highly unlikely, RDC 
are proposing to release a minumum of 29 
hectares of Green Belt by 2015, for housing 
alone. This is an unsustainable approach and 
does not represent efficient and effective use of 
land. 
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Swan Housing 
Association 

Feel that the land to the south west of Hullbridge 
represents an excellent opportunity to deliver a 
sustainable community which is in line with the 
Council's vision of future development in the 
district. 

Boyer Planning Ltd 
(representing R  Ricks) 

Would support this Policy. It is clear that 
settlement boundaries will need to be amended to 
meet the District's housing requirement. 

Mr Ashley Robinson 
(representing Mr & Mrs 
Houghton) 

High density residential development is totally 
inappropriate on important green belt areas 
surrounding existing development. If any 
residential development is deemed appropriate it 
should be of a low density buffer of one or two 
dwellings to maintain the rural character and well 
being of the area, which is low density at the 
Great Wheatley area. 

Andrew Martin Associates 
(representing M D Smith 
& Son Ltd) 

Rawreth should be identified as forming part of 
the proposed growth area to the west of Rayleigh. 
Where opportunities exist for developing 
previously developed land exist these should take 
precedence over greenfield housing allocations, 
subject to sites being available and deliverable. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Iceni would suggest that housing numbers and 
delivery times deserve clarification. In view of the 
guidance provided by PPS3 it is important that 
the Core Strategy is not perceived as placing a 
continuing reliance on windfall sites. Should this 
be the case, the Core Strategy should look to 
identify additional land to meet its housing target 
under Policy H2. 

However, without providing any notional site 
areas, development density, or land take of 
associated facilities (such as those listed within H 
Appendix 1) it is difficult to quantify how likely it is 
that these sites will be capable of meeting 
the District's housing target. Iceni would suggest 
that this information needs to be incorporated 
within further iterations of the Core Strategy. 

Colonnade is content to focus on the merits of 
promoting Coombes Farm (or East Rochford) as 
a suitable location for residential development 
rather than criticising those areas identified. 
 it is evident that there are compelling grounds for 
identifying Coombes Farm (within an East 
Rochford area designation) under Policy H2, and 
that in particular, it should be recorded as a 
priority location for helping to meet the District's 
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five year housing land supply. town centre 
entirely.  

Countryside Properties Support the allocation of 650 units of land North 
(Southern) Ltd of London Road, Rayleigh 
Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

The key diagram is too vague and there should 
be a clearer identification of growth areas. It is not 
possible to ascertain the extent/location of likely 
development areas (not just North of London 
Road) and therefore their relationship to existing 
residents/road network etc.  

No appropriate density ranges are given within 
the Core Strategy, so again it is difficult to 
ascertain the likely land area required to achieve 
the number of units required/specified. 

Believe that appropriate density ranges should be 
specified (a separate policy). 

As stated above, it is not clear where, on land 
west of Rayleigh, these units are to be provided, 
but if the existing electricity power lines/pylons 
are seen as a western barrier to development, it 
must be emphasised that these can be relocated. 
There appears to be no reasoning/justification as 
to why the figure of 650 units has been chosen. 

Agree that development should be 
comprehensively planned, and support the 
principle of providing a range of other uses and 
infrastructure to serve any urban extension west 
of Rayleigh. However, such infrastructure must 
be reasonably associated with the impacts of the 
development.  

Suggest however that due to the limited 
constraints to delivery of development on land 
north of London Road (West Rayleigh) that all 
650 units could be delivered by 2015, assuming a 
planning permission can be obtained soon after 
the adoption of the Core Strategy. 

Strutt & Parker 
(representing Mr G 
Marshall) 

Support the aim of securing a balanced strategy, 
and as set out above, the general distribution 
across the district. Great Wakering as a second 
tier settlement albeit that this is a smaller 
settlement with a large rural hinterland. It is 
significantly smaller than the settlements 
identified in the top tier and therefore the 
identification of some 350 houses up to 2021 with 
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a further 160 post 2021 it is questioned. A modest 
allocation such as that identified for Canewdon to 
anchor local services would be more appropriate. 

A similar consideration relates to Hullbridge which 
is identified as accommodating some 450 houses 
up to 2021 with a further 90 post 2021. Hullbridge 
is a large village although 
has some facilities in terms of shops and a bus 
service together with a school. 

Strutt and Parker 
(representing Mr G 
Marshall) 

As a consequence of the above, the Peggle 
Meadow site is the most sustainable site in 
the District for the following reasons: - 

• The close proximity of the site to the proposed 
new railway station at Southend Airport which is 
due for completion in 2009. 
• The close proximity of the site to the A127_ 
• The ability of the site to contribute to a 
sustainable cycle network and footway link 
(Green Grid Greenway No. 18). 
• Not only is the site free from flood risk, but it 
could also theoretically contribute to the reduction 
of existing fluvial flood risk currently affecting 
residential areas further downstream by 
sustainable urban development and enhanced 
flood water storage by means of dry ponds within 
a large green open space located to the south of 
the site next to the Borough 
boundary.  
• The close proximity of the site to local shops. 
Three major areas of employment. Southend 
Hospital and Rochford Town Centre 
• The site lies on the main bus routes that run 
through the District and is served by bus stops 
Immediately outside the site on Southend Road. 
• The Highway Authority has agreed in principle 
that the site could be served by a traffic-controlled 
access off Southend Road. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

It is unclear what process of selection was 
undertaken to arrive at this particular choice of 
area. 

Supports phasing if this assists in ensuring land 
allocations are more evenly spread and hence 
available throughout the plan period, but the 
reasoning behind the split before and after 2015 
is unclear. 
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Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

There is no reference to the possible option of 
development on the western side of Ashingdon 
(an area has been submitted on behalf of 
Crowstone Development Ltd). 
Considers that the remaining balance of 3,489 
units for the period up to 2025 represents a 
substantial commitment and requires careful 
decisions in relation to its future distribution. 

Suggests that the Council can be justifiably proud 
of its record in directing a high proportion of 
recent growth to brownfield sites, however, the 
decline in this finite resource is inevitable. Agree 
that brownfield sites are dwindling and there is an 
increasing need to use greenfield sites. The 30% 
allocation to brownfield sites is probably realistic 
and hence deliverable. 

It is also important not to rely on regular reviews 
of the Green Belt boundary and this points to the 
need for long term land reserves needed for 
development being taken out of the Green Belt as 
part of the Core Strategy. 

Believe that the approach to the preferred 
distribution is the right one but have not seen the 
evidence to support this important claim. 

The distribution of housing should be considered 
holistically with other development needs of the 
district such as employment and community 
facilities rather than in isolation to ensure that 
they are closely and geographically associated 
and reflect a comprehensive and coherent 
strategy. 

In turning to H2 General Locations and Phasing ­
Preferred Option, it is unclear what process of 
selection was undertaken to alight on this 
particular choice of area. 

Supports phasing if this assists in ensuring land 
allocations are more evenly spread and hence 
available throughout the plan period, but the 
reasoning behind the split before and after 2015 
is unclear. 

Notes the inclusion in H2 of a location at West 
Hockley with a projected capacity of 50 units in 
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the period to 2015. Suggests that this may relate 
to potential capacity that might become available 
on land known as Pond Chase Nurseries. 
Concern expressed regarding review of the 
Green Belt boundary in the general vicinity of 
Pond Chase Nurseries and Church Road, 
Hockley. The existing Green Belt boundary in this 
part of the settlement is highly arbitrary and has 
been blurred by development that has taken 
place on the edge of the town over a number of 
years.  

Bidwells (representing H 
R Philpot & Sons 
(Barleylands) Ltd) 

Supports H2. Suggests that deliverability is a key 
consideration at the preliminary stage. The 
Council should ensure there will be adequate 
land supply to provide housing, affordable 
housing, employment, protection on green 
infrastructure and leisure, tourism and community 
facilities, especially for Hullbridge. 

Sellwood Planning Ltd 
(representing Aston Unit 
Trust & J Needs) 

Proposed Changes to Policy H2 

- Reduce the Hullbridge and Great 
Wakering housing allocations to around 
100 dwellings each and delete the 
Canewdon greenfield allocation 

- Distribute the ‘excess’ Hullbridge, Great 
Wakering and Canewdon housing 
provisions to the three towns giving first 
priority to Rayleigh as the largest and most 
sustainable town 

- Add to the Rayleigh allocations 200 
dwellings at Wellington Road phased in 
the pre 2015 period 

- Spread the north of London Road 
allocation over a longer time period. 

Ashley Robinson 
(representing Mr D 
Houghton) 

High density development is inappropriate on 
Greenbelt areas surrounding existing 
development.  Any more development in Rayleigh 
is totally unacceptable. 

Alternative Option H2 – General Locations and Phasing 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Croudace Strategic Ltd Land at Mount Bovers Lane should be considered 

favourably. 
RW Land & Planning 
(representing J F Spencer 
& Son Ltd) 

Welcome the comments regarding North East 
Hockley and agree that the location would place 
undue pressure on the highway network and that 
it is unviable for development. 
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Countryside Properties 
Ltd 

There is no clear indication as to why 650 units 
have been identified for west Rayleigh and not 
more i.e. how this figure was reached. 
Rayleigh has the best access to services and is 
more ideally located in terms of retail and 
services. 

There should be flexibility in terms of timing of 
development. Delivery of strategic growth sites 
may need to be brought forward if housing 
delivery is falling short of forecasts, and the 
minimum of 5 year housing supply is under 
threat. Regular review of housing delivery is 
required. 

Countryside Properties 
LTd 

Alternative Options. 
Support Third to Sixth alternative options. 
West of Rayleigh is the most sustainable and 
accessible location for further development in 
Rayleigh, as other possible sites have serious 
policy, environmental or access/capacity 
constraints to delivery. Therefore support the 
Council's approach to not identifying sites north, 
east or south/south east of Rayleigh for 
development, and limiting any development to the 
south west. 

Strutt & Parker 
(representing Mr G 
Marshall) 

Suggest Peggle Meadow is considered as a 
preferred option for development as it more 
sustainable as a result of its close proximity to 
Southend Airport, the risk of flooding is low. 

Preferred Option H3 – General Locations Post-2021 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Christopher Wickham 
Associates (representing  
Inner London Group) 

Considers there should be minimal new 
development allocated in Hullbridge and 
Canewdon given their remoteness and the 
likelihood of harm to the rural character of the 
places. 

Strutt & Parker 
(representing Chelmsford 
Diocesan Board of 
Finance) 

Supports the broad locations for development 
detailed in H2, particularly the indicative level of 
growth directed towards south Hawkwell. 

Colliers CRE 
(representing Aber Ltd) 

Need to maintain flexibility in order to ensure 
certainty to the delivery of the 15 year supply, 
particularly if any of the locations identified in the 
period 2021 - 2025 need to be brought forward in 
order to maintain the 5 year supply. 

Appropriate phasing will avoid piecemeal 
development, and on a practical point avoids a 
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state of uncertainty between the two phases 
where there would be unfinished work 

It is recommended that a proportion of units are 
transferred from the 2021 - 2025 period to the 
2015 - 2021 period. This approach would assist in 
paying for front end costs  

Firstplan (representing 
Stolkin and Clements) 

Further thought should be given to the distribution 
and extent of the housing allocations with a 
proportion of the housing allocations in Policies 
H2 and H3 being available for Tithe Park, 
perhaps described as: 'land to the south west of 
Great Wakering, adjoining the boundary with 
Southend'  

Croudace Strategic Ltd The comment that the release of land needs to be 
flexible is welcomed. The policy should allow for 
sites to be brought forward prior to 2021 should 
non-delivery of the Policy H2 sites become 
apparent.  

Andrew Martin 
Associates (representing 
A W Squier Ltd) 

There is no need for this policy or its table. There 
is no evidence or reasoning to support the 
number or locations selected for this later phase 
of development. 

David Grew (representing 
David Grew) 

This continuing release of Green Belt land is 
unsustainable. Intensification of Town Centre and 
urban areas should be maximised prior to release 
of Green Belt. 

Design Associates 
(representing AF Merry) 

Taking into account the above we ask the council 
to give further consideration to the H2 options so 
as to provide for a greater number of dwellings 
around Rayleigh with some additional housing to 
the east of Rayleigh not only for the 2001-2021 
period but also the post 2021 period.  

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Swan Hill supports the general principles of this 
policy, and that the Council has sought to make 
provision for a 15-year supply of housing land 
supply, from the date of adoption of the 
document, as set out in PPS3.  

Swan Hill considers it is important that the Policy 
provision sets out that this is a minimum level 
post 2021, and is likely to change over the course 
of the Core Strategy period. 

Whirledge and Nott 
(representing Mr J 
Robinson) 

Welcome the allocation of residential 
development to the village of Canewdon prior to 
2015. I do however object to the identification of 
land South of Canewdon and feel strongly that it 
should be allocated to the North and North West 
of the village at Canewdon Hall Farm. 
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Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

As is made clear (Paragraph B9 of Circular 5/05) 
contributions should not be used to make good 
existing deficiencies in infrastructure provision. 
Nor are they to be used to secure contributions to 
the achievement of wider planning objectives that 
are not necessary for consent to be granted. In 
that context the Core Strategy should set this out 
as its policy framework. 

Main objection is to the phasing strategy and in 
turn the very low annual output figures identified 
for the South of Hawkwell, although our 
comments will be relevant to the other housing 
locations and their associated phasing regime 
identified by the Council. 

Given the anticipated phasing and consequential 
low delivery rates in the draft Core Strategy, there 
is a concern that in this area of high demand for 
new housing, demand will continue to outstrip 
supply. 

Concerns over the urban capacity study indicate 
that housing land supply is in shortfall - quicker 
housing deliver is therefore necessary. If the 
Inspector accepts our concerns over the urban 
capacity study then the phasing strategy and land 
supply shortfall will need to be addressed.  

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr A C E 
Kingston) 

Their client is in broad support of the Council's 
Preferred Option for the General Location and 
Phasing of future housing development, as set 
out in H2, which is to include a significant element 
of new housing within the south west Rayleigh 
area. However, it is suggested that, in view of the 
above mentioned sustainable advantages of 
Rayleigh, together with the uncertainties of longer 
term housing demand, it is appropriate to 
consider a provision for some additional housing 
within the south west Rayleigh area for the post 
2021 period. 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Graham 
Jolley) 

Similarly, the preferred option H3, relating to the 
General Location for housing post 2021, is 
supported by their client.  

RW Land & Planning 
(representing J F 
Spencer & Son Ltd) 

The continued reliance on lower tier settlements 
post 2021 is again unjustified and unsustainable 
with 340 homes proposed. These locations, even 
following improvements to the infrastructure will 
not provide genuine alternatives to the private car 
due to the length of journeys required to get to 
services, facilities and employment. 
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Andrew Martin 
Associates Ltd 
(representing M D Smith 
& Son Ltd) 

Rawreth should be identified as forming part of 
the proposed growth area to the west of Rayleigh. 
Where opportunities exist for developing 
previously developed land these should take 
precedence over greenfield housing allocations, 
subject to sites being available and deliverable. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Colonnade welcomes the fact that the Core 
Strategy correctly responds to the requirements 
of PPS3 in identifying broad locations for the 
delivery of a fifteen year housing land supply. it 
remains to be seen whether the areas identified 
are sufficiently robust to meet the District's longer 
term housing requirements, because at this 
stage, there is insufficient information to 
comment.  

Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

It is noted that there are no numbers allocated for 
Rayleigh post 2021. Bearing in mind the 
sustainability and accessibility credentials for 
Rayleigh as opposed to other settlements within 
the district, we would argue that longer term 
growth should be planned for, on top of the earlier 
allocations.  

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties 
Ltd) 

Need to justify the general locations and the 
capacity for the areas identified and ensure that 
site locations are sustainable and justifiable as 
Preferred Options. 

Information and analysis to support the general 
locations both pre and post 2015 and post 2021 is 
lacking and suggest that these should be included 
to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Need to justify the general locations and the 
capacity for the areas identified and ensure that 
site locations are sustainable and justifiable as 
Preferred Options. 

Information and analysis to support the general 
locations both pre and post 2015 and post 2021 is 
lacking and suggest that these should be included 
to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

Bidwells (representing H 
R Philpot & Sons 
(Barleylands) Ltd) 

Supports the general principles of this policy. 
Believes that further housing growth in Hullbridge 
would continue to support the strategy of creating 
centre focus as identified in H2, such as a range 
of housing mix, affordable housing, employment 
enhancement, protection of the existing wider 
environment, leisure, tourism and community 
facilities and new football pitches. In addition they 
consider that additional housing growth will 
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Sellwood Planning Ltd 
(representing Aston Un
Trust and J Needs) 

ensure the provision of a new primary school, 
formal play provision, strategic open 
space/planting, country park and riverside walk 
linking into the proposed development by 
encompassing the existing routes and water 
frontage. 
document allocates too limited a housing 

it provision to the three towns and an unsustainable 
level of new housing to the second and third tier 
settlements. 

Alternative Option H3 – General Locations Post-2021 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Croudace Strategic Ltd  This policy must provide sufficient flexibility to 

allow for sites to come forward pre-2021 to 
make up any shortfall from the Policy H2 sites. 

Andrew Martin Associates 
Ltd (representing A W 
Squier Ltd) 

The Council's reasons for departing from the 
Alternative Option are not adequately justified. 

Preferred Option H4 – Affordable Housing  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE (representing 
Aber Ltd) 

It is recommended that in larger developments 
the affordable housing (both social rented and 
intermitted tenure) are clustered in groups of 6 
to 10 units throughout the development in order 
to aid with on going management and 
maintenance undertaken by RSL or other body. 

Firstplan (representing 
Stolkin & Clements 

Support this policy which seeks at least 35% of 
affordable housing on all developments of 10 or 
more units or on sites greater than 0.5ha unless 
there are site constraints which make the 
provision impossible. 

Christopher Wickham 
Associates (representing 
Inner London Group) 

It is considered that the 'pepper potting' of 
affordable housing throughout larger 
developments is not always appropriate in 
management and maintenance terms 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes) 

In general terms, Swan Hill supports the 
approach. A greater degree of flexibility should 
be set out in the policy.  Registered Social 
Landlords (RSLs) may consider the 'pepper 
potting' of affordable dwellings throughout larger 
sites can have significant logistical and cost 
implications. Clustering should be considered. 

Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd 
(representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

As currently drafted we feel that the policy is not 
concise enough and that the policy does not 
reflect current guidance. The policy should be 
redrafted so that "a target of 35% affordable 
housing shall be provided on all developments 
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of 10 or more units..." 

The last policy paragraph provides some scope 
to relax this policy, if there are clear site 
constraints that make on site provision 
impossible. The policy, though, is not particularly 
clear on what would constitute exceptional 
circumstances.  

Planning Potential 
(representing 
Fairview New Homes) 

The flexibility and recognition that it may not be 
possible to provide the full requirement of 
affordable housing on all sites is offered strong 
support by our client. 

It is requested that the Council seek to retain an 
element of negotiation within Policy H4 when 
developing the Core Strategy to submission 
stage in order to allow a sensitive approach to 
local housing need as it fluctuates throughout 
the Council's administrative area rather than a 
blanket approached. 

Management is a real issue for social landlords, 
and often it is not practical to adopt a 'pepper 
pot' approach, and further consideration should 
be had of the 'user' / 'management' 
requirements when developing the Core 
Strategy to Submission Stage.  

RW Land & Planning 
(representing J F Spencer 
& Son Ltd) 

We do not accept the desire by the Core 
Strategy to "pepper pot" social housing 
throughout developments; it causes difficulty for 
Housing Associations to manage their properties 
effectively and efficiently. This should be 
amended to allow for clusters of social housing 
units in say, groups of 15-20. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing 
Colonnade Land LLP) 

Colonnade supports the proposed affordable 
housing target of 35%, It is likely that only 
Greenfield housing sites will be capable of 
meeting this target, 
Colonnade would also recommend that the Core 
Strategy specifically enables 100% affordable 
housing schemes to be brought forward on 
unallocated sites, potentially as rural exception 
proposals. 

Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

Support the principle of this policy, but must 
stress the need for flexibility in affordable 
housing provision, should it affect economic 
viability when competing against other 
community/ social/ transport infrastructure 
requirements sought as part of development of a 
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site.  
Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Greater emphasis must be given in future to the 
delivery of affordable units, especially having 
regard to the high house values which preclude 
so many entering the housing market. 

Recognise that Exceptions Policies are 
necessary but deliver very little in terms of 
numbers and that it is the larger sites that have 
the viability which enables a significant 
proportion of affordable units to be provided or 
cross-subsidised by free market housing.  

Support the wording of H4 Affordable Housing - 
Preferred Option and favour this to the 
Alternative Options in H4. 

Express concern regarding the ‘pepper potting’ 
of affordable housing throughout larger 
developments. Agree that large blocks of 
affordable housing should be avoided if possible 
but ‘pepper potting’ can give rise to design and 
management problems. Prefer a more general 
reference to the need to avoid large blocks of 
affordable housing and the need to integrate 
affordable and free market housing in a 
harmonious way. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Greater emphasis must be given in future to the 
delivery of affordable units, especially having 
regard to the high house values which preclude 
so many entering the housing market. 

Recognise that Exceptions Policies are 
necessary but deliver very little in terms of 
numbers and that it is the larger sites that have 
the viability which enables a significant 
proportion of affordable units to be provided or 
cross-subsidised by free market housing.  

Support the wording of H4 Affordable Housing - 
Preferred Option and favour this to the 
Alternative Options in H4. 

Express concern regarding the ‘pepper potting’ 
of affordable housing throughout larger 
developments. Agree that large blocks of 
affordable housing should be avoided if possible 
but ‘pepper potting’ can give rise to design and 
management problems. Prefer a more general 
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reference to the need to avoid large blocks of 
affordable housing and the need to integrate 
affordable and free market housing in a 
harmonious way. 

Preferred Option H5 – Dwelling Types 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing Aber Ltd) 

The idea of providing a mix of dwelling types in 
both size and tenure is supported, however, it is 
considered that to make a specific requirement 
that a proportion of the affordable housing to be 
three bedroom dwellings is too prescriptive 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

With the exception of providing a suitable 
proportion of the provision of affordable units with 
three-bedrooms, the policy appears to represent 
the best option for ensuring flexibility for new 
housing developments. 

In respect of the reference to the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment for Thames 
Gateway South Essex, it is important that if the 
Council chooses to rely on such assessments as 
a key factor in determining the appropriate level 
of mix, it is important that such an assessment is 
up-to date, and represent the most appropriate 
model for assessment the level of housing 
requirements. 

Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

The main thrust of the policy is supported That 
said, it is important that the policy does not rely 
completely on the SHMA since it does not fully 
reflect the housing market and in particular what 
local people demand of their new housing stock. 

The SHMA will be largely based on housing need 
and in that context does not take into account 
people's housing market aspirations. 
Consequently, a policy framework which focuses 
just on local need would set aside this important 
facet of the housing market. 

RW Land & Planning 
(representing JF Spencer 
& Son Ltd) 

It is imperative that H5 makes reference to the 
influence of market demands and does not solely 
rely on the advice of the Strategic Housing Team 
as the policy currently intimates. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Colonnade welcomes the emphasis placed in the 
Core Strategy on delivering a mix of dwelling 
types, whilst making specific reference to the 
provision of family and affordable housing.  
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Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Support the wish to ensure a mix of dwelling 
types but much will depend of the size of the 
particular development, the character of the area, 
and any other local constraints or factors.  

Concern expressed regarding a blanket policy 
requiring a housing mix. The mix may be 
triggered by the requirement to provide affordable 
housing over and above the thresholds in H4. 
Suggests that the words "Where appropriate," 
should be inserted at the beginning of H5. 
Support the wish to ensure a mix of dwelling 
types but much will depend of the size of the 
particular development, the character of the area, 
and any other local constraints or factors.  

Concern expressed regarding a blanket policy 
requiring a housing mix. The mix may be 
triggered by the requirement to provide affordable 
housing over and above the thresholds in H4. 
Suggests that the words "Where appropriate," 
should be inserted at the beginning of H5. 

Alternative Option H5 – Dwelling Types 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Firstplan (representing 
Stolkin & Clements LLP) 

Stolkin and Clements (Southend) LLP support 
this policy which confirms that new developments 
will be required to contain a mix of dwelling types 
including a proportion of the affordable housing 
provided to be three-bedroom dwellings. 

Preferred Option H6 – Lifetime Homes 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Firstplan (representing 
Stolkin & clements) 

Support policy 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes) 

objects to the Council's preferred options where all 
new dwellings should be provided to the Lifetime 
Homes Standard.  

Alternative option is more suitable.  Should be 
determined on a case by case basis. 

Planning Potential 
(representing Fairview 
New Homes) 

Support recognition that in some instances the 
Lifetime Homes Standard will be unable to be met. 
Flexibility needs to be retained.  

RW Land & Planning 
(representing J F 
Spencer & Son Ltd) 

Welcome viability testing 
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Boyer Planning Ltd Lifetime Homes Standard is unnecessary as it 
(representing Pond ignores the general movement of people between 
Chase Nurseries Ltd) housing locations. 

H Appendix 1 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

It is recognised that necessary infrastructure 
provision is an important part of creating a 
sustainable development and in that context 
appendix H1 and Policy H3 is supported.  

It is therefore essential that the framework 
acknowledges the importance of Circular 05/05 
and the tests  

RW Land & Planning 
(representing JF Spencer 
& son Ltd) 

Welcome the associated infrastructure required in 
relation to development at 
West Hockley. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

There is concern that the table in H Appendix 1 
fails to provide the necessary justification for the 
proposed improvements in infrastructure 
For the avoidance of doubt, Colonnade would 
welcome similar information being provided as a 
caveat for the allocation of Coombes Farm. 
Colonnade is fully committed to delivering 
infrastructure and community improvements, and 
for Coombes Farm to properly address the needs 
of future and existing residents. 

Countryside Properties 
(Southern)Ltd 

Their approach has always been to provide the 
necessary infrastructure to serve any such 
development. 
With the above in mind, we are happy to state our 
support, in principle, for those infrastructure 
requirements for a new urban extension on land 
north of London Road, as set out in H Appendix 1 
of the recently published Core Strategy Preferred 
Options (October 2008). 

We therefore accept that any development on 
land west of Rayleigh within our control may well 
have to accommodate land for a primary school 
(1.1 ha), provide a link to Green Grid Greenway 
no.13, provide for public transport enhancements, 
Sustainable Drainage Systems, public park land, 
play space, community and youth facilities where 
a need is demonstrated, and the scale of such 
provision relates reasonably to the scale of 
development permitted on that land within our 
control. Appendix 1 also identifies a requirement 
for a Primary Care Centre. Land could be 
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safeguarded for such purposes, but again the 
extent of such a commitment, or any financial 
commitment towards such a facility would have to 
be justified 

Bidwells (representing H 
R Philpot & Sons 
(Barleylands) Ltd) 

Considers that growth potential in this location will 
need to encompass land to the north west of 
Hullbridge partly confined by a proposed coastal 
protection belt. 

Suggests that the provision of a new primary 
school, formal areas of play, country park and 
riverside walk should be considered to enhance 
the infrastructure already set out within H 
Appendix 1. 

Sellwood Planning Ltd 
(representing Aston Unit 
Trust and J Needs) 

The representations in respect of Policy H2 set 
out the case in favour of allocating a further 
housing site at Wellington Road, Rayleigh. In 
view of this, reference needs to be made in 
Appendix 1 to the range of social and physical 
infrastructure improvements which will be 
necessitated by the development of the site.   

Summary of Agents Comments on the Green Belt Chapter 

Protection of Green Belt 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing Aber Ltd) 

A proportion of the Green Belt will have to be 
reallocated to accommodate additional housing. 

Firstplan (representing C 
& S Associates) 

Support changes to green belt to accommodate 
new housing and employment 

Firstplan (representing 
Stolkin & clements) 

Green Belt boundaries will need to be amended to 
enable the required development to take place. If 
the Tithe Park site is taken out of the Green Belt, 
careful modelling of the proposal can provide well 
managed and defensible boundaries which will 
afford protection in the future to the areas to the 
north and west, thereby preventing any potential 
coalescence. 

Croudace Strategic Ltd The statement that "some Green Belt land is more 
worthy of protection than others" is welcomed. 
Unfortunately it has not been applied to Policy H2 
which identifies land at South Hawkwell 
(presumably Land off Thorpe Road) as being 
suitable for development although the Local Plan 
Inspector said the Green Belt had an important 
function in this location.  
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Planning Potential Support reallocation of some Green Belt Land, 
(representing Fairview and suggest south west Rayleigh as an ideal 
New Homes) location for this.  

Preferred Option GB1 – Green Belt Protection 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE (representing 
Aber Ltd) 

The need to maintain buffers to prevent the 
coalescence of individual settlements is 
supported. 

Croudace Strategic Ltd The reference to preventing coalescence 
accords with Government policy, but conflicts 
with Policy H2 

Christopher Wickham 
Associates (representing 
Inner London Group) 

The objective of GB1 to direct development 
away from the Green Belt is strongly supported 
although this is at odds with an expectation that 
70% of new housing will need to be provided on 
Greenfield sites.  

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

It is important that Policy GB1 has regard to the 
need for a Green Belt boundary review.  

This should be noted in GB1 as being a means 
to ensure that minor Greenfield sustainable 
extensions can occur without offending the 
overarching Metropolitan Green Belt objectives. 

Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

This policy supported subject to it being made 
clear that housing land supply is a key 
component of the Core Strategy and as such 
there may be a need to review the Green Belt 
when delivery of housing stalls. 

Planning Potential 
(representing 
Fairview New Homes) 

In line with our comments above, our client 
would like to endorse Policy GB1 in that some 
allowance remains within the policy to permit the 
release of Green Belt land where appropriate 
and necessary. 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Mr A C E 
Kingston) 

GB1 needs to be amended, since the stated 
intention of this option, to seek to direct 
development away from the Green Belt, is 
considered to be in conflict with the controlled 
balanced release of some Green Belt land, 
which is clearly unavoidable as an integral part 
of the Councils stated future Core Strategy. 

Graham Jolley Ltd 
(representing Graham 
Jolley Ltd) 

It is felt the wording of GB1 is misleading, 
unrealistic and inconsistent with the preferred 
options H2 and H3. Accordingly our client 
considers the wording of GB1 should be 
amended to reflect the acceptance of some 
Green Belt release.  
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Andrew Martin Associates 
(representing M D Smith & 
Son) 

We will seek to direct development away from 
the Green Belt, minimise the reallocation of 
Green Belt land and will prioritise the protection 
of Green Belt land based on how well the land 
helps achieve the purposes of the Green Belt. 
We will consider the scope for redevelopment of 
previously developed land within the Green Belt 
ahead of releasing greenfield sites within the 
Green Belt achieve the purposes of the Green 
Belt. 

Mr David Grew 
(representing Mr David 
Grew) 

H2 is in conflict with this policy. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Support the conclusion that the time has now 
come when the current boundaries of the Green 
Belt need to be reviewed to ensure development 
required by the East of England Plan can be met 
in an environmentally acceptable way. 

Suggests that the revising of green belt 
boundaries should be long term and avoid 
repetitive short term reviews. The general 
locations in H2 and H3 should have regard to 
how well the land helps achieve the purposes of 
the Green Belt as outlined in GB1. 

Noted that strategic buffers are not mentioned or 
featured on the Key Diagram and should be 
deleted as green belt serves this purpose. 

Need clear evidence to support the general 
locations for growth in terms of their relative 
impact on the purposes of the Green Belt. 
Suggests there is a lack of joined up thinking 
between the Preferred Options in H1 and H2 
and that in GB1. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Support the conclusion that the time has now 
come when the current boundaries of the Green 
Belt need to be reviewed to ensure development 
required by the East of England Plan can be met 
in an environmentally acceptable way. 

Suggests that the revising of green belt 
boundaries should be long term and avoid 
repetitive short term reviews. The general 
locations in H2 and H3 should have regard to 
how well the land helps achieve the purposes of 
the Green Belt as outlined in GB1. 
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Noted that strategic buffers are not mentioned or 
featured on the Key Diagram and should be 
deleted as green belt serves this purpose. 

Need clear evidence to support the general 
locations for growth in terms of their relative 
impact on the purposes of the Green Belt. 
Suggests there is a lack of joined up thinking 
between the Preferred Options in H1 and H2 
and that in GB1. 

In addition to the need to amend the Green Belt 
boundary to facilitate the selected General 
Locations, it is considered that a wider review of 
Green Belt boundaries should also be 
undertaken. Suggest that there are many small 
scale opportunities to adjust and rationalise the 
Green Belt boundary which would enable 
various small sites to come forward without 
material conflict with the purposes of the Green 
Belt such as Church Road, Hockley, where a 
more appropriate urban edge could be defined. 

Rural Diversification, Green Tourism and Recreational Uses 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Colonnade would promote the inclusion of an 
affordable housing exception policy within the 
Core Strategy. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Support the Council's aims to promote and 
secure a vibrant and prosperous countryside and 
one that encourages recreational uses. 

The opportunities for formal and informal 
recreational provision on the urban fringe 
(particularly development adjacent to the green 
belt) should be one of the determining factors in 
the selection of locations for growth and 
subsequently at the Site Allocations DPD stage. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Support the Council's aims to promote and 
secure a vibrant and prosperous countryside and 
one that encourages recreational uses. 

The opportunities for formal and informal 
recreational provision on the urban fringe 
(particularly development adjacent to the green 
belt) should be one of the determining factors in 
the selection of locations for growth and 
subsequently at the Site Allocations DPD stage. 
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Preferred Option GB2 – Rural Diversification and Recreational Uses 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Whirledge and Nott 
(representing Whirledge & 
Nott) 

The proposal is in conflict with PPS7 and will do 
nothing to encourage the rural economy. It is 
accepted that the government supports re-use of 
rural buildings however this policy sets out in its 
first sentence 'a restrictive approach' in direct 
conflict. Most diversification proposals are on 
developed land and as such have no impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt. Wider 
sustainability issues should not focus solely on 
transport. 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Swan Hill generally supports the Council's policy 
approach towards rural diversification and 
provision of recreational uses within the Green 
Belt. 

John H Bayliss Ltd 
(representing Mr & Mrs 
Wilson) 

Forms of rural diversification that will be 
considered acceptable in appropriate 
circumstances in the Green Belt include: 

Conversion of existing buildings for small scale 
employment use 
Green Tourism 
Outdoor recreation and leisure activities 
Conversion of buildings to bed and breakfast 
/hotels 

Andrew Martin Associates 
(representing M D Smith 
& Son) 

Forms of rural diversification that will be 
considered acceptable in appropriate 
circumstances in the Green Belt include: 

. Conversion of existing buildings for appropriate 
employment use, particularly on larger previously 
developed sites that are able to contribute to 
sustainable job creation 
. Green tourism (crossed out/deleted) 
. Outdoor recreation and leisure activities 
. Conversion of buildings to bed and 
breakfasts/hotels 

A W Squier Ltd PPS7 is more supportive of Diversification of 
rural assets than the Core Strategy. 
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Summary of Agents Comments on the Economic Development Chapter  

Introduction – Economic Development 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Do not consider the document sufficiently 
recognises the need to adopt a strategy which 
seeks to make the District more self-contained 
and hence more sustainable. 

Suggests that the level of out commuting stated 
represents a very heavy reliance on employment 
beyond the District's boundaries. The District is 
therefore highly unsustainable in this particular 
respect. 

Suggest that in addition to employment growth 
stimulated via Thames Gateway South Essex and 
Southend Airport, smaller and more localised 
initiatives need to develop to reduce commuting 
time and reduce reliance on employment outside 
the district. 

Welcome the initiatives set out to deliver 
increased employment provision to meet the 
needs of the District and its growing population 
over the plan period. 

Suggest that housing and employment should be 
considered jointly to ensure the best possible "fit" 
which would encourage new and more accessible 
employment opportunities and improve the 
soundness of the Plan. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Do not consider the document sufficiently 
recognises the need to adopt a strategy which 
seeks to make the District more self-contained 
and hence more sustainable. 

Suggests that the level of out commuting stated 
represents a very heavy reliance on employment 
beyond the District's boundaries. The District is 
therefore highly unsustainable in this particular 
respect. 

Suggest that in addition to employment growth 
stimulated via Thames Gateway South Essex and 
Southend Airport, smaller and more localised 
initiatives need to develop to reduce commuting 
time and reduce reliance on employment outside 
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the district. 

Welcome the initiatives set out to deliver 
increased employment provision to meet the 
needs of the District and its growing population 
over the plan period. 

Suggest that housing and employment should be 
considered jointly to ensure the best possible "fit" 
which would encourage new and more accessible 
employment opportunities and improve the 
soundness of the Plan. 

London Southend Airport and Environs 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Strutt & Parker (Mr G 
Marshall) 

• the airport is recognised as an important driver 
of inward investment and regeneration in the 
Thames Gateway; 
• the airport is potentially an excellent transport 
interchange with an airport railway station and six 
to ten rail services into London Liverpool Street 
per hour. The transport characteristics of the 
location will be enhanced with the advent of the 
station. in terms of enhanced bus service links 
with the station: 
• The airport currently has around 10 acres of 
land that it has earmarked for airport related 
development. 
4.5 The airport together with the new rail station 
will become a significant catalyst for growth in 
this area. which is not fully recognised in the 
Preferred Options document. but which is a 
commercial inevitability based on the experience 
of airports elsewhere. 

Preferred Option ED1 – London Southend Airport 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Firstplan (representing 
C&SAssociates) 

Supports JAAP.  Important the the potential of 
the area is recognised in the Core Strategy and 
Policy ED1. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(Colonnade Land LLP) 

Colonnade supports the identification of London 
Southend Airport in providing a significant role 
for the economic development of the District. 
The policy does not provide any indication of the 
number of jobs it will provide within the Plan 
period. 

Recommend Three Ashes as enmployment land 
connected to the Airport. 
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Savills (Martin Dawn Plc) - Martin Dawn Plc [5263] (represented by Savills 
(Ms M Power) [8301]) SUPPORT 
Paper - 18/12/08 
Core Strategy Preferred Options (Revised 
October 2008): ED1 London Southend Airport - 
Preferred Option 
ED1 London Southend Airport Preferred Option 
S - 4440 - 5263 - ED1 London Southend Airport 
- Preferred Option - 

Preferred Option ED2 – Employment Growth  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

The preferred option is supported since it is 
important that the economy does not focus on a 
single employment provider in the form of an 
airport but diversifies. 

Andrew Martin Associates 
Ltd (representing MD Smith 
& Son) 

Policy ED2 should not discount the provision of 
alternative sites that would make use of 
previously developed land and could contribute 
towards sustainable employment opportunities, 
provided they would meet the general aims of 
policy ED4 as part of a mixed use development 
or for employment uses. 

Iceni Project Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Colonnade agrees that Rochford's economy 
must diversify and modernise through the 
growth of existing businesses and through the 
creation of new enterprises. 
The policies of the Green Belt chapter should 
reflect the requirement for Green Belt releases 
and in accordance with policy 2.12 of PPG2, 
consideration should be given to the 
identification of additional safeguarded land to 
meet employment and job targets to allow 
flexibility and ensure Green Belt policies do 
not put employment delivery at risk. 

Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

This policy (or supporting text) gives no 
indication of intended employment delivery for 
the plan period  

Bidwells (representing H R 
Philpot & Sons 
(Barleylands) Ltd) 

Supports the opportunity of introducing new 
employment land within the district. 

Suggests that the proposed housing growth 
would deliver suitable infrastructure and 
community facilities as well as the employment 
growth target. 

Suggests that employment land allocation 
should be included in the Core Strategy 
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Preferred Option stage to help ensure their 
achievability with regards to the housing 
development. 

Alternative Option ED2 – Employment Growth 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

We support the principle/policy of providing a 
range of employment uses across the District 
rather than focus on provision purely at London 
Southend Airport. 

Preferred Option ED3 – Existing Employment Land 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Christopher Wickham 
Associates (representing 
Inner London Group) 

The review of existing employment land 
requirements, and the reallocation of sites for 
housing, where appropriate, is fully supported. 

Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (Barratt Eastern 
Counties) 

The policy is at odds with the wider objectives of 
Policy ED2 
The alternative option should be considered more 
thoroughly 

Preferred Option ED4 – Future Employment Allocations 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Andrew Martin 
Associates Ltd 
(representing M D Smith 
& Son) 

Objects to policy 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

The policy indicates that only one new location for 
employment should be carried forward, located on 
land to the South of London Road, Rayleigh, and 
otherwise relies solely on the Airport to deliver the 
required employment land within the District. 
Three Ashes Farm provides an excellent 
opportunity to deliver employment growth in the 
short term. 
Cross-referencing to the Employment Land Study 
should be provided within this chapter in order to 
demonstrate that more information has been 
issued on the consideration of general locations 
for employment land. 

Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

We support the principle of a new employment 
allocation west of Rayleigh. 

Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

However, we consider that the future employment 
allocation be north of London Road, not south of 
London Road. 
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Alternative Option ED4 – Future Employment Allocations 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

We argue that an employment allocation north of 
London Road could be provided which is no closer 
to existing residential areas than any allocation 
south of London Road 

Preferred Option ED5 – Eco Enterprise Centre 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Countryside Properties 
(Southern) Ltd 

We support the proposal to develop an eco­
enterprise centre or business incubation centre. 
However, the deliverability of an eco-enterprise 
centre will be a key issue. 
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Summary of Agents Comments on the Environmental Issues Chapter 

Preferred Option ENV1 – Protection and Enhancement of the Natural 
Landscape and Habitats  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE (representing 
Aber Ltd) 

It is important that development is directed away 
from the sites of international, national and local 
nature conservations importance and support 
the implementation of the Crouch and Roach 
Management Plans. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Support the continuing protection of the 
District's natural landscape and habitats. 
Endorse the Preferred Options in ENV1 and 
ENV2. Consider some of the protective 
notations are sufficiently important to be 
denoted on the Key Diagram. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Support the continuing protection of the 
District's natural landscape and habitats. 
Endorse the Preferred Options in ENV1 and 
ENV2. Consider some of the protective 
notations are sufficiently important to be 
denoted on the Key Diagram. 

Preferred Option ENV2 – Coastal Protection Belt 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties 
Ltd) 

Support the continuing protection of the District's 
natural landscape and habitats. Endorse the 
Preferred Options in ENV1 and ENV2. Consider 
some of the protective notations are sufficiently 
important to be denoted on the Key Diagram. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Support the continuing protection of the District's 
natural landscape and habitats. Endorse the 
Preferred Options in ENV1 and ENV2. Consider 
some of the protective notations are sufficiently 
important to be denoted on the Key Diagram. 

Bidwells (representing H 
R Philpot & Sons 
(Barleylands) Ltd) 

Suggests that the proposed location of the costal 
protection belt along part of the western boundary 
does not conform to the local topography and has 
therefore included land that could be considered 
for part development. At the detailed stage, the 
positioning of the coastal protection belt need to 
take into consideration a potential school and 
limited housing growth to the north west as 
indicated on the attached plan. 
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Preferred Option ENV3 – Flood Risk 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(represented Aber Ltd) 

The approach to direct development away from 
areas at risk of flooding is supported. 

Charles Planning 
Associates (Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

Swan Hill supports the preferred option approach 
towards dealing with settlements at risk of flooding 

RW Land & Planning (JF 
Spencer & Son Ltd) 

We welcome the proposal to pursue development 
in areas which fall into Flood 
Zone 1 and the use of the sequential test in 
PPS25.  

Preferred Option ENV4 – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates Ltd 
(representing Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

In respect of Policy ENV4, Swan Hill supports the 
general principle of sustainable drainage systems. 
However, given the difficulties in transferring the 
future management and operation of SUDS to 
water companies and local authorities, it is not 
considered appropriate to require the provision of 
SUDS as a pre-requisite to development in all 
cases. 

RW Land & Planning 
(Representing JF 
Spencer &Son Ltd) 

SUDS is not always the best environmental option 
for dealing with drainage. We 
welcome the viability test intended to identify those 
sites where SUDS is not 
appropriate.  

Preferred Option ENV5 – Air Quality 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
Land LLP) 

Colonnade support Rochford's aim of securing an 
Eco-Enterprise Centre within the District and 
consider Three Ashes to be an excellent location. 
This would provide a high-quality employment 
development that may also incorporate uses 
associated with the Airport. The site would further 
justify its sustainability benefits 
by being located within close proximity to the 
London Southend Airport Railway Station and 
Rochford Town Centre. 

Preferred Option ENV6 – Large Scale Renewable Energy Projects 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing Aber Ltd) 

With major developments the preparation of 
development briefs should include the requirement 
to address sustainable layouts and construction, 
together with the requirement for renewable 
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energy, which dependent on the location should 
include amongst other things, wind energy, solar 
power and ground heat 

Preferred Option ENV7 – Small Scale Renewable Energy Projects 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates Ltd 
(representing Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

In respect of Policy ENV4, Swan Hill supports the 
general principle of sustainable drainage 
systems. However, given the difficulties in 
transferring the future management and operation 
of SUDS to water companies and local 
authorities, it is not considered appropriate to 
require the provision of SUDS as a pre-requisite 
to development in all cases. 

Preferred Option ENV8 – Code for Sustainable Homes 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing 
Aber Ltd) 

Combined with the use of renewable energy 
projects, this will assist in reducing carbon dioxide 
emissions from new residential developments. 

Firstplan (representing 
Stolkin & Clements LLP) 

Support this policy. 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

However, Swan Hill consider the requirement to 
achieve Code level 6 by 2013 is unrealistic and 
whilst Swan Hill recognises the importance of this 
issue, and the desire for carbon neutral homes, 
producing this on all new dwellings by 2013 could 
have significant implications on the cost of 
developments, viability and deliverability.  

Kember Loudon Williams 
Ltd (representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

Object. The advice from the Department of 
Communities and Local Government is that the 
new requirement to have a rating against the 
Code does not make it mandatory to build a Code 
home or to have each new home assessed 
against the Code.  

Code 6 is unlikely to be unattainable given 
existing technologies and that achieving code 5 
could result in a 12% to 20% increase in costs 
that would have to be passed onto the consumer. 

RW Land & Planning 
(representing JF Spencer 
& Son Ltd) 

There remains a doubt as to whether Code Level 
6 is realistically achievable within the current 
timescales. 

Welcome the decision to not pursue the 10% 
renewable "Merton Rule" as piecemeal 
renewable energy production is not an efficient 
approach to its production. 
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Summary of Agents Comments on the Transport Chapter  

Transport - Introduction 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Croudace 
Strategic Ltd 

Policy H2 does not accord with the statement that “the only 
long-term option for Rochford District is to try and reduce 
the need to travel by car and promote the use of alternative 
methods of transport”. 

Strutt & parker 
Ltd (representing 
Mr G Marshall) 

Recommending a site for development on transport 
reasons. 

Preferred Option T1 – Highways 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE (representing 
Aber Ltd) 

Developments located in sustainable locations 
will assist in reducing the need to travel by 
private vehicles. 

Croudace Strategic Ltd The reference to locating development in such a 
way as to reduce reliance on the car accords 
with Government policy, but conflicts with Policy 
H2 which identifies land at Canewdon, a 
settlement with few services and poor public 
transport provision. 

Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Swan Hill supports the overall objectives set out 
in Policy T1 requiring developments to be 
located and designed to reduce the reliance on 
the private car and to meet the infrastructure 
needs generated by development or seek to 
help achieve these needs is acceptable in 
principle. 

However, Swan Hill considers it important to 
emphasise that the developer's role should not 
be seen as a means to meet existing shortfalls 
in provision. 

RW Land & Planning 
(representing JF Spencer & 
Son Ltd) 

Welcome the objective to locate and design 
housing developments that reduce the reliance 
on the private car. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing Colonnade 
LLP) 

Colonnade supports the principle of improving 
public transport provision and reducing reliance 
on the private car. However, it is to be noted 
that the Core Strategy provides no information 
on how surface access improvements are to be 
delivered to London Southend Airport, which is 
a fundamental caveat for the growth of the 
Airport, and therefore the District's employment 
strategy. 

6.117 



Appendix 1D 

Edward Gittins & Fully endorse the Preferred Options in T1 
Associates (representing Highways and T2 Public Transport. 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 
Edward Gittins & Fully endorse the Preferred Options in T1 
Associates (representing Highways and T2 Public Transport. 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Preferred Option T2 – Public Transport  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Croudace Strategic Ltd The acknowledgement that development must 

be well related to public transport is welcomed, 
but does not accord with Policy H2. 

Charles Planning 
Associates 
(representing Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

Supports policy. 

RW Land & Planning 
(representing 
J F Spencer & Son Ltd) 

Welcome the objective developments must be 
well related to public transport, or accessible by 
means other than the private car. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing 
Colonnade Land LLP) 

Colonnade supports the principle of improving 
public transport provision and reducing reliance 
on the private car. The transport and 
infrastructure implications of the Airport deserve 
further scrutiny within the Core Strategy. 

Mr David Grew 
(representing Mr David 
Grew) 

Suggests H2 is in direct conflict. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Fully endorse the Preferred Options in T1 
Highways and T2 Public Transport. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Fully endorse the Preferred Options in T1 
Highways and T2 Public Transport. 

Preferred Option T4 – Travel Plans  
Agent Summary of the comment 
Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Supports the policy. 

Preferred Option T5 – Cycling and Walking 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Supports the policy.  Site by site assessment is 
an important consideration. 

Strutt & Parker 
(representing Mr G 
Marshall) 

Peggle Meadow could contribute to the 
extension of the Prittle Brook Greenway so that 
it may continue across the borough boundary 
and link through to further areas of employment 
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and to Rochford Town Centre. It is noted from 
the Preferred Options diagram that the Prittle 
Brook Greenway proposal does indeed 
follow the route through the site that has 
previously been demonstrated to both 
Rochford and Sustrans, but does not indicate 
the site it passes through as being a 
Preferred Option. Without the release of Peggie 
Meadow, this route option therefore 
becomes undeliverable. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Attention is drawn to the particular opportunities 
associated with the inclusion of the western side 
of Ashingdon. 

Preferred Option T5 – Cycling and Walking 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Supports the policy.  Site by site assessment is 
an important consideration. 

Strutt & Parker 
(representing Mr G 
Marshall) 

Peggle Meadow could contribute to the 
extension of the Prittle Brook Greenway so that 
it may continue across the borough boundary 
and link through to further areas of employment 
and to Rochford Town Centre. It is noted from 
the Preferred Options diagram that the Prittle 
Brook Greenway proposal does indeed 
follow the route through the site that has 
previously been demonstrated to both 
Rochford and Sustrans, but does not indicate 
the site it passes through as being a 
Preferred Option. Without the release of Peggie 
Meadow, this route option therefore 
becomes undeliverable. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Attention is drawn to the particular opportunities 
associated with the inclusion of the western side 
of Ashingdon. 

Preferred Option T7 – Parking Standards  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 

Charles Planning 
Associates 
(representing Swan 
Hill Homes Ltd) 

Policy should state that the council have adopted 
supplementary guidance on parking standards. 

Planning Potential 
(representing 
Fairview New 
Homes) 

Lack of coherence with PPG13 in that parking 
standards should not be expressed as minimum. 
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Andrew Martin 
Associates Ltd 
(Representing MD 
Smith & Son) 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(Representing 
Colonnade Land 
LLP) 

standards should confirm with PPG13 and not 
expressed as minimum values. Alternative and 
sustainable transport options including cycleway and 
public transport options could justify a lower parking 
standard and promote sustainable transport options. 
Policy must reflect PPG13 to promote sustainable 
transport choices. 

Summary of Agents Comments on the Retail and Town Centres Chapter  

Retail and Town Centres – Retail 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Indigo Planning 
(representing 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Ltd) 

Sainsbury's are interested in pursuing 
opportunities in the District having identified a 
requirement to improve foodstore provision. The 
Council should be more realistic about retail 
capacity in order to address the issue of leakage 
and to ensure expenditure is retained within the 
District. 

Preferred Option RTC1– Retail 
Agent Summary of the comment 
RW Land & 
Planning 
(representing J F 
Spencer & Son Ltd) 

Welcomes the designation of Hockley as a district 
centre and that retail developments will be focussed 
towards it. 

Preferred Option RTC5 – Hockley Town Centre 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
RW Land & Planning 
(representing JF 
Spencer & Son Ltd) 

Welcomes the proposals contained within this policy 
for the improvement of facilities, services and town 
centre living within Hockley Town centre. 
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Summary of Agents Comments on the Character of Place Chapter  

Preferred Option CP1 – Design 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
representing Aber Ltd 

New developments should promote good, high 
quality design. 

Charles Planning 
Associates representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd 

Policy CP1 seeks to ensure the provision of good, 
high quality developments that reflect local 
characteristics and distinctiveness, this ideology is 
supported by Swan Hill. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
representing Colonnade 
Land LLP 

The Council should not seek to impose further 
demands on developers where existing 
regulations provide sufficient requirements 
regarding design. In this instance, Design and 
Access Statements provide sufficient design 
guidelines for developments. 

Savills (Representing 
Martin Dawn Plc) 

Agree that high quality design should be promoted 
in all developments in accordance with 
Government 
objectives.  

6.121




Appendix 1D 

Summary of Agents Comments on the Community Infrastructure, 
Leisure and Tourism Chapter  

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Strutt & Parker (representing 
G Marshall) 

Promoting site on basis of services in close 
proximity 

Edward Gittins & Associates 
(representing Crowstone 
Properties Ltd) 

We support the Council's aims to promote and 
secure a vibrant and prosperous countryside and 
one that encourages recreational uses 

Edward Gittins & Associates 
(representing Mr Dudley Ball) 

We support the Council's aims to promote and 
secure a vibrant and prosperous countryside and 
one that encourages recreational uses.  

Preferred Option CLT1 – Planning Obligations and Standard Charges  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE 
(representing Aber Ltd) 

Planning obligations and standard charges to ensure a 
reasonable and appropriate contribution is supported. 

Charles Planning 
Associates 
(representing Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

Swan Hill generally supports the overall approach the 
Council has taken in Policy CLT1. 

Kember Loudon 
Williams Ltd 
(representing Barratt 
Eastern Counties) 

Contributions should not be used to make good 
existing deficiencies in infrastructure provision. Nor are 
they to be used to secure contributions to the 
achievement of wider planning objectives that are not 
necessary for consent to be granted. In that context the 
Core Strategy should set this out as its policy 
framework. 

RW Land & Planning 
(representing J F 
Spencer & Son Ltd) 

We welcome the continued use of Planning Obligations 
to secure reasonable on and off site improvements as 
set out in Circular 05/2005. 

Iceni Projects Ltd 
(representing 
Colonnade Land LLP) 

The principle of providing for planning gain associated 
with new development proposals is widely accepted 
The policy should refer to guidance contained within a 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and should 
allow for flexibility to acknowledge reasonable 
negotiation on s106 agreements to ensure 
development proposals continue to come forward 
thereby contributing to 
deliverability, whilst allowing realistic reductions for 
marginal schemes. 

Savills (representing 
Martin Dawn Plc) 

- Martin Dawn Plc [5263] (represented by Savills (Ms M 
Power) [8301]) COMMENT 
Paper - 18/12/08 
Core Strategy Preferred Options (Revised October 
2008): CLT1 Planning Obligations and Standard 
Charges - Preferred Option 
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Sellwood Planning Ltd 
(representing Aston 
Unit Trust and J Needs) 

We understand the need for consistency in calculating 
planning charges, however, are concerned that the 
standard formula referred to in Policy CLT1 does not 
allow for flexibility dependant on individual site 
circumstances. The policy states that the requirement 
to pay standard charges may be reassessed and 
modified where actual provision of infrastructure or 
facilities is provided as part of the development. Whilst 
I agree with this, there needs to be a further comment 
that where the developer can demonstrate that certain 
charges are economically unviable there is the 
potential for negotiation.  
C - 4445 - 5263 - CLT1 Planning Obligations and 
Standard Charges - Preferred Option - 
Policy CLT1 is supported as both justified and 
supportable in the context of delivering the social and 
physical infrastructure necessitated by growth in the 
plan area to 2021 and beyond. 

Preferred Option CLT3 – Secondary Education  
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Colliers CRE (representing 
Aber Ltd) 

It is important for King Edmund School to expand to 
accommodate the proposed new dwellings in 
Ashingdon. 

Andrew Martin Associates 
(representing A W Squier 
Ltd) 

No objection is raised to the principle of expanding 
King Edmund school. 

Preferred Option CLT5 – Open Space 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates 
(representing Swan Hill 
Homes Ltd) 

Swan Hill supports the need for new residential 
developments to incorporate a degree of new 
publicly accessible open space.  Standard Charges 
should be based on thorough public consultation 
and consideration and sound justification. 

Planning Potential 
(representing Fairview New 
Homes) 

Fairview New Homes strongly object to the 
requirements set out in preferred Policy CLT5. 
Whilst the sentiments of the policy are well founded 
and it is recognised that there is a need to provide 
public open space throughout the Borough, there is 
no justification as to why a significant amount of 
public space will be required in the west of 
Rayleigh. 

Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Crowstone Properties Ltd) 

Suggest there are opportunities for providing Open 
Space for both formal and informal recreation in 
association with General Locations especially on 
the edge or within the Green Belt particularly 
opportunities on the western side of Ashingdon. 
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Edward Gittins & 
Associates (representing 
Mr Dudley Ball) 

Bidwells (representing H R 
Philpot & Sons 
(Barleylands) Ltd) 

Suggest there are opportunities for providing Open 
Space for both formal and informal recreation in 
association with General Locations especially on 
the edge or within the Green Belt. 
Supports CLT5. Suggests that the Council should 
carry out an assessment for existing open space 
where new strategic development is proposed. 

Suggests that appropriate strategic planting should 
be introduced to ensure conformity with green belt 
release, along with other green infrastructures in 
Hullbridge. 

Preferred Option CLT6 – Community Facilities  
Agent Summary of the comment 
Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Supports the policy particular in relation to Great 
Wakering. 

Preferred Option CLT7 – Play Space 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Supports policy but it should be based on thorough 
public consultation and consideration and sound 
justification. 

Preferred Option CLT8 – Youth Facilities 
Agent Summary of the comment 
Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Supports policy but it should be based on thorough 
public consultation and consideration and sound 
justification. 

Preferred Option CLT10 – Playing Pitches 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Charles Planning 
Associates (representing 
Swan Hill Homes Ltd) 

Supports policy but it should be based on thorough 
public consultation and consideration and sound 
justification. 
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Summary of Agents Comments on the Upper Roach Valley and Wallasea 
Island Chapter 

Preferred Option URV1 – Upper Roach Valley 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Croudace Strategic 
Ltd 

It is wholly unrealistic to suggest that such a large area 
of land could be Compulsorily Purchased and thus this 
approach is highly unlikely to achieve the objectives of 
this policy. 

Whirledge and Nott 
(representing 
Rankin Farms) 

Object to expansion by Compulsory Purchase 

Whirledge & Nott 
(representing Mr 
Roger Smith) 

we object to the proposal to expand Cherry Orchard 
Jubilee Country Park by compulsory purchase where 
necessary. 

This area should be maintained as a farmed landscape 
with enhanced association with the park area by 
negotiation. 
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Summary of Agents Comments on the Implementation, Monitoring and 
Delivery Chapter 

Implementation Delivery and Monitoring 
Agent Summary of representation(s) 
Croudace Strategic 
Ltd 

This section should give examples of other ways land 
can be acquired to expand the Country Park, and the 
way land can be acquired at all preferred locations. 
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Representations received outside of formal consultation period  

Several representations were received that did not specifically refer to the 
Core Strategy Preferred Options or were received outside the stipulated 
consultation period, but nevertheless are still relevant to the Core Strategy. It 
is pertinent that Members consider these views. 

Highways Agency (HA) 

They showed general support for preferred options T1, T3, T4, and T7, but 
expressed concern regarding the impact of major development proposals in 
the Rochford area i.e. in the context of future impact on the M25 and A13 
Trunk Road. In addition to preferred option T4 – Travel Plans, the Highways 
Agency recommends that travel plans should be made compulsory for 
residential development in excess of 500 units. 

The Rochford Branch of the National Farmers Union (NFU Rochford) 

They showed disappointment with the current green belt policy and suggest 
that a proactive approach should be applied and more weight should be 
added to the exceptional circumstances of developed sites already existing 
within the green belt. They believe that many farm holdings have considerable 
developed areas and if the sites were occupied by any other type of 
commercial activity they would be considered brownfield sites. 

NFU Rochford suggests that the Council should be consistent with policies in 
PPG13 - a realistic assumption as to the provision of public transport in rural 
areas. They feel that Highway impact is an important concern in allowing 
diversification in rural areas. Rural parts of the District have become car 
reliant because of the lack of investment in public transport. It is unreasonable 
to penalise new ventures if this is the case. Moreover, they believe Highways 
responses on rural roads should acknowledge existing traffic levels for 
comparison. The Council should take into account that most farms have an 
established level of heavy goods traffic which should be considered in 
assessing new development at sites which may bring traffic onto existing 
routes. 

NFU Rochford finds that many rural buildings are of a traditional design and 
offer historic character within the landscape. These buildings are empty, run 
down and poorly maintained.  Viable uses should be sought to maintain the 
external appearance of rural buildings within the landscape. This is 
increasingly important as there is no grant funding to support the retention of 
these buildings and farm incomes have not been able to support re­
investment in buildings. 

Concern expressed regarding new development being applied 
disproportionately to rural development. They suggest that a common sense 
approach should apply as to the level of detail required in some reports as 
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diversification often requires minimal change of use and has limited margins 
of profit. 

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 

They showed general support for preferred options CLT5, CLT11, ENV1, 
ENV2, ENV3, ENV4, ENV6, ENV7, ENV8, GB1, H1, T2, T5, T6, URV1 and 
URV2; commented on GB2 and disputed with preferred options ED1.  

ED1 - London Southend Airport is the only preferred option opposed by the 
RSPB. They are against the expansion of the airport and question the need 
for it. Concern expressed regarding air pollution which they believe could lead 
to climate change and threaten the biodiversity in the long term. They urged 
the government to recognise the environmental consequences on air travel. 

In the preferred option of GB2 - Diversification and Recreation uses, they 
suggest that recreational activities within or adjacent to a Special Protection 
Area (SPA) may cause an adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA and 
would like to be consulted if there is any proposals which would result in 
increased recreation within an SPA. 

It is important to highlight that although RSPB supports preferred option H1 – 
Distribution and T6 – Greenways, they believe some brownfield sites can be 
of high biodiversity value and the Council should use all land that is of low 
biodiversity value before developing within the green belt; and would like to be 
consulted regarding the Council’s plan on improving coastal access to the 
estuaries and coastline within the District i.e. City to Sea path. 

Agents and Developers 

A suggestion was made that greater leisure use could be made of Lords Golf 
and Country Club, Hullbridge Road, Rayleigh including the provision of a 
hotel. 

Informal Public Representations 

There was a suggestion that the target of 3000 jobs should be reviewed, the 
current economic climate should be considered and concern was expressed 
over the expectations relating to the economic potential of the airport. 

There were also objections to proposed housing in Hawkwell and southwest 
Rayleigh. 
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Summary of Greensward School Workshop (25-11-09) 

Introduction 

The Greensward School workshop took place with up to 40 students being 
asked questions and responding using Zing software.  The Zing software 
involves one large screen in the centre of the room, and several keyboards 
that can type onto it.  Questions were displayed on the screen, and the 
students were given a set amount of time to discuss them before typing an 
answer. Each pair of students had one keyboard between them. Zing also 
enables everyone to read the responses, and the facilitators to pick up on an 
answer and create a new discussion point from it.  For example, when talking 
about Town Centres, a graffiti wall provoked debate and so this was carried 
on to a separate questions.  Due to the nature of Zing, the students are 
advised not to concentrate on the spelling and grammar, but to focus on the 
answer. Therefore please excuse the spelling and grammatical errors which 
are found throughout the raw data, which can be found at the end of this 
document. 

Housing 

The majority of respondents felt that housing should be of the same design 
that can already be seen in Hockley, and should be built and priced to attract 
young families to keep the family feel to the area. There were several 
mentions of too many “old people’s homes”.  There was concern that too 
many houses would mean the village would be overcrowded and lose its 
appeal. 

Green Belt 

Respondents felt generally that Green Belt shouldn’t be built on, but if it is 
absolutely necessary then some areas that are of lesser social and 
community value would be preferred as development locations. The “quaint” 
character of Hockley was shown to be valued by the respondents. 

Economic Development 

Respondents were aware that economic development is necessary; however 
the majority were against larger shops and chain stores locating to Hockley. 
This was seen as “monopolising the market share” and people are more likely 
to go to larger town centres anyway.  More “boutique” style shops were 
mentioned, particularly clothing and “old fashioned” sweet shops. 

Environmental Issues 

There was a general awareness that wildlife needs to be protected, 
particularly Hockley Woods.  This was not one of the key questions asked so 
there was less feedback on this topic. 

6.129




Appendix 3 
Transport 

The general consensus was that the transport system in Hockley needs to be 
improved.  Again, this was not one of the key questions asked, but there was 
a fair amount of feedback on transport. 

Retail and Town Centres 

There was a lot of feedback on Retail and Town Centres, with many 
suggestions given as to what could be provided to improve the town centre. 
The general consensus was that there was not enough for those aged 18 or 
under to do, and shops weren’t aimed at that particular market.  Sports 
facilities were a popular vote as to what is needed.  Other suggestions were 
more community events, like Sunday markets and events like the Christmas 
tree lights. 

A graffiti wall was suggested and much debate began as to whether this 
would be a good thing with opinion split.  Many were opposed to the concept, 
feeling that it would send out the wrong message, encourage more graffiti 
elsewhere, would be expensive to maintain and be disliked by old people in 
particular.  Others felt that it was a good idea and would provide an outlet for 
positive graffiti as a form of artwork, although it was noted that it would be 
difficult to enforce the types of graffiti used. 

Character of Place 

The overriding consensus was that Hockley is quaint and should remain this 
way. Community events are needed, and some modernisation would attract 
more people to use the town centre.  The majority felt that the village feel and 
community atmosphere should be maintained. 

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism 

Again the general consensus was that there is not enough for young people to 
do in the evenings and in Hockley generally.  Several suggestions were made 
as to leisure facilities that could be provided including, cinemas, public open 
space that was floodlit and available at night, more sporting facilities and more 
public events. 

Raw Data 

Discussion points given are as follows: 
Where should new housing go? Should we release Green Belt? move housing estates 
to London and build on wasted land? don't build on woodland or parks? move 
housing estates to London and build on wasted land? keep hockley quaint? This town 
is good for people over70 because of the old peoples homes and the woods. Hockley 
Town Centre: Likes/Dislikes and what would you change? more shops like a mini 
Tesco or Marks and Spencers? Do  we need a graffiti wall? What would a space/place 
for young people look like? 
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Answers were then split into the relevant sections of the Core Strategy that 
they were most relevant to. 

Housing 

3. 2:	 move housing estates to london and build on waisted land 
6. 7:	 build traditional quaint (modern inside)family houses 
8. 4:	 difrent ranges of houses 
10. 12:  	 atact the right kind of people (families) 
11. 14:	 build over side of rochford station 
16. 6:	 not enough space to build any more houses espiacially on the map!!! 
18. 3:	 diferetiated housig 
19. 12:  	 differiant housing :) 
22.	 9: if your going to build on green belt build flats asttetic appel at a 

resonable price so budding family,first time buyers and young people 
can get their foot on the ladder 

25. 2:	 eco houseing 
26. 17:  	 improve existing developments 
28.	 7: traditional housesoutside modern isnide to attract families mand 

graduates- there will not be many houses like this around soon! 
35.	 8: build nice looking flats that people will find appealing and that are at a 

nice price 
36. 15:  	 there is too many old peoples homes about hockley 
37. 14:  	 affordable family houses because its a family area 
40.	 6: we think there is to many old people's homes and most of them dont 

get used .. moreover theold people's homes are to big and they have 
land they dont use. 

43. 8:	 keep families here so that schools wont close 
45. 12:  	 dont cram to many houses together 
47.	 15:  the population is getting bigger so we need more houses either way 

but its just where do we put them !1// 
48. 8:	 we dont want to end up like london!1 
49. 14:  	 losing greenbelt will trun us nto another southend 
50. 7:	 keep hockley quaint!!!! 
51. 10: 	 we dont want our town overcrowded 
52.	 12: dont build tomuch becus ethe atracction of hockley is that it is a small 

little town 
53. 9:	 we dont want hockley to turn into london. 
54. 17:	 if too crowded lose appeal 
55. 11:  	 We dont wan thockley to be overcrowded with housess 
56. 16:	 ashingdon has space 
57.	 15:  the people that move to say londen will spread and move over ..they 

arrive and for exaple go to dagenham and they will end up wanting to 
finnd land in hockley 

58. 7:	 hockley is a peaceful town and wshould keep it this way 
63.	 15:  [so then we will need to build more houses as the people come in and 

in so people will then want to move from hockley because it will get 
too packed and there will be no room almost 

14. 17:  	 mo hoses n canedon 
17. 2:	 disabaled friendly house 
18. 18:  	 atract unistudents 
21. 7:	 attract families 
22. 12:  	 build flats which match the serounding buildings in the area 
23. 7:	 keep hockley a nice vilage 
24. 17:  	 more extension in cnewon and ullbrd 
26. 10:  	 more houses in Canewdon 
27. 3:	 attract families 
30. 2:	 student houseise 
57. 15:  	 there are too many old peoples homes that hardly get used and ther i 
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o poit of having 4 or 5 they are pointless ! 

70.	 11:  This town is good for people over70 beacause of the old peoples 
homes and the wods! 

92.	 6: havin a quaint area is good for other families and it would help 
because it has a high quality shcool (grenward) 

Green Belt 
Where should new housing go? Should we release Green Belt? 
1. 7:	 do not build on the green belt 
2. 17:	 don't bui on woodland or parks 
4. 10:	 dont sacrificep popular places 
5. 12:  	 dont build on teh greeeenn beeltt 
14. 10:  	 reease some of the green belt, but not all of it 
15. 7:	 kep hockley wods!11 
16. 6:	 not enough space to build any more houses espiacially on the map!!! 
17.	 15:  we shouldnt realease greenbelt ..because to much will be realesed 

and there will be nothing left 
20. 14:  	 /if we rekease greenbelt when will we know when to stop 
22.	 9: if your going to build on green belt build flats asttetic appel at a 

resonable price so budding family,first time buyers and young people 
can get their foot on the ladder 

23.	 16:  don't build on the green belt i feel that we can not effecta=aly build 
hoeses in hockley hockley is to smale i think the only feesable way of 
expanding is building out side of hockley likeon the way to 
canewdoon or near stambridge 

24. 15: 	 we would rather use up land of feild than wood 
27. 11:  	 dont bulid on green belt 
30.	 15:  if we release gren belt then we would we would just release more and 

more and more in t the end there will be nothing left 
32. 12:  	 do not touh hockley woods 
33. 11:  	 If you are going to build on the green belt Dont do it! 
39. 10:  	 smal areas between towns could be used for housing 
42.	 11:  No we shouldn trelease some green belt because thats why people 

move around her! 
46. 8:	 kep our identity with greenbelt!1111 
47.	 15:  the population is getting bigger so we need more houses either way 

but its just where do we put them !1// 
49. 14:  	 losing greenbelt will trun us nto another southend 
59.	 8: think about our wildlife... the birds the foxes, badgers, hedgehog, 

horses, stables, keep it dont push it out... keep it in our community 
60. 14:  	 If you expand too much, you'll lose he sense of community 
61. 2:	 keep green belt 
64. 15: 	 we need to keep the woods for oxegn 
65. 15:  	 and build on land 
1. 14:  	 green belt attracts famlies which gives nice atomspher 
6. 2:	 keep green belt land but get read of the un used land 
12.	 14:  keep the green bel because people came here for the greenbelt and 

coutry sdie 
16. 11:  	 dont build on the green belt! 
19. 14:  	 use 'dead' greenbelt 
20. 9:	 build on unusible parts of green belt 
28. 11:  	 Keep the green belt because that is why people move around here1 
33. 7:	 ltos of tree 
34. 2:	 keep greenland 
35. 18:	 eh wods mke hockley quaint 
36. 11: 	 keep gree 
37. 4:	 keep greenland 
55. 18:	 hockley is beautiful! 
67. 2:	 keep green land for beatuy and pleasure 
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Economic Development 

29. 2:	 get read of the industiral estat 
4. 4:	 rebuiled build they industryal esteate to eco frendly 
13. 18:  	 emlyment oppertunities 
19.	 16: ockley's quaintness it's big business moving in to the town center that 

shall distroy hockley's reputation 
24. 7:	 no big supermarket chains to monopolise thmaket share 
26.	 6: dont build shops because ten we would get loads of other people ad it 

wouldnt be quaint so stay with houses and a little vilage!!!! bubbles 
42.	 15:  we have to many supermarkets that hardly get used .. however it is 

easier to go too teh village for your shopping rather than southend 
43.	 16: hockle's "bubble" wont be burst by more houses - you oculd build 

100000 more homes n nobody would have a need to go to hockley. If 
you built more businesses, then you would burst the bubble, and 
hockley is convenient is accessibl enough anyway. HOckley's bubble 
wonnt bust unlss we start building businesses 

49. 7:	 litle indiidual outlets 
69. 7:	 and alot of takeaways 
71.	 6: no big shpos otherwis we would be like southend!.. an thats what 

suouthend isfor to buy tihng!!!! 
72. 7:	 however we doned more clothing shops 
73. 18:  	 *nicer that southend 
82.	 15:  we shouldnt make e.g primark or new look ... because it isnt very 

likely your ngoing to get some on from railegh saying 'im just going to 
pop into hockley' and if we need shopping we can get on the teain 
and go to lakeside or southend on sea 

160. 7:	 kep hockley a vilage not a town.bigshos would make it a town we 
want to maximise arge of sho not sizeof tehm 

179. 6:	 i like hockley and i think that we shouldn't alow big business to come 
but i don't see why th wuold come to hockley it's too quiet bu i feel 
that some quite nice fancy restruants providing diffrent quizzen shall 
boom in hockley there are a lot of old quite wealthy people who like to 
go out for meals and don't want to travle fair for lunch as they 
possibly can't travle anywhere! 

204. 11:  More shops and places to buy things..... =] 

209. 15:  few businesses could survive in hockley

211. 2: old fashiond sweet shop for hockley eg;bom boms we n33d 1 


19. 3:	 possible re-use of eldon way and/or development 

20. 12:  	 reeuuse of eldom way 

21. 7:	 we need a raffiti awll

22. 9:	 make the industrial estate look better 


Environmental Issues 

32. 12:	 do not touh hockley woods 
59.	 8: think about our wildlife... the birds the foxes, badgers, hedgehog, 

horses, stables, keep it dont push it out... keep it in our community 
64. 15: 	 we need to keep the woods for oxegn 
33. 7:	 ltos of tree 
35. 18:	 eh wods mke hockley quaint 
55. 18:	 hockley is beautiful! 
94. 18:  	 trees make hockley quaint 

Transport 

25. 18:	 bb ro traansport 
29. 18:  	 better road transort 
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31. 12:  	 improve h road 
45.	 13:  too many commuters will lessen the quaint and friendly reputation of 

hockley 
63. 13:  	 train station allows trvel to more modern and industrial areas 
6. 18:  	 good transport 
14. 12:	 poor transporr t routes 
41. 18:  	 bigger/ more roads 
16. 17:  	 everything 5 min walk or quick train journey 

Retail and Town Centres 
Hockley Town Centre: Likes/Dislikes and what would you change? 

31. 7: 	we havetoo mnay hairdressers? 
44. 7: 	change the village hall for better purposes for the town people 
50. 7: 	keep hockley quaint!!!! 
51. 10: we dont want our town overcrowded 
52. 12: dont build tomuch becus ethe atracction of hockley is that it is a small little town 
58. 7: 	hockley is a peaceful town and wshould keep it this way 
62. 10: hockley is a smal town, keep it that way!11 
9. 15: (not bein quaint) then therewould be more crime 
10. 18: the butchers make hockly quaint 
11. 11: Keep hockley a family town!? 
12. 7: 	not alot of crime- lthuohg i think it isincreasnig, god polic econtrol 
13. 12: dsafe aand trustiing 
26.	 6: dont build shops because ten we would get loads of other people ad it wouldnt be 

quaint so stay with houses and a little vilage!!!! bubbles 
28. 7: 	the crime rates are low-unliek othre towns e.g. southend 
29. 18: the size of hockly is quaint 
30.	 11: We are lucky here becasuse we get the best of both worlds because we get the town 

life and and the countrylife life!/ 
41. 7:	  town event like the christmas lihgts 
42.	 15: we have to many supermarkets that hardly get used .. however it is easier to go too teh 

village for your shopping rather than southend 
47. 10: keep tehe tw small 
49. 7: 	litle indiidual outlets 
58. 7: 	town meetings 
59. 6:	  kep hockley quaint! 
66. 7: 	we have many pharmacies 
69. 7: 	and alot of takeaways 
70. 11: This town is good for people over70 beacause of the old peoples homes and the wods! 
71.	 6: no big shpos otherwis we would be like southend!.. an thats what suouthend isfor to 

buy tihng!!!! 
72. 7: 	however we doned more clothing shops 
73. 18: *nicer that southend 
74. 13: keep it simple 
75. 11: keep the town not let it go down down down 
76. 7: 	many charity shops- community involvement 
81. 7:	  traditional shop-s butchres, bakers, cafe, shoe shop, key cutters 
82.	 15: we shouldnt make e.g primark or new look ... because it isnt very likely your ngoing to 

get some on from railegh saying 'im just going to pop into hockley' and if we need 
shopping we can get on the teain and go to lakeside or southend on sea 

84. 11: I like the trditionshops 
86. 11: we like the town the way it is 
3. 7: 	we have enuf newsagenst, ridresers, pharmacies, florists 
9. 17: revamp image bit drab freresh oat oapint etc 
10. 11: mkae more place like cj'S but not bowling 
11. 2: 	internet cafe 
12. 7: 	elibrary, doctorsuryr k we hvae euur netre 
13. 8: 	morse shops like a mini tesco or marks and sparks 
15. 17: frsh ot of pait 
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16. 18: staionary shop needed 
17. 10: something to attract the youth 
18. 2: 	snow dome 
19. 3: possible re-use of eldon way and/or development 
20. 12: reeuuse of eldom way 
21. 7: 	we need a raffiti awll 
22. 9: 	make the industrial estate look better 
23. 18: too many pharmsis 
24. 10: make it look good 
25. 7: 	clemnts hall liesure centre is enuf and very good 
26.	 16: we really like the fact that hockleys quiet and a nice plays where its safe and younger 

people can play and be safe! 
27. 18: ould like old fashio sweetieshop 
28. 4: 	ice rink snow domes water parks ndors 
29. 11: playspace open longer 
30. 17: better marketing because theres lots around people just don't know about it 
31. 10: put paint on it 
32.	 8: the business park that cj's is on expand it and put like an ice rink or a cinema and or 

some shops on like new look, top shop/man etc... and put like a vet's or a pet show 
there too 

33.	 6: there is a need for some ice restaurants in hockley but it does not ned to go over the 
top. we do not need to make this into a retail town. this vilage needs to stay as a 
village , and this is what it i know fo 

34.	 14: CJ's and the kids play centre is on an industrial estate and when it is dark because it is 
run down it looks unappealing 

35. 2: 	more spos centers 
36. 7: 	industria siteis of the de whic his good and hsa no distaces 
37. 13: the spa is the main building in the centre... and is unavailable for our age group 
38. 11: Somewhere to just chil and play spool or something 
39. 2: 	sports* 
46. 17: woud have a clothes shop 
47. 7: 	we like the charity shops althugh three are enuf 
40. 4: 	more skate ramps 
41. 18: bigger/ more roads 
42. 7: 	more aware of programes for youths e.g. job centres 
43. 13: nobody goes to the centre on their own for a fun time 
44.	 15: for more younger people ear cj's ther could be a youth club near ther and make people 

go and then they could be warm wilst havin fun also in the smal vilage its near 
everyones house so it would be easier for people to get ther!!!! 

45. 7: 	enuf garden centres 
49. 4:	  sports activaty 
50. 7: 	open new clothes shop for all ages- but not a chain store 
51. 11: somewhere for kids to go ! 
52. 13: basically a roundabout 
53. 7: 	too any take awys 
54. 10: adveritse more places like cjs bowling as it isnt advrtismuckh 
55. 2: 	more marsal arts and sport halls 
56. 3:	  Focus hockley town centre 
57. 4: 	sweet shops 
58. 7: 	pubs are good and makehockley a proper villa 
59. 18: too many chinese, indian takeways 
60. 12: foccusss onn mmodenn hockleyy towwn centtee 
61.	 11: They shouldnt of got rid of curious or they should of made that something good not a 

blinds shop? 
62.	 6: hockley is not the delighful friendly vilage people seem to make ou. it does have bad 

parts and these neds to be recognised otherwise this village wl be sohn to a beig peret 
63. 2: 	graffati wall 
64.	 14: dislikes: graffeti rubbish for a family town the town centre seems very orientated 

towards adults 
65. 13: small restaurants only 
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66. 18: street partys for familys(rise money for whatever) 
67. 2: 	bike shop 
69. 7: 	harrisons- the enw resturaunt openin gis good, but ivdeo island was also good 
70. 18: more churches for any1 to visit 
71.	 9: we thik that clements hall should be protected so that no one can build houses on the 

fields and that the fields wil be left for people to play on so that they dont go around 
grafiting everywhee espesually on other peoples properties 

72. 18: grafiti wal 
73. 4: 	bike shops 
74. 10: it ha a lot of stuff in itlike boowling cjs karatay kickboking and 
75. 17: shops need to be tighter on selling alcohol 
76.	 16: cj's is wuite a good place but we get kickd out at 7 oclock and most of the students 

opinoins think this is no fair .... we should be aloud to stay out after 7oclock 
77. 18: hockley boot sale 
79. 11: bring back kids shops and sweet shops ye h 
80. 4: 	graffti walls 
81. 12: over lap of shops 
82. 13: too small for hockley lights (only community event) 
83. 10: advertise it 
84. 14: do we really need 2 charity shops for such a small town? 
85. 4: 	sport schols 
86. 7: 	the new busineses such mokey biznes ang cjs bowling 
87.	 6: hockley eds to have more of an input from dferent kinds of people, it has a large 

proporion o the councwith the same views and not enugh from lots of people 
88.	 8: graffiti wall so that street artisis can go and express themselfs without defacing public 

propetry this may even stop or reduce graffiti on people property that cost a massive 
emount of money to clean so if you have a controled area and or invole some 
pupublicity like the evenin echo then this may encourage young people to do well 

89. 15: cjs is gr8 but the people who owns it tell you to go if u havnt got an adult with u after 
7:30 and thats not very good because then your not realy doin anythin so i think that u 
shuld be able to be thre after 7:30!! .. 

90. 2: 	more garding place 
91. 11: Water Park? 
92. 7: 	more police in hockley to decrease tecrime rates which are aready low ayawy! 
93. 12: omething fr stuents in the centre ofhockley 
94. 10: omre social clubs forteenagers 
95. 2: 	more puplic quite place 
96. 13: cinema? 
97. 8: 	more cycling parks and or roads 
98. 14: more sports grounds 
99. 9: 	we should have a graffity wall so that we could reduce crime it could realy help people 

express them selfs 
100. 3:  Something in centre for younger people 
101. 18: more police 
102. 11: MOre sports lubs like girls football or a netball club 
103. 8:  night clubs for 16-18's 
104. 2:  shelters for youth 
105. 10: make kids go of the rain traks 
106. 7:  beter purposes for the comunity cener and friestation - stef didnt know it even existed! 
110. 18: more clubs 
116. 16: the sops close to early .. and sumtimes you cant go to the shops because your busy 

and the shops in the village cose at 6 and should close at about 8 .. we cant exactly 
popto southend or lakeside for a bag of sugar. 

117. 8:  zoo 
119. 8:  animal park 
120. 4:  flood lights at clements hall ramps 
121. 8:  like marsh farm 
122. 18: skater shops 
124. 11: Instead of KIds hanging out in th ehigh street make a club or something for them to do 

instead! 
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125. 10: sports clubs that run in local parks 
127. 10: do not put zoo because it will make it smell 
128. 15: ther should also be more clubs that young people can atend to if ther isnt many other 

things to do!! �r try and find things that you can do! 
130. 8: tropical wings... bring the wings to ussss.... :) 
131. 13: hockley fc 
132. 4:  	more motor bike places 
133. 7:  	we wana keep it like a village so keep the smal shops and do nto add the big 

monopolies!111 
134. 4:  	internet cafes 
135. 8:	  fashion show out of recycled stuf 
136. 18: teen caffees 
137. 17: everyhing needs a better look to it bette adetsing 
138. 9:  we also think we should have more aaccess to sport because it would reduce crime 

because to involed in sport to hang around street corners 
139. 10: put signs yup for cjs 
140. 7:  	a new jobcen tre- job opportunities for kids like us for extra pcket money? 
141. 11: different clubs for children 
142. 17: more events like xmas ligs eg sumeee 
143. 2:  	hockley town center needs old fashond sweete shop 
144. 4:  	new ramps 
145. 17: summer fete 
146. 14: small fast food oulet 
147. 11: Hockley lanes 
148. 4:  	video shops 
149. 2:  	shopinh mall 
151. 13: tells you direction sto either rochford or rayleigh 
152. 12: perp bin in shop where fcailies aren't already covered, eg clotes etc 
153. 17: our own version of roller city 
154. 11: Sunday markets? and more event like the hockley lights1 More in the summer 
155. 4:  	small bussiness 
156. 10: do not make it bigger 
157. 16: we need to be able to have our own time out with our perents permishion but the 

problm is that we have no were to go,everywhere closes at , at least 7;00 and it isnt 
fair 

160. 7:  kep hockley a vilage not a town.bigshos would make it a town we want to maximise 
arge of sho not sizeof tehm 

161. 10: more advents 
162. 17: make it pretty 
163. 16: We Need A Gift Shop ..! 
164. 11: More places for youngsters like under 14s 
165. 2:  	more meeting places for young people 
166. 8:	  music 
167. 16: a nice cafe 
168. 14: cinema? we need 1 
169. 8:  	festival 
170. 8:	  music festival 
171. 15: also if u cnt find anythin u could do stuf after schol like sports or diffent things! 
172. 11: more parking spaces and seating 
173. 16: gym 
174. 7:  	d owe really need a bath twbathrom ankitchen shpos? 
175. 4:  	more meeting plces to meet up with freinds 
176. 9:  	we should try and have more activitys after 7pm to stop people hanging around street 

crners. 
177. 8:  	expand cj's 
178. 2:	  v1d3o shop 
179. 6:  	i like hockley and i think that we shouldn't alow big business to come but i don't see 

why th wuold come to hockley it's too quiet bu i feel that some quite nice fancy 
restruants providing diffrent quizzen shall boom in hockley there are a lot of old quite 
wealthy people who like to go out for meals and don't want to travle fair for lunch as 
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they possibly can't travle anywhere! 

180. 11: Make cjs more than a bowling aley 
181. 10: more things for youngsters to do in the community 
182. 13: why is the town centre so adult orientated/ its supposed to be a family community! 
183. 4:  more parking places 
184. 9:  have a graffiti wall 
187. 8:  use the green belt for a masive park with lots of swings and slids etc 
188. 17: xmas fair 
189. 7:  a new book hop 
190. 16: we nead a Nice shop wher we can get e.g christmas presents or bithday gifts ... 
193. 17: internt cafe 
194. 2:  museum of the history of hockley 
195. 18: saterday jobs?// 
197. 11: Harrisons the new resteront is a good idea that they came up with but if they had more 

it would be even better 
199. 7:  poteris agoodshop havein hocly 
200. 10: expand places like cj's and dont make it just a bowling alley 
201. 15: another little vilage for birthday eastre christmas halloween and other holiday 

presents!! 
202. 10: make games work shp 
203. 15: southend has all we need 
204. 11: More shops and places to buy things..... =] 
207. 7:  haev somthnig for every1 
208. 16: theres a lot of graffiti in hockley so we should have a wall that you can grafiti on ! 

instead of people grafitieing on propertie that is illeegal to graffie on...# 
209. 15: few businesses could survive in hockley 
210. 10: game workshop 
211. 2:  old fashiond sweet shop for hockley eg;bom boms we n33d 1 
213. 11: Game 
214. 4:  sat ur day jobs 
215. 10: gameworkshop 
216. 9:  we need a graffti wall to stop people graffting on other peoples property but it couldnt 

be anything rude 
217. 16: graffitie is a way of art..X!:0 
218. 10: meworkhop 
219. 9:  we think w need a graffti wall 
225. 9:  reuse eldom way 
227. 9:  graffti wall 
228. 9:  we need more evning clubs 
44. 7: change the village hall for better purposes for the town people 

Character of Place 
keep hockley quaint? 
46. 8:	 kep our identity with greenbelt!1111 
50. 7:	 keep hockley quaint!!!! 
52.	 12: dont build tomuch becus ethe atracction of hockley is that it is a small 

little town 
58. 7:	 hockley is a peaceful town and wshould keep it this way 
62. 10:  	 hockley is a smal town, keep it that way!11 
10. 18:  	 the butchers make hockly quaint 
11. 11:	 Keep hockley a family town!? 
1. 3:	 good comunity feel 
2. 2:	 keepp hockley for familys 
6. 10:  	 yes, hockley is quaint and we liek it like that 
7. 17:  	 best of both towns and woods etc 
8. 8:	 kep up to date with the tecnology 
9. 15:  	 (not bein quaint) then therewould be more crime 
12. 7:	 not alot of crime- lthuohg i think it isincreasnig, god polic econtrol 
13. 12:  	 dsafe aand trustiing 
14. 15:  	 you would get more crime 
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15. 18:  	 e huny pot butres quaint 
16. 17:  	 everything 5 min walk or quick train journey 
17. 14:  	 if hockley stays quaint then it will help keep the sense of community 
18. 13:  	 rather than a large town centre 
19.	 16: ockley's quaintness it's big business moving in to the town center that 

shall distroy hockley's reputation 
20. 12:  	 the whole village is your home 
25. 13:  	 the size of the area dictates the sense of community 
26.	 6: dont build shops because ten we would get loads of other people ad it 

wouldnt be quaint so stay with houses and a little vilage!!!! bubbles 
29. 18:  	 the size of hockly is quaint 
30.	 11: We are lucky here becasuse we get the best of both worlds because 

we get the town life and and the countrylife life!/ 
31. 17:	 good schools 
32. 17:	 and academies 
33. 7:	 ltos of tree 
34. 2:	 keep greenland 
35. 18:	 eh wods mke hockley quaint 
36. 11: 	 keep gree 
37. 4:	 keep greenland 
38. 7:	 close knit community evyr1 knosevey1 
39. 12:  	 pppppeffthee feel of you can talk to anyone 
40.	 14:  a majority of people who live in hockley commute into either london or 

a big town the jobs their are usaully high stress and the fact he 
hockley is quiet and quaint will help them relax when they aren't at 
work 

50. 2:	 like lifeing where every one knows everone  
52.	 9: we like the sense of comunity the more we build the more we will lose 

that 
59. 6:	 kep hockley quaint! 
64. 10:  	 hockley is a quiet town and pleasent to live in 
65. 14:  	 if hockley becomes to big and not to quiant it could lead t otown rivary 
71.	 6: no big shpos otherwis we would be like southend!.. an thats what 

suouthend isfor to buy tihng!!!! 
74. 13:  	 keep it simple 
75. 11:  	 keep the town not let it go down down down 
83. 7:	 it is quaint because there aer many families livng together in hockley 
84. 11:  	 I like the trditionshops 
85. 7:	 hockleyw ods adds to he quaintness 
86. 11:  	 we like the town the way it is 
87. 7:	 everybody says hello or smiles if they know one another 
88.	 15:  we like our village and cant change it ... if we make other shope s e.g 

nnew look we will get more customers and we wont be quaint.. we 
like to be quiet about our town 

89. 7:	 its quaint 
90. 11:  	 Good for over 75s 
91. 14:  	 if the the town grows to big the crime rate will raise 
92.	 6: havin a quaint area is good for other families and it would help 

because it has a high quality shcool (grenward) 
93. 4:	 nnm 
94. 18:  	 trees make hockley quaint 
95. 9:	 we want to try and move 4wards with tecnolgy 

Community Infrastructure, Leisure and Tourism 
What would a space/place for young people look like? 
1. 2: cinerma 
2. 8: ice rink 
7. 9: make cj's look beter 
8. 4: more places to ride kids motor bikes 
9. 17: revamp image bit drab freresh oat oapint etc 
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10. 11: mkae more place like cj'S but not bowling 
11. 2:	 internet cafe 
12. 7:	 elibrary, doctorsuryr k we hvae euur netre 
13. 8:	 morse shops like a mini tesco or marks and sparks 
14. 12: poor transporr t routes 
15. 17:frsh ot of pait 
16. 18: staionary shop needed 
17. 10: something to attract the youth 
18. 2:	 snow dome 
19. 3:	 possible re-use of eldon way and/or development 
20. 12:reeuuse of eldom way 
21. 7:	 we need a raffiti awll 
22. 9:	 make the industrial estate look better 
24. 10:make it look good 
25. 7:	 clemnts hall liesure centre is enuf and very good 
26.	 16: we really like the fact that hockleys quiet and a nice plays where its safe and younger 

people can play and be safe! 
27. 18: ould like old fashio sweetieshop 
28. 4:	 ice rink snow domes water parks ndors 
29. 11: playspace open longer 
30. 17: better marketing because theres lots around people just don't know about it 
31. 10: put paint on it 
32.	 8: the business park that cj's is on expand it and put like an ice rink or a cinema and or 

some shops on like new look, top shop/man etc... and put like a vet's or a pet show 
there too 

33.	 6: there is a need for some ice restaurants in hockley but it does not ned to go over the 
top. we do not need to make this into a retail town. this vilage needs to stay as a 
village , and this is what it i know fo 

34.	 14: CJ's and the kids play centre is on an industrial estate and when it is dark because it 
is run down it looks unappealing 

35. 2:	 more spos centers 
37. 13: the spa is the main building in the centre... and is unavailable for our age group 
38. 11: Somewhere to just chil and play spool or something 
39. 2:	 sports* 
40. 4:	 more skate ramps 
41. 18: bigger/ more roads 
42. 7:	 more aware of programes for youths e.g. job centres 
43. 13: nobody goes to the centre on their own for a fun time 
44. 15: for more younger people ear cj's ther could be a youth club near ther and make 

people go and then they could be warm wilst havin fun also in the smal 
everyones house so it would be easier for people to get ther!!!! 

45. 7:	 enuf garden centres 
49. 4:	 sports activaty 
51. 11: somewhere for kids to go ! 
70. 18: more churches for any1 to visit 
77. 18: hockley boot sale 
93. 12: omething fr stuents in the centre ofhockley 
94. 10: omre social clubs forteenagers 
95. 2: more puplic quite place 
96. 13: cinema? 
97. 8: more cycling parks and or roads 
98. 14: more sports grounds 

vilage its near 

99. 9: we should have a graffity wall so that we could reduce crime it could realy help people 
express them selfs 

100. 3:  Something in centre for younger people 
101. 18: more police 
102. 11: MOre sports lubs like girls football or a netball club 
103. 8:  night clubs for 16-18's 
104. 2:  shelters for youth 
119. 8:  animal park 
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120. 4:  	flood lights at clements hall ramps 
121. 8:	 like marsh farm 
122. 18: skater shops 
124. 11: Instead of KIds hanging out in th ehigh street make a club or something for them to do 

instead! 
125. 10: sports clubs that run in local parks 
136. 18: teen caffees 
137. 17: everyhing needs a better look to it bette adetsing 
138. 9:  we also think we should have more aaccess to sport because it would reduce crime 

because to involed in sport to hang around street corners 
139. 10: put signs yup for cjs 
140. 7:  	a new jobcen tre- job opportunities for kids like us for extra pcket money? 
141. 11: different clubs for children 
142. 17: more events like xmas ligs eg sumeee 
143. 2:  	hockley town center needs old fashond sweete shop 
144. 4:  	new ramps 
145. 17: summer fete 
146. 14: small fast food oulet 
147. 11: Hockley lanes 
148. 4:  	video shops 
149. 2:  	shopinh mall 
152. 12: perp bin in shop where fcailies aren't already covered, eg clotes etc 
153. 17: our own version of roller city 
154. 11: Sunday markets? and more event like the hockley lights1 More in the summer 
155. 4:  	small bussiness 
164. 11: More places for youngsters like under 14s 
165. 2:  	more meeting places for young people 
166. 8:	  music 
167. 16: a nice cafe 
168. 14: cinema? we need 1 
169. 8:  	festival 
170. 8:	  music festival 
171. 15: also if u cnt find anythin u could do stuf after schol like sports or diffent things! 
172. 11: more parking spaces and seating 
173. 16: gym 
175. 4:  	more meeting plces to meet up with freinds 
176. 9:  	we should try and have more activitys after 7pm to stop people hanging around street 

crners. 
177. 8:  	expand cj's 
180. 11: Make cjs more than a bowling aley 
181. 10: more things for youngsters to do in the community 
182. 13: why is the town centre so adult orientated/ its supposed to be a family community! 
183. 4:  	more parking places 
184. 9:  	have a graffiti wall 
185. 17: xmas fair 
186. 9:  	in clements hall 
187. 8:  	use the green belt for a masive park with lots of swings and slids etc 
188. 17: xmas fair 
193. 17: internt cafe 
194. 2:	  museum of the history of hockley 
195. 18: saterday jobs?// 
197. 11: Harrisons the new resteront is a good idea that they came up with but if they had more 

it would be even better 
200. 10: expand places like cj's and dont make it just a bowling alley 
201. 15: another little vilage for birthday eastre christmas halloween and other holiday 

presents!! 
207. 7:  	haev somthnig for every1 
208. 16: theres a lot of graffiti in hockley so we should have a wall that you can grafiti on ! 

instead of people grafitieing on propertie that is illeegal to graffie on...# 
214. 4:  	sat ur day jobs 
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216. 9:  	we need a graffti wall to stop people graffting on other peoples property but it couldnt 

be anything rude 
55. 14: y is the commuity centre hidden away 
57. 12: bette publicity abut vents 
58. 18: teen caffee 
59. 17: a cafe where people can go but dont have to buy anyhting, like the canteen at school 
60. 7: 	s��omewhere to met friensd, and chat. feel safe, cybercafe, somee eat a fun plaacee. 
61. 10: develope un-used places into meeting places for youths 
62.	 16: we think that we should have a nice place where yo ucan just chill with your m8s and 

do stuff like play pool and a dance mat ! that would be fun and you should be able to 
stay there all day and night without gettignb kicked out for once ! ! ! that would be 
wikid!! 

63.	 6: we all get bored so do somethig to raise mney and then buy things to make a youth 
club and stuff for the youth club!!! 

64.	 15: i �utilise apex more maybe start up a camp site or something because there a lot of 
people who don't want of some kind because it seems that alot of people want to go 
campi 
b�t eather don't know how or don't want to travle a fun activity for all every one is 

learning ... i also feel that we could use the school facilitys to do like commuity classes 
like cooking classes music classes , drama classes any thing constructive i feel 

65. 10: run more youth clubs for youngsters 
66. 6:	  YOUTH CLUBS 
67. 2: 	graffiteed funt of the youth center 
68. 13: use greensward academy for the community 
69. 11: colourful places 
70. 4: 	bench in village 
73. 16: do something with apex !!11 
74. 10: run more sports clubs outside of schools for youths (under 18's/) 
75. 11: gym 
76. 18: sk8 park under roof ,, that would be cool 
77. 11: clubs 
78. 16: apex needs to be turned into something fun for everyone 
79. 11: youth clubs 
80. 2: 	sub way 
81. 10: get more youth clubs 
82.	 18: like an adult college but for children where we lear new things like finance and cooking, 

textiles, first aid brighter youths! 
84.	 9: a gym for students evrybody goes on about childrens obisity but if your not going to let 

us into the gym we cant be healthy 
85. 11: Apex shouldnt be built on but should be used for something for all of us 
86. 14: places like clements hall need to be cheaper 
88.	 16: apex shouldnt be just a field we need to do something with it but kep some of it for 

soprts and such 
89. 18: we should have children representatives for the council to hear the younger views! 
90.	 8: we neeed a gym thats strictly for 10-16 year old as other gyms like david lloyds, clem, 

even our very own school gym you need to be over 16! i mean we stil want to work out 
and the government are aways saying how children are getting fat!11 so give us a gym 

91. 11: mconalds 
92. 13: stduents should b ale 2 use greensward afterhours, free of charge! 
93. 14: leave apex open 
94. 16: apex shouldnt b built on !!! 
95. 10: make youth clubs creative, maybe decorate inside with grafitti art 
96. 16: no mc donalds nooooooooo !!!!111!1!111 
97. 8: parenting clases 
101. 8:  first aid sessoins thats are FREE 
103. 16: parenting classes1 :S 
104. 4:  nmeating area 
105. 8:  fun stuff like pottery!111111111111111111111111111111111 
106. 2:  gr8 idei but advertise it 
107. 18: a place where gangsters to hang out except on the streets 
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108. 6:  	we hould hae hkcle lights t apx as there is more room for des and thfu dt ono aride u 

cango n the side and play footbll or sumin or oter!!! 
110. 18: summer clubs 
111. 11: BEcause most things shut at 7:0 everyone that was in ther probably hangs around the 

stret so they should keep it open longer 
112. 10: les fast food places ,more restaurant places 
113. 2:  	cafe for 14-18 year olds 
114. 9:  	lots of people would love a gym evan if you let us use an adults gym and you just say 

that from 5-8am and then in the afternoons 4-6 and then 7-8 we would love to be fit 
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Summary of King Edmund School Workshop (21-11-08) 

Character 

We like; 

The old style buildings and the reservoir 

The history of the town

The style of the town 

The idea of local listing buildings

The buildings the same size


We don’t like; 

The narrow pathways on West Street

Modern mixed with old style buildings.  These are peoples homes, if someone 

truly likes their house being/looking different to the others they should be

allowed to keep it the way it is for it is individuality looking at both sides of the

argument.

They built over the newsagents in Wakering.  Look abstract. 


We would like: 

A new leisure centre in an old style but modern inside 


To protect; 

The Square 

Reservoir 

Doggetts Wildlife Area 

Historical buildings

Green space 

Where people feel at home


Change is good but people seem to like everything staying the same
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Countryside 

Some of us like the countryside and other prefer to put leisure and activity 
centres up.  If there was to be any building then the fields that are nearest to 
the existing houses should be the ones that are used.  If there was any 
animals on those fields then we can build a wildlife preserve, like Tropical 
Wings.  Then visitors can come in and see the wildlife. People can pay for 
parking, like £1.00 an hour etc. 

We also though about building more protected parks, like parks with CCTV or 
Park Rangers. 

The boys wanted more football pitches.


Some of us didn’t like the noise from the Southend Airport, as little children

get scared.


We wouldn’t want to see big wind farms. 


We thought that we could create a wet land effect by cutting holes in the sea 

walls in Great Wakering to help the birds and the flooding problems. 


Better fishing facilities would be better for anglers. 


School traffic is quite bad after and before school.


Better facilities for children to enjoy the countryside. 


Swimming pool. 


Country pubs with children’s room. 


Youth club. 
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Housing 

We think that we should build houses and local shops over some of 
Canewdons green land. We think this because there is so much green land 
that is not being used and you have to travel quite a few miles to get 
anywhere.  

We also think more houses should be built in Rayleigh as there are many 
shops that have shut down and are not in use. We think we should extend the 
residential area in Ashingdon because it looks very untidy and is not nice to 
look at, it is not being used.  

In Rochford there is a huge house that is not in use and could be made into a 
block of flats. 

We also feel that building a certain place for teenagers to graffiti instead of 
covering the town in it. 

These are our ideas for other things to go in new houses: 
Fireplaces – Saves electricity 
Lofts and Basements – gives more room 
Solar Panels – Eco system friendly 
Gardens – may attract more people with children 

These are our ideas for what should be built with houses: 
Ice Skating Rink – Entertaining 
Schools – For education reasons 
Hospitals – needed for injuries 

Who are we aiming at: 
Elderly – Quiet and peaceful places 
Families – Educational and entertaining areas 
Students – colleges and flats 
Gypsies – Caravan Parks 

Houses Designs: 
A variety should be used 
Cottages, flats and houses should be used 
This is so there is something for everybody 

We think houses should be built along Lower Road this is because it is all 
country and is becoming more and more popular. We also think we should 
build near Gusted Hall in Great Wakering.  Overall we all agree with the 
actions on the map we have looked at (Key Diagram). 
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Jobs 

Yes we think more jobs should be created in our district because we need to 
keep the population in our district 

We need a mixture of appropriate jobs for different ages and a choice of jobs, 
like coaches courses. 

We think that a business centre is a good idea because it motivates people to 
start your own company. 

Big employment sites attached to existing town because it will reduce car 
journeys people live nearby 

Add to existing shops but small shops in particular in Great Wakering and 
Ashingdon, and replace employment that have been knocked down. 
Introduce more leisure centre, easier access. Encourage small companies 
and build less supermarkets, because small companies go out of business. 

Don’t concentrate on just one thing i.e. the airport, think about building small 
jobs 

It’s a good idea expanding the airport as more jobs could be created i.e. 
shops at the airport, more tourists spending money in our shops.  Another 
view is not to expand so much to feel like a city.  Creates more noise. 

Educational farms centre which would employ people - create football pitches 
in countryside, these are appropriate.  Small centre to provide employment. 
Such as coaches courses. 

A centre for skill learning – for apprenticeship; 

Either a centre where skills are taught or a contacts point where people who 
need an apprentice and where people need an apprentice and where people 
want to be an apprentice can meet and match.  Not just one big skills centre 
but two which are linked so that information is shared by both centres to help 
find jobs. They should be located somewhere like Rochford and Great 
Wakering because they are accessible from all the different towns. 

Industrial areas could expand into joining existing green areas that are not 
being used and that are not of a good quality agriculture or are not nice to 
look at. 

The types of employment there should be one storey or two storey factories 
which are quiet and not disruptive; for example food distribution or private 
companies. 
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Leisure 

There is not enough to do – need more youth facilities 

Everyone uses Clements Hall 

Want skate parks and ice rinks 

Also a place to go on your motor bikes and scramblers 

Feel safe but need more flood lights in parks 

More police in Ashingdon and alleyways in Rochford 

Milk shake shop in Rochford square 

Clothes shops in Rochford 

Need more shelters and seating in the parks 

Water Park 

Tennis courts at Magnolia Park 

(Transport stated as holding them back when going to leisure facilities – most 
said they couldn’t get there without parents taking them so they stayed in and 
used computers). 
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Town Centres 

We don’t shop in Rochford there are no good shops 

We think the town centre is more for older people 

We use it to meet up in before going somewhere else 

There is not enough there to keep us amused 

We want to see more chain shops (like JD Sports) 

There should be more events in the Square 

We don’t want to live in the town centre as it’s too busy and noisy 
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Transport 

The roundabout by Little Wakering is quite busy 

Wider roads for buses to pass through 

New road from Seaview Drive to the school 

Use contract bus and walk 

More cycle paths to stop some CO2 emissions and get people fit 

Public transport should go to Southend Hospital 

Tram and a cable car that we thought of from Southend to Wakering (as no 
trains go there).  Over 65’s and disabled people would travel for free.  Aged 5 

and up are 50p and over 18’s are £1. 


No cars in Rochford Square. 
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Summary of Fitzwimarc School Workshop (18-11-08) 

Group 1 

•	 There is not enough for young people in Rayleigh 
•	 Would like a shopping centre like The Royals in Rayleigh 
•	 The shops in the High Street aren’t good/right for younger age group 
•	 Too many take-aways, hairdressers, and bookmakers 
•	 The snooker club, warehouse centre and sound youth club are good 

and on every other Saturday  
•	 King Georges Pavilion could be used for more things 
•	 Would like a cinema and an ice rink in Rayleigh 
•	 Mill Hall could be used more 
•	 Graffiti Wall would be good in Rayleigh 
•	 Young people are more likely to go to Basildon or Southend 
•	 Housing should be kept to a mimimum 
•	 Houses should be kept away from town centres, with no flats and a mix 

of houses around different parts 
•	 Cheaper houses for local families and people 
•	 Not enough career jobs on offer in the area 
•	 More Saturday jobs for youths 
•	 Solar panels should be optional on new houses 
•	 Water should be used more efficiently 
•	 No wind turbines 

Group 2 

•	 Shopping centre (like The Royals or Lakeside) would be good 
•	 Chain shops and bigger shops – WHSmiths, Primark, Burtons etc 
•	 Keep a mix of shops, like small unique ones and the chain shops 
•	 Small cinema showing only new films in Rayleigh 
•	 More places to sit and eat and chat – not coffee shops as they don’t do 

meals and are expensive 
•	 Pedestrianise Rayleigh High Street 
•	 More seating places for lounging and eating 
•	 More landscaping and plants – more colour on the high street 
•	 Refurbish toilets on Crown Hill 
•	 More toilets in the centre where more people can see them 
•	 Free toilets open till later 
•	 Don’t want to live in the High Street as its too noisy and busy and full of 

small flats 
•	 More CCTV and lighting needed 
•	 Hockley Woods, King Georges Park, Mill, Church and Dutch Cottage 

should be protected 
•	 Bad congestion in the High Street 
•	 High Street needs to be more people friendly and pedestrianised 
•	 Dining areas in pubs for children and families 
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•	 Countryside should be for everyone, although facilities for dog and 

horse waste should be provided 
•	 Betting shops should not be allowed in the centre of Rayleigh 
•	 Houses should be built on brownfield sites and the worst agricultural 

land (ire land that cant be used) first 
•	 No high rise flats 
•	 Mix of development 
•	 Houses built with community facilities 
•	 Energy saving devices and greener homes  
•	 Mix of homes for people moving to the District and people who will add 

to the District 
•	 Affordable housing for first time buyers 
•	 More transport services (buses and trains) and on time and bullet trains 
•	 Direct services to main attractions 
•	 Cycle paths to town centre 
•	 Sign posted cycle paths 
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SA of Rochford Core Strategy Preferred Options 
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 INTRODUCTION 

 

0.1 This is the summary of the Sustainability Appraisal Report for Rochford’s 

Local Development Framework (LDF) Core Strategy (Preferred 

Options).  It describes how the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process was 

used to assist in planning for the development and the use of land, as 

required by planning legislation and Government guidance.  The SA 

assists sustainable development through an ongoing dialogue and 

assessment during the preparation of LDF Development Planning 

Documents (DPDs), and considers the implications of social, economic 

and environmental demands on land use planning. 

 

THE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

 

0.2 The LDF is the new system introduced by the Planning & Compulsory 

Purchase Act (2004) and it takes the form of a portfolio of documents 

including DPDs (Core Strategy, Site Specific Allocations and Area 

Action Plans), the Statement of Community Involvement, and an 

Annual Monitoring Report.  The Core Strategy sets the LDF’s long-term 

Vision and Strategic Objectives for development planning and it 

considers the options available through the planning system to the 

Council and communities in the Rochford area.  The Preferred Options 

Document sets out the Council’s approach, intended to guide future 

change and development in the area.  The Council is also preparing a 

Site Allocations DPD, Area Action Plans for Rochford and Hockley Town 

Centres, and a joint Area Action plan with Southend-on-Sea Borough 

Council for London Southend Airport.  

 

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL & STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 

0.3 Planning legislation requires that the LDF is subject to a SA, a systematic 

process that is designed to evaluate the predicted social, economic 

and environmental effects of development planning.  European and 

UK legislation require that the LDF is also subject to a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA), a process that considers the effects of 

development planning on the environment. Government guidance 

advises that these two processes should be carried out together and 

outlines a number of stages of SA work that need to be carried out as 

the LDF is being prepared: 

   

Stage A: Setting Context & Scope 

Stage B: Developing Options & Assessing Effects 

Stage C: Preparing the SA Report 

Stage D: Consulting on the Plan & the SA 

Stage E: Monitoring Implementation of the Plan 

 

0.4 The SA/SEA of the Rochford Core Strategy Preferred Options Document 

has been prepared in accordance with these requirements for SA/SEA. 
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THE CHARACTER OF ROCHFORD DISTRICT  

 

0.5 Rochford District is rich in heritage and natural beauty, with many miles 

of unspoilt coastline and attractive countryside.  The District is 

predominantly rural, which is reflected in the fact that 12,763 hectares 

are designated as Metropolitan Green Belt.  The character of the 

District has a clear east-west divide.  The east of the District is sparsely 

populated and predominantly contains areas at risk of flooding and of 

ecological importance.  The west of the District contains the majority of 

the District’s population, has better access to services and fewer 

physical constraints. 

 

0.6 The service sector dominates the economy of the District with over 

three-quarters of those employed working in this sector.  Although the 

District is predominantly rural, the proportion of local businesses 

involved in agricultural activities is low, compared to national and 

regional figures.  The proximity of Southend-on-Sea and the relationship 

between this urban area and the predominantly rural Rochford District 

also has a considerable impact upon the characteristics of the District, 

in particular through contributing to the leakage of spending out of 

Rochford District.  Southend also provides a range of employment 

opportunities and is within easy commuting distance of a large 

proportion of the District’s population. 

 

0.7 Housing demand is focused on the District’s larger settlements of 

Rayleigh, Hockley and Rochford. There is a particular need for 

affordable housing; current need is not being met.   Areas for 

development are limited by physical constraints, including areas at risk 

of flooding, areas protected for their landscape value, and areas 

protected for their ecological value.  A number of these areas are of 

local, regional, national and international ecological importance, 

including those protected by the EU Habitats Directive.  

 

SA SCOPING & ISSUES FOR SUSTAINABILITY 

 

0.8 During late 2005 a scoping process for Rochford was carried out by 

Essex County Council to help ensure that the SA covered key 

sustainability issues relevant to Rochford.  Plans and programmes were 

reviewed and information was collated relating to the current and 

predicted social, environmental and economic characteristics of the 

areas. This information was updated in 2007-2008.  
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0.9 From these studies, the key sustainability issues and opportunities for the 

LDF and the SA were identified, as set out in the following table: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA Framework 

 

0.10 An SA Framework was compiled and included SA Objectives that aim 

to resolve the issues and problems identified; these are used to test the 

draft DPDs as they are being prepared. This was included in the SA 

Scoping Report that was sent to statutory consultees.  Further updates 

to the SA Framework were made in 2008.  Comments were invited and 

received from a number of these organisations, which helped to 

improve the SA Framework. The following is a revised list of the SA 

Objective Headings.  

 

SA Objective headings   
1. Balanced Communities 

2. Healthy & Safe Communities 

3. Housing 

4. Economy & Employment 

5. Accessibility 

6. Biodiversity 

7. Cultural Heritage 

8. Landscape & Townscape 

9. Climate Change & Energy 

10. Water 

11. Land & Soil 

12. Air Quality 

13. Sustainable Design & Construction 

 

 

SA OF THE CORE STRATEGY 

 

0.11 Each stage of the preparation of the Core Strategy was appraised 

systematically using the SA Objectives.  Where significant adverse 

effects, including environmental effects, have been predicted, the SA 

sought where possible to identify means of offsetting these effects.  

Where it was considered that there were opportunities to enhance the 

sustainability of the proposals, recommendations were made.  The 

appraisal recognised 6 categories of predicted effects, as illustrated in 

the following key. 

Key sustainability Issues/ opportunities identified for Rochford District  
The provision of quality and affordable housing to meet housing needs in 

the Districts settlements. 

Improving services and connectivity to the sparsely populated eastern 

part of the district. 

Taking account of environmental and physical constraints when 

accommodating new housing. 

The protection of the District’s biodiversity and landscape qualities; 

including opportunities for green infrastructure networks. 

High levels of car ownership and limited public transport in many areas. 

High levels of out-commuting to other districts and difficulties in competing 

with economies in neighbouring areas. 

Opportunity to stimulate the local economy, including the rural economy, 

whilst recognising difficulties in competing with economies in neighbouring 

areas. 

Opportunities to incorporate good practice sustainable design into new 

development, and minimise the carbon footprint of the District. 
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Categories of sustainability effects 

Colour Impact 
++ Major Positive 

+ Positive 

0 No Impact 

? Uncertain 

- Negative 

-- Major Negative 

 

 Appraisal of the LDF Core Strategy Issues and Options 2006  

 

0.12 Issues and options were developed initially during early 2006 and were 

subject to SA in March 2006 by Essex County Council’s environmental 

assessment team.  This is reported in the Draft Core Strategy DPD SA/ 

SEA Environmental Report, issued in September 2006. 

 

 Appraisal of the LDF Core Strategy Preferred Options 2007 

 
0.13 The development of Issues and Options, and the subsequent appraisals 

undertaken, informed the development of Preferred Options, which 

were subject to detailed SA by Essex County Council’s environmental 

assessment team.  This was reported in the June 2007 Core Strategy 

Preferred Option SA/ SEA Environmental Report.   Rochford District 

Council has since significantly revised the Core Strategy Preferred 

Options Document during 2008. 

 

 Appraisal of the LDF Core Strategy Preferred Options 2008 

 

0.14 The emerging Preferred Options for the Core Strategy were developed 

during spring/ summer 2008 and the document was subject to SA by 

Enfusion in October 2008.  The vision and objectives were appraised 

and performed well against the majority of SA objectives. Each 

Preferred Option was assessed against the full SA Framework 

objectives.  Where there were any potential adverse effects predicted 

for sustainability, or opportunities identified to improve the sustainability 

of the Core Strategy, recommendations were made.   

 

 Uncertainties  

 

0.15 Throughout the development of the Preferred Options and the 

Sustainability Appraisal process, data gaps and uncertainties were 

uncovered.  It is not always possible to accurately predict sustainability 

effects when considering plans at such a strategic scale.  Impacts on 

biodiversity and cultural heritage, for example, will depend on more 

detailed information and studies at a site-level.  And whilst climate 

change science is becoming more accurate, it is difficult to predict 

impacts likely to result from climate change, including synergistic 

effects.  These uncertainties have been acknowledged in the appraisal 
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matrices, where applicable, and will be further considered at the 

submission stage.   

 

 Significant effects identified 

 

0.16 The majority of policies were found to have significant positive 

sustainability benefits. The following table summarises the key positive 

effects identified: 

 

Significant positive effects of the emerging Core Strategy  

Key relevant SA 

Objective: 
Positive effects identified: 

Housing The plan will have significant positive effects through 

meeting the housing needs of the District, particularly 

affordable housing needs, and in locations where 

housing is most needed. 

Accessibility, 

Climate Change, 

Air Quality  

The plan responds to existing high levels of car 

ownership and accessibility issues, by including strong 

policies in support of public transport and through 

seeking to minimise out-commuting.  

Balanced 

Communities 
The plan provides an inclusive approach to 

infrastructure provision, with particular benefits for 

families, children and young people.  

Balanced 

Communities, 

Healthy and Safe 

communities, 

Economy and 

Employment 

The plan recognises the benefits of providing for and 

consulting with children and young people, and may 

assist in the retention of the District’s young people, 

who can then contribute to the local economy.  

Balanced 

Communities, 

Housing 

The plan recognises the needs of Rochford’s ageing 

population and seeks to accommodate those needs, 

for example through provision of lifetime housing. 

Balanced 

Communities, 

Accessibility 

The plan provides measures to regenerate rural 

communities including developing better connectivity 

between east and west. 

Biodiversity, 

Landscape & 

townscape, Water, 

Land and soil  

The plan recognises the distinctive landscape and 

biodiversity areas in the District, (including coastal 

landscapes and flood-prone areas) and takes an 

approach to development that minimises impacts on 

these areas through steering development toward the 

more developed western side of the District and 

existing settlements.  

Economy & 

Employment, 

Balanced 

Communities 

The plan will have positive effects for the economic 

regeneration of existing centres and the regeneration 

of rural communities. 

 

Sustainable 

construction  

The plan has a strong focus on sustainable design and 

construction, including consideration of travel plans, 

encouraging sustainable transport, and ensuring high 

level compliance with codes for sustainable 

construction.  
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0.17 Alongside the many positive effects of the plan, negative sustainability 

effects were also identified, generally as a result of the increased 

development proposed in the plan. These are outlined below:  

 

Significant negative effects of the emerging Core Strategy 

Key relevant SA 

Objective: 
Negative Effects identified: 

Air Quality, 

Healthy & Safe 

Communities, 

Biodiversity,  

Water,  

Land & Soil 

The cumulative effects of increased development, 

including housing, employment development, the 

expansion of London Southend Airport and other 

infrastructure. These effects include: 

� increased air pollution (local and regional); 

� direct land-take; 

� pressures on water resources and water quality; 

� increased noise and light pollution, particularly 

from traffic; 

� increased waste production; 

� loss of tranquillity ;  

� implications for human health (e.g. from 

increased pollution); and 

� incremental effects on landscape and 

townscapes. 

It is noted that whilst policies relating to the overall 

amount of residential and employment development, 

and the support of the London Southend Airport are 

determined at a higher policy level in the East of 

England Plan, significant environmental effects are 

evident for Rochford District. It is important that these 

effects are recognised in the SA so that adequate 

mitigation can be set in place in the LDF. 

 

Climate Change 

and Energy/ 
An increase in the District’s contribution to greenhouse 

gas production- this is inevitable given the amount of 

new development proposed, and includes factors 

such as increased transportation costs, embodied 

energy in construction materials and increased  

energy use from  new housing and employment 

development.  

 

Cultural Heritage 

Balanced 

Communities 

Landscape & 

Townscape 

 

Less tangible effects of significant physical, economic 

and social changes for local communities, including 

impacts on cultural heritage, landscape, community 

cohesion and identify particularly in locations where 

there will be significant increases in development.  

 

 

 Mitigation and enhancement recommendations 

 

0.18 An important role of the SA process is to provide recommendations for 

the mitigation of negative effects and enhancement of the positive 

effects identified in the appraisal process. These can then be carried 
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forward in the remainder of the plan-making process and can include 

further recommendations for other development plan documents (for 

example Area Action Plans) and for processes including development 

control and site master planning.  

  

0.19 In preparing plan polices, Rochford District Council has already sought 

to mitigate the negative effects of development and maximise the 

opportunities presented, and are commended for the work 

undertaken to date. The SA process has made further 

recommendations for the plan and these often relate to the linkages 

between different issues that were identified as a result of the SA.  For 

example, there are strong synergies between the preservation and 

enhancement of biodiversity, the development of greenways and 

other policies that aim to improve accessibility; and this could be 

further developed in the submission document.  

 

Monitoring the Implementation of the LDF 

 

0.20 Local planning authorities are required to produce Annual Monitoring 

Reports including indicators and targets against which the progress of 

the Local Development Framework can be measured. There is also a 

requirement to monitor the predictions made in the SA and 

Government advises Councils to prepare a Monitoring Strategy that 

incorporates the needs of the LDF and the SA. Rochford District Council 

is preparing a monitoring strategy that will incorporate the 

recommendations from this SA.  

 

CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

 

0.21 The SA of the Core Strategy Preferred Options has appraised the 

effects of individual policies, as well as the overall effect of the plan, 

including cumulative and incremental effects. The SA has found that 

the emerging Rochford LDF will make a significant contribution to 

sustainability in the District, with a particularly strong focus on meeting 

housing and community needs, enhancing accessibility and 

protecting the Districts natural environment. The key negative effects 

identified relate to increased housing and employment development 

and the expansion of Southend Airport. Whilst it is recognised that 

these actions have been determined at a higher policy level (i.e the 

East of England Plan), the SA has sought to make further 

recommendations to assist Council in mitigating the negative effects 

and enhancing the positive opportunities of this development for 

Rochford District.  

 

0.22 This SA report, alongside consultation responses received, will be used 

to inform the preparation of policies in the Core Strategy Submission 

Document.  Any significant changes made to the document will be 

subject to further SA, and a Revised SA Report will be published 

alongside the Core Strategy Submission Document.   
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