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Addendum List –Planning Committee 07/05/2025 

 

Officers please note: Only Late items from STATUTORY CONSULTEES 
are reproduced in full.   
Others are summarised. 
 
Statutory consultees are listed below: 
 
Highway Authority 
The Health & Safety Exec 
Highways Agency 
Local Flood Authority 
Railway 
Environment Agency 
Historic England 
Garden History Society 
Natural England 
Sport England 
Manchester Airport Group (MAG is the highway authority for the 
airport road network + the also section of Bury Lodge Lane running 
south from the northside entrance to the airport.  On these roads, it 
therefore has the same status as Essex CC and National Highways do 
for the roads that they administer.)   
 

 

This document contains late items received up to and including the end of business on the Thursday (due to the May Bank Holiday) before 
Planning Committee on 7 May 2025.  The late list is circulated and placed on the website by 5.00pm two working days prior to Planning 
Committee.  This is a public document and it is published with the agenda papers on the UDC website.  
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Item 
Number  

Application 
reference number  

Comment  

6 UTT/24/0543/OP 
 
 
 
 
 
Land North Of 
Bedwell Road And 
East Of Old Mead 
Road 
Ugley And Henham 

 
The Authority has received a further consultation response from Place Services (Ecology) 
retaining it holding objection to the application. As such, officers will be recommending that 
this application is withdrawn for consideration from this meeting. 
 
 
 
 
Condition 6 revised as per comments from the LLFA. 
 
No works shall take place until a detailed surface water drainage scheme for the site, based on 
sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological and hydro geological context of 
the development, has been submitted to and  
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The scheme should include but not be limited to: 
 
• Limiting discharge rates to 1:1 Greenfield runoff rates for all storm events up to and including the 1 in 
100-year rate plus 40% allowance for climate change. 
 
• Provide sufficient storage to ensure no off-site flooding as a result of the development during all storm 
events up to and including the 1 in 100 year plus 40% climate change event,  
 
• Demonstrate that all storage features can half empty within 24 hours for the 1 in 30 plus 40% climate 
change critical storm event, OR, if impracticable 
 
• Demonstrate that features are able to accommodate a 1 in 10-year storm event within 24 hours of a 1 
in 30-year event plus climate change 
• Final modelling and calculations for all areas of the drainage system.  
 
• The appropriate level of treatment for all runoff leaving the site, in line with the Simple Index Approach 
in chapter 26 of the CIRIA SuDS Manual C753. 
 
• Detailed engineering drawings of each component of the drainage scheme. 
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• A final drainage plan which details exceedance and conveyance routes, FFL and ground levels, and 
location and sizing of any drainage features. 
 
• A written report summarising the final strategy and highlighting any minor changes to the approved 
strategy. 
 
 
REASON: To ensure the SuDS are maintained for the lifetime of the development as outlined in any 
approved Maintenance Plan so that they continue to function as intended to ensure mitigation against 
flood risk in accordance with policy GEN3 of the Adopted Local Plan and the NPPF. 
 
Condition 13 removed- remedial work secured in condition 12. 
Condition 32 removed- duplicated. 
Condition 33 removed- duplicated. 
 
 
S106 Heads of Terms 
 
Securing Farmland Bird Mitigation Strategy – removed, not requested by UDC Ecology Consultant. 
 
Maintenance of SuDS – removed and is secured by planning condition. 
 
Financial contribution to Elsenham and Ugley Community / Village Hall- confirmed as £715,558 in total, 
£200,000- Ugley  
£515,558- Elsenham 
 
National Trust SAMM contribution- confirmed as £334,800.00 
 
 
Elsenham Parish Council 
 
Summary of representation – 13th May 2024 
Including Review of Noise by 24 Acoustics 
 
The location of the development in remote and unsustainable, 
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The noise from the M11 and railway will make the site unsuitable for residential development, 
Elsenham has been subject to a great deal of development in recent years resulting in inadequacy of 
road access. 
 
The village facilities are at bursting point, the following is needed: 
 

• A cemetery, 
• Employment, 
• Shops, 
• Surgery, 
• Sporting facilities, 
• New community centre, 

 
 
The view that Elsenham is not now suitable for further development is confirmed by Uttlesford's new 
Local Plan, where the Regulation 18 consultation was completed in December 2023.  Elsenham is 
ranked as a 'Local Rural Centre'; but, unlike other settlements ranked in the same category, no 
proposals are made in the consultation for further development in the village. 
 
Elsenham Parish Council is firmly of the view that there are no socio-economic benefits to the 
proposal. 
 
 
Elsenham Parish Council takes the view that the proposal is incompatible with UDC Policy S7 and with 
the NPPF. 
 
Walking distances are too long to for most journey to and from this site and most people will rely on 
vehicles. 
 
Cycle stands at the railway station are not needed.  The few stands on the platforms at present are 
never used to capacity.  Cycle stands at the shops would not encourage fewer journeys by private car - 
the only people who cycle to the shops are those who are too young to drive. 
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In regard to buses, the commitment to an extra level of service is welcomed.  However, the Illustrative 
Site Layout and similar documents show no provision for bus stops 'just inside the site entrance', and 
no obvious provision for buses to turn round within the site. 
 
Parking near to the site causes traffic congestion, due consideration should be made to this. 
 
A construction route should be provided. 
 
The proposal should include a scheme of road widening. 
 
UDC Parking standards should be used in the design of the scheme and the Essex design guide 
should be used considered in regard to garden size. 
 
 
Due consideration should be made to ecology and biodiversity. 
 
The applicant’s state: 
 
The addition of a wildlife pond within the open space will provide further ecological benefits, attracting a 
variety of water loving fauna, aiding to the diverse habitats the the development could offer (Design 
and Access Statement, 3 of 3, 7.2). Stretches of open water cannot be included in developments in the 
area, owing to the proximity of Stansted Airport and the consequent risk of bird strikes. 
 
In regard to the Statement of Community Involvement, this covers the previous planning application,  
The statement that 'The responses and findings of the original public consultation remain valid and 
relevant for this application’ (Statement of Community Involvement, Preface) can only mean that this 
application must suffer the same fate: refusal. 
 
 
Elsenham Parish Council Comments received 1st May 2025 
 
Lack of reference to the Elsenham Parish Council’s objections should be taken into consideration, 
 
These included: 
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These representations supplement those made by Steve Gosling of 24acoustics regarding noise, and 
earlier representations by the Parish Council on the subject of a S106 agreement. 
 
Further, non-technical, objections are raised regarding noise.  Attention is drawn to the large volume of 
development approved in Elsenham in recent years, including some which has not been consistently 
taken into account by the applicants.  Elsenham is badly in need of new facilities.  The draft Local Plan 
proposes no new development in Elsenham.  There are no potential socio-economic benefits to the 
proposal.  The potential impact on the landscape is vital in this last vestige of open land near the 
village. 
 
The site's isolation means that walking times would be excessive, and cycling is not viable to Stansted 
Mountfitchet or Stansted Airport.  Proposals regarding buses are inconsistent.  A key road junction has 
not been assessed properly, and on-road parking has not been recognised as a major factor in 
congestion.  There is no suitable route for construction vehicles and a proposal for road widening 
would be pointless if implemented. 
 
The applicants have not observed Uttlesford parking standards for parking within the site, and there is 
nothing to show that due allowance has been made for garden sizes.  Obligations regarding a redacted 
matter could be resolved through a change to an area not proposed for housing.  The proposed pond is 
inconsistent with Stansted Airport directives.  The Statement of Community Involvement cannot be 
taken seriously. 
 
The application must be refused. 
 
The Parish Council now takes the view that the representations, dated 13 May 2024, demand detailed 
consideration. 
 
Furthermore, as mentioned in the first paragraph quoted above, representations regarding noise were 
made by Steve Gosling of 24acoustics.  These were commissioned jointly by the three parish councils, 
Elsenham, Henham and Ugley, and are held on UDC's website against date 13 May 2024. 
 
14.3.8  
The proposal would be located to the north-western edge of Elsenham in an area which is effectively 
an enclave of undeveloped land that is adjacent to residential development to the east and south and 
bound by the M11 Motorway to the west.   
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The proposal is adjacent to the railway line to the east, rather than residential development. 
 
14.5.4   
The Council Urban Design Officer has been consulted and raises concerns in regard to the :  
      . 
The two LEAP children's play facilities are in a location with acceptably high noise levels, 
There can be no doubt that 'unacceptably high noise levels' is intended - see 10.11.1, where the Urban 
Design Officer says that the constant motorway noise outdoors 'is particularly relevant when 
considering the location of the play areas'. 
 
14.6.8   
A series of pedestrian access points are located around the site integrating the development into the 
wider network of Public Rights of Way.  
 
The only pedestrian access point is via the main vehicular access from Bedwell Road.  A potential 
access is shown from a new PRoW in the north-east of the site, but there is nothing to suggest that this 
will be provided, and in any case it would not constitute a series. 
 
14.9.1   
Concerns have been raised in respect of the dominant noise source affecting the site is the train line 
along the western boundary of the site which may require some form of mitigation (glazing and 
acoustic barriers etc.)  
This should read, '. . .  the dominant noise source affecting the site is the motorway along the western 
boundary . . . ' 
 
16.6   
The provision of a financial contribution for the refurbishment or replacement of Elsenham and Ugley 
Village Hall is to hold significant weight  
There is no Elsenham and Ugley Village Hall.  Ugley has a Village Hall, which is in need of either 
refurbishment or replacement; there is a project to provide a new Community Centre in Elsenham.  The 
statement should read:  The provision of a financial contribution for the refurbishment or replacement of 
Ugley Village Hall and towards the cost of a new Community Centre in Elsenham.  
 
16.6   
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The provision of a financial contribution for the refurbishment or replacement of Elsenham and Ugley 
Village Hall is to hold significant weight 
The provision of a financial contribution towards Ugley Village Hall and a Community Centre in 
Elsenham should not hold significant weight.  The application should be decided on its merits; it is only 
if it is resolved to approve that the question of items for inclusion in the S106 Agreement and 
Conditions should be considered. 
 
17.2   
S106 HEADS OF TERMS  
Financial contribution to Elsenham and Ugley Community / Village Hall.  
This should read:  Financial contribution to Ugley Village Hall and Elsenham Community Centre. 
 
 
 
 

7 UTT/24/3061/OP 
 
Land  North Of 
Wicken Road And 
West Of 
School Lane 
Newport 

Statutory consultee comments reproduced in full: 
 

1. National Highways 
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2. Lead Local Flood Authority 
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3. Highways 
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4. Historic England 
 

 
 

5. MAGS Airport 
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6. Natural England  
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7. Paragraph 7.3 states that UDC officers were not aware of any community consultation being 

carried out. The applicant has confirmed that a public consultation exercise was conducted prior 
to submitting the application, which comprised leaflets and a website, to which we received 
around 30 responses. Updated were made accordingly and as a result of the consultation it was 
proposed to reserve land for community use, which wasn’t previously proposed but which was 
suggested by several local residents. 
 

8. Paragraph 14.3.46 states that no further heritage information was submitted, however 
visualisation sketches have been recently submitted but not at the time of writing. These 
visualisations have been sent to the Council’s Heritage Advisor, a verbal update will be 
provided at the Committee meeting. 
 

9. Paragraph 14.8.10 states proposals would fail to accord with policy GEN3 which is a typo error. 
This should state that proposals accord with policy GEN3. 

 
8 UTT/24/1282/FUL 

 
Land To The North 
Of 
Birchanger Lane 
Birchanger 

TBC 
 

9 UTT/24/2820/FUL 
 
Alpenrose  
Bedlars Green 
Bedlars Green 
Great Hallingbury 

Additional paragraphs to be added to the committee report to reflect a previous pre-application 
response which was missed out. These paragraphs are to read: 
 

7.4 A follow-up request for pre-application advice was made on a similar basis for the 
demolition of the bungalow and the redevelopment of the site for 4no. detached dwellings with 
an associated access drive.  

 
7.5 Officer advice on the revised scheme was given on 18th July 2024 (UTT/24/1509/PA) and 
stated that the principle of development for increased residential development at the site was 
acceptable with regards to Policies S3 and H3. However, the scale and layout of the dwellings 
proposed within the plot should better reflect the sporadic and spacious character of the 
immediate locality and should be more sensitive to the neighbouring dwelling with regards to 
the siting and orientation of the proposed dwellings. 



19 
 

10 UTT/25/0506/OP 
 
Land Between 
Runnels Hey And 
Silverthorn 
Great Canfield Road 
Great Canfield 

TBC  

11 UTT/25/0828/TPO 
 
24 Blythwood 
Gardens 
Stansted 

TBC 

 

Note – The purpose of this list is to draw Members attention to any late changes to the officer report or late letters/comments/representations.  
Representations are not reproduced in full they are summarized 

Late items from STATUTORY CONSULTEES are reproduced in full.   

 

 

 


