Felsted Neighbourhood Plan Review Group.
Wednesday 19" November 2023, 5:45pm URC Hall
Minutes (Meeting 24)

Present:

Roy RAMM (RR) Chairman, Richard FREEMAN (RF), Nick ARMON-JONES, (NAJ),

Brian POPE (BP), Mary-Ann DUNN (MD), David ANDREWS (DA), John MOORE (JM).
David COHEN (DC).

—

Apologies for Absence:

Kevin FARROW (KF), Mike MASTER (MM), Hywel JONES (HJ).
Declaration of Interest:

None.
Minutes of Last Meeting (Meeting 23):

Accepted
Matters Arising, not on Agenda:

Nothing
SEA Survey:

RR reported that he had received the draft SEA report, which considered both The Water
Tower and Bloor Homes sites (now the Rayne Road Site), and had circulated it to members
for consideration prior to this meeting. There followed a general discussion about the report,
and the following points were raised:

For clarity, the report describes the Water Tower site as Sitel and Bloor Homes/ Rayne Road
Site as Site 2.

There report has a common reference to “significant impacts” of each proposed site. The RG
will seek clarity on the definition of ‘significant’ to further its understanding of the report.
(Action RR)

The report describes four areas within Felsted as “villages’. The RG will ask that this
description be changed to “hamlets’ and then Felsted be identified as the only ‘village’. Apart
from the four listed, to ensure its integrity as a distinct settlement from Bannister Green,
Watch House Green should be added, particularly because of its recent substantial increase in
size comparable to the others cited. (Action RR)

The RG would ask for a reference to our earlier residents survey which resulted in the site
selection from the UDC list of suitable sites for development. (Action RR)

Regarding references to Soil Grading differing between both sites, they appeared irrelevant
because both are farmed land used for cultivation. (Action RF to check)

The report referred to the Housing requirement as being 95 dwellings by 2041 but did not
take into account “windfall” developments which now reduced the total to 71 dwellings. The
RG considered this important as the development proposals for Site2 are for circa ‘100
homes’. These proposals are therefore considered excessive. (Action RR)



e The RG expressed concern that report, in general, was full of technical phraseology without
reaching a conclusion using simple meaningful statements understandable by the laymen.

e There was no reference in the report to the proposed Hedgehog Grove Solar Farm which will
have a significant impact on the Parish since it will cover 15% of the Parish. (Action RR)

e The report refers to Biodiversity and Climate Change which are not relevant in comparing the
2 sites. The RG queried why these two factors appeared to be given equal weighting to those
of historical environment, landscape and transport access which would have immediate
impact and relevance?

e There was no reference to the possibility of a “Haulage Road” for access to Site 1 when
assessing the site’s impact on the Historical status of the area. The RG considered such a
Road to be an important element in reducing the impact of development and would offset the
impact on the area’s preservation.

e There was a reference that “development blends into existing footprint of neighbourhood”
which appeared to suggest Site2 would not be a suitable development in keeping with
existing environment.

It was agreed that RR would suggest relevant amendments for AECOM to consider or clarify.
Note: An email covering the above was subsequently sent to UDC and AECOM
5. Regulation 14:

It was noted that there was an urgency to proceed to Reg 14 to seek to mitigate the significant
impact of the two planning applications (site 1 & 2) which were pending UDC consideration.
However, it was agreed that because the final SEA report was unlikely to be published until
early December, it would be improper to proceed to Reg 14 during the Festive Season when
residents will be unavailable to engage and comment.

RF reported that UDC had not included either Site 1 or 2 in the November Planning
Committee Meeting agenda. The next Meeting was likely to be 17" December. Meanwhile
RR said that enquire whether the Developer of site 1 was including a ‘haul road’ into their
final Planning proposal. (NB: this was a significant point raised by Felsted PC Planning
Committee in their conditional support of that Planning Application).

6. Treasurer’s Report:
There had been no recent expenses.
Any Other Business:

RR reported that construction on the New Surgery had finally begun. But there was a delay in
the completion of School Car Park at Watch House Green because Essex CC Highways had
still not completed their assessment of the access. The Contractor was ready to lay the tarmac
and had chased Essex CC Highways for their sign off.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Wednesday 14" January 2026 at 1745

Meeting closed at 19.00



