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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF LITTLE HALLINGBURY 
     PARISH COUNCIL, HELD ON TUESDAY 14 OCTOBER 2025, 

BEGINNING AT 20.00, IN THE VILLAGE HALL 
 
 
 
 
 
PRESENT: Cllr Robert Wingard (Chairman) 

Cllrs Brian Back, John Brothers, Ciora Dillon,  
Nicola Marsh (25/177), Val McKirdy, Sue Meyer and Keith Summerford. 
 
 

ALSO PRESENT:  Mrs Urška Sydee (Clerk) 
         Uttlesford District Council (UDC) Cllr Geof Driscoll (25/180) 

   

 
 
 
25/174.  APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
   Apologies had been received from Cllrs Dean Hatt, Andrew Robinson;  

  UDC Cllr Geof Driscoll – he would arrive late and ECC Cllr Susan Barker. 
  All accepted. 
 
 

25/175.  DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
   None. 
 
 
25/176.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
   None present. 
 
 
25/177.  MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
   Two amendments were agreed: 

• Item 25/152. PLANNING, b) Applications to be dealt with at this 
meeting:  

        21.52 – UDC Cllr Geof Driscoll left the meeting is moved after planning    
        application UTT/25/2181/OP 

• Item 25/163. FINANCE 
        a) Payments: 
        The following payments had been made during the period 14 June 12  
        July 2025 to 11 July 13 August 2025: 

     
  The minutes of the meeting held on 09 September 2025 with the    
  amendments above were approved as a correct record of the proceedings   
  and signed by the Chairman, Robert Wingard. 

 
  The minutes of the extraordinary meeting held on 23 September 2025 were   
  approved as a correct record of the proceedings and signed by the   
  Chairman, Robert Wingard. 

 
20.06 – Cllr Nicola Marsh arrived 
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It was pointed out that at the meeting held on 09 September 2025 it was referred that 
advice was sought from KC, but it should be barrister instead. It should be noted that 
in items: 
25/148.  CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 
‘On 27.08.2025 a planning application was received to erect 59 houses on Camps 
Field. Little Hallingbury Parish Council will, subject to formal approval by Councillors: 
object to the proposal, appoint a KC (to be read: barrister) to document our 
response’… 
 
25/152.  PLANNING 
b)  Applications to be dealt with at this meeting: 
UTT/25/2181/OP Land at Camps Field 
‘Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard was authorised by the Councillors to communicate 
with the KC (to be read: barrister) as long as’… 
 
 
25/178.  CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 
   Chairman, Cllr Rober Wingard reported that: 

- He attended Rural crime Forum where concerns about road safety & 
Highways, fly tipping and hare coursing were raised. It was noted that 
there is apparent lack of Police response. 

- He attended EALC Financial Regulations course 
- He met with developers who purchased The Rectory. Developers are 

keen to create a development that is sympathetic to our village. Site is 
constrained by TPOs. They wish to build 6 houses: one two bed semi, 
three four bed detached and corner site to be sold for owner build. 
Access to form a new internal road. 

- He attended UDC Parish Forum where an update re Local Plan was 
given. Local Government reorganisation: UDC favours 5 Unitaries; local 
segmented services will remain within the new Unitary, some functions 
will devolve to Parish / Town Councils with funding provided. 

 
 
25/179.  REPORTS FROM DISTRICT AND COUNTY COUNCILLORS 
   None present at the time. 
 
 
25/180.  PLANNING   

a) Application decisions (the Council’s comments are shown in brackets) 
Application No. Site and Development    Decision 
UTT/25/0895/OP  Victoria Park, New Barn Lane,    Refused 

Great Hallingbury, Essex, CM22 7PR   
 

Outline application with all matters reserved except access for 
the partial demolition of the existing dwelling and the removal 
of the tractor store, shed and other structures on the site and 
the erection of 2 no. detached dormer bungalows 

(Objections: The land in question has always been the site of a domestic dwelling. In 
addition to the main single-story residence, there is one outbuilding which has been 
used for storage, and a shed. The area around the property is garden and lawn. 
The Parish Council strongly objects to the proposed development on the following 
grounds: 
1. Green Belt Designation 
The proposed site lies within the Green Belt, specifically within General Area 14, 
which has been assessed as contributing "Very Strongly" to Green Belt Purposes 2 
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and 3. In particular, Purpose 3 is met due to the area’s strong and predominantly 
unspoilt rural character, despite limited built form on the eastern edge of Little 
Hallingbury. These findings are drawn from the Uttlesford Green Belt Review 2016, 
as updated in 2023. 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is clear: "Inappropriate 
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved 
except in very special circumstances." Development in the Green Belt must meet 
exceptional circumstances, which this proposal does not. 
While limited exceptions are recognised – such as the extension or alteration of 
existing buildings (provided additions are not disproportionate), or replacement 
buildings (where they are not materially larger than the original) – this proposal fails 
to meet those criteria. The replacement of one property with two materially larger 
dwellings constitutes a disproportionate addition and is therefore contrary to Green 
Belt policy. 
2. Noise Impact – Stansted Flight Path 
The site lies within Noise Contour 57 for Stansted Airport. This area is subject to 
significant noise disturbance from air traffic. The Aviation Policy Framework (APF) 
clearly states that government policy aims to limit and, where possible, reduce the 
number of people significantly affected by aircraft noise. 
Allowing residential development in this area contradicts that policy. New dwellings 
here would increase the number of residents exposed to harmful noise levels, 
impacting health and quality of life. Planning decisions should take into account the 
material impact of noise, and no further housing should be permitted under flight 
paths where adverse effects are already established. 
3. Access 
New Barn Lane is an unlit country lane, which is single track in places and subject to 
frequent degradation of the road surface. The site access as proposed, appears 
narrow and would not be appropriate for large vehicles or for vehicles to be required 
to reverse onto the lane. Planning advice and guidance from Essex County Council's 
Highways should be sought. 
Without Prejudice – In the Event of Outline Approval 
Should the application be approved contrary to the Parish Council’s objection, the 
following points should be observed to ensure the development is appropriate in 
character and context: 
• Infill development must reflect established building lines and spacing between 
dwellings. 
• The rhythm and character of surrounding buildings must be maintained. 
• Sufficient on-plot parking should be provided. 
• Any external lighting must be limited and designed to preserve dark skies. 
• Design should be guided by the Little Hallingbury Design and Guidance Codes 
Little-Hallingbury-Design-Guidance-Codes.pdf, ensuring that the development 
contributes positively to the village vernacular. 
• Roadside verges, hedgerows, and existing trees must be protected and retained as 
natural buffers. 
• A comprehensive landscaping plan should include soft landscaping and native 
hedgerow boundary treatments. 
• The development must align with the existing settlement pattern in the immediate 
area. 
• Any interruption of key landscape views must be mitigated through appropriate 
screening measures. 
The Parish Council requests that these objections and comments be given full 
consideration in determining this application.) 
 
 
 



 

639 
 

Application No. Site and Development    Decision 
UTT/25/1542/FUL London Stansted Airport, Bassingbourn Road,  Awaiting 

Stansted, CM24 1QW     decision 
 

Airfield works comprising two new taxiway links to the existing 
runway (Rapid Access Taxiway and Rapid Exit Taxiway) to 
enable continued airfield operations of 274,000 aircraft 
movements and an increase in passenger throughput from 43 
million terminal passengers to up to 51 million terminal 
passengers, in a twelve-month calendar period 

(Objections: Little Hallingbury Parish Council objects to the proposed airfield works 
associated with Planning Application UTT/25/1542/FUL for the following reasons: 
1. Noise and Air Pollution Impact 
The proposed increase from 43 million to 51 million passengers annually represents 
a significant escalation in air and ground operations, with serious implications for 
local air quality and acoustic amenity.  
An 8-million passenger uplift is likely to generate a substantial rise in flight 
movements and ground traffic will intensify existing noise pollution, residents already 
affected by aircraft noise will face longer operational hours, greater frequency of 
disturbance, and a deterioration in acoustic amenity particularly during early 
mornings and late evenings, when residents are most vulnerable to disturbance. The 
likely deployment of larger aircraft will further amplify engine noise and overall thrust 
levels.  
In terms of air quality, higher volumes of aircraft and ground transport will contribute 
to elevated levels of nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter, with potential breaches 
of UK air pollution thresholds designed to protect public health. The application fails 
to provide robust mitigation strategies and does not demonstrate how such 
expansion aligns with national and local sustainability objectives, and as such, fails to 
demonstrate how the expansion aligns with sustainable development principles or 
protects local wellbeing. 
2. Night Flights and Noise Disturbance. 
The Parish Council remains deeply concerned about the increase in night-time 
flights, which have persistently exceeded seasonal operational caps through slot 
carryovers, dispensations, and other technical allowances. In summer 2022, 
Stansted operated over 10,500-night flights despite a nominal cap of 8,100—a 
pattern that undermines the intent of existing protections. The continued use of 
ageing cargo aircraft during night-time hours exacerbates noise impacts and sleep 
disruption, posing risks to public health. The application does not address these long-
standing issues, nor does it propose enforceable remedies. These impacts present 
serious risks to the health and wellbeing of residents. 
In addition, MAG has lobbied for removal of the overall cap, preferring control via 
noise (“Quota Count”) limits only. 
3. Transport Infrastructure and Accessibility 
An uplift to 51 million passengers will place unsustainable pressure on regional 
transport networks, which already show significant deficiencies. Road congestion in 
and around the airport is widespread, with increased use of narrow rural lanes 
causing infrastructure degradation. Public transport services remain insufficiently 
flexible to support early, late, or disrupted flight schedules. The Stansted-London rail 
line frequently suffers delays and service suspensions, with poor connectivity to other 
key regions. Local rail fare inequities—25% higher on average—disproportionately 
affect residents who rely on sustainable travel modes. Taxi access also remains 
limited, further pushing local travellers towards private vehicles. 
The projected rise in passenger numbers to 51 million will place significant strain on 
regional transport infrastructure.  
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The following statements are taken from MAG Stansted 43+ Planning Application 
Planning Statement booklet. 
As a major public transport facility, Stansted provides domestic and international air 
connections and also acts as a major regional transport hub for local people as well 
as air passengers and staff. Its rail services to London, Cambridge and beyond is 
matched by high frequency coach services to key destinations in London and links to 
other UK cities. Local bus routes have been sustained, and have grown, due to 
financial support and the increase in passenger demand generated by Stansted. For 
rural communities this brings social and economic benefits in accessing services. 
Government has a responsibility for ensuring they are connected up to the existing 
national networks and that such networks can handle the road and rail traffic they 
generate. 
The Parish Council assert that Airport growth without Government or other 
investment in infrastructure does not work. The current situation already has 
significant deficiencies without an increase in passenger numbers. 
Specific concerns include: 
• Congested roads in and around the airport which are already at capacity. 
• Airport traffic using country lanes as short cuts, particularly when main routes 
are disrupted. These lanes are not designed for the volume and traffic is eroding road 
surfaces, carriage way edges and verges. 
• Public Transport Gaps: Current services do not offer sufficient coverage for 
early or late flight schedules, particularly on Sundays and during the frequent road 
and rail disruptions. 
• Stansted to London Line. Even minor incidents frequently cause significant 
delays or complete service suspensions. This raises concerns about the line’s 
resilience and the lack of alternative routing or contingency planning. Rail services 
are already at capacity during peak times. Weekend engineering works make the 
service to the airport from London and elsewhere unreliable. 
• Rail Connectivity elsewhere: There is poor linkage from the Midlands and 
Cambridge, with slower services and higher fares from the airport station. The 
London-Stansted Express is not matched by comparable alternatives to other 
destinations. 
• Pricing Inequities: Passengers departing from Stansted pay an average of 
25% more for rail tickets and 10% more for season tickets, which is inequitable for 
local residents using sustainable travel modes. 
• Taxi Access: The lack of taxi services at peak times and the imposition of 
high drop-off charges discourages their use and pushes local residents towards 
private vehicles. 
4.  Parking and Fly Parking Impact 
Stansted Airport’s parking charges—among the highest of the London airports—are 
presented as environmental incentives but effectively encourage off-site parking in 
surrounding villages. Fly parking is not accounted for in Stansted’s transport data, 
and the provision of signage alone is insufficient mitigation. 
5. Local Character and Housing Impact 
The cumulative effect of expanded airport operations threatens the tranquillity and 
rural identity of Little Hallingbury. Homes under the flight path endure elevated noise 
levels, and the proposed increase in activity will worsen this burden. The character of 
the area—and the well-being of residents—stands at risk from unchecked 
development. 
6. Insufficient Strategic Planning 
The application lacks a coherent and integrated strategy for managing growth 
responsibly. Critical areas such as multi-modal transport planning, environmental 
mitigation, and community engagement have been inadequately addressed. There is 
no evidence of meaningful responsiveness by the airport operator to local concerns. 
Conclusion: 
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Little Hallingbury Parish Council recognises the airport’s role in supporting regional 
economic growth but asserts that expansion must not come at the expense of public 
health, local character, environmental accountability or over burdening the regional 
transport infrastructure. The proposed development does not satisfactorily mitigate its 
adverse impacts on surrounding communities. Given the absence of adequate 
mitigation and strategic foresight, Little Hallingbury Parish Council strongly objects to 
this application.) 
 
Application No. Site and Development    Decision 
UTT/25/2258/HHF  Montserrat, Wrights Green Lane,    Approved 

Little Hallingbury, Essex, CM22 7RF 
 

Single story garage building to front of property. Front garden 
landscaping and driveway extension. Conversion of existing 
garage to create 4th bedroom. 

(Objections: The proposed garage would sit noticeably in front of the usual building 
line along this part of the street, breaking the visual flow and consistency that gives 
the area its character. What makes this even more concerning is that the garage 
would be built on a piece of land that juts out at a bend in the road, making it 
especially visible to anyone approaching from either direction. 
This location is adjacent to visually open space, including grass verges and small 
green areas that help create a softer, more natural look along the street. These open 
features contribute to the sense of spaciousness and greenery in the area, and the 
garage would introduce a bulky, hard-edged structure into a setting that currently 
feels open and well-balanced. Its presence would spoil the visual continuity and 
make the property stand out in a way that feels intrusive and out of place. 
Most homes nearby have kept their frontages in line, which helps maintain a sense of 
space and order. Allowing this kind of forward development could set a precedent for 
others to follow, gradually eroding the street’s character and openness. The garage 
would result in a much harsher and more built-up appearance, at odds with the rest 
of the neighbourhood. 
Planning context: 

• The proposal may conflict with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
Section 12, which encourages developments to be sympathetic to local 
character, including the layout and appearance of streets and open spaces. 

• The emerging Local and Little Hallingbury Neighbourhood Plan policies 
protect visual openness, green infrastructure, and street character. 
Development that intrudes into open frontages or disrupts the relationship 
between built form and green space is typically considered harmful to local 
amenity and design quality.) 
 

Application No. Site and Development    Decision 
UTT/25/2181/OP  Land at Camps Field, Lower Road,    Awaiting 

Little Hallingbury         decision 
 

Outline planning application, with all matters reserved (except 
for principal access), for the demolition of existing structures 
and erection of up to 59 dwellings, including affordable 
housing, associated green and hard infrastructure, public open 
space, biodiversity enhancements, and principal access off 
Lower Road. 

(Objections: please see minutes of the extraordinary meeting held on 23 September 
2025; pg. 608 -635) 
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Application No. Site and Development    Decision 
UTT/25/2326/HHF  Branscombe, Dell Lane, Little Hallingbury,   Approved 

Essex, CM22 7SH 
 

Demolition of existing side extension, rear extension and 
conservatory to front elevation and construction of 2-storey 
side and rear extension, alterations to roof and remodel of 
external appearance and internal layout 

(No objections) 
 
Application No. Site and Development    Decision 
UTT/25/2036/HHF  Millers Cottage, Pig Lane, Bishop’s Stortford,  Awaiting 

Hertfordshire, CM22 7PA    decision 
 

Demolition of existing outbuilding and greenhouse, 
construction of replacement outbuilding 

(No objections provided that the proposed building always remains an annex to 
Millers Cottage and it is never a separate dwelling.) 
 
b)  Applications to be dealt with at this meeting: 
To Agree the Comments on the Following Planning Application: 
Application No. Site and Development 
UTT/25/2441/HHF  Three Acres, Motts Green, Motts Green Road,  

Little Hallingbury, Bishop’s Stortford,  
Hertfordshire, CM22 7RN   

 
Demolition of existing double garage and erection of a 
residential annex 

 
Objections: 
1. Inappropriate Development within the Green Belt 
The site lies within designated Green Belt, where national and local policy set out a 
strong presumption against inappropriate development. The proposal for a new, 
separate residential dwelling constitutes inappropriate development as defined by 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraphs 153–155. 
Previous applications for this site have rightly been refused on the grounds of 
overdevelopment and harm to the openness of the Green Belt. The current proposal 
does not overcome these fundamental issues. Subdividing the plot and introducing a 
new residential unit would further erode openness, intensify built form, 
and undermine the purpose of the Green Belt in preventing urban sprawl. 
Even with the recently introduced “grey belt” provisions, this site does not qualify as 
“grey belt” land: 

• It is not previously developed land in the true sense of the NPPF definition, as 

the garage forms part of an existing domestic curtilage. 

• The site contributes clearly to the Green Belt purposes of safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment particularly relevant in this part of the Village 

and preserving the setting and special character of nearby historic 

settlements. 

2. Unsustainable Location 
The hamlet is small, rural, and poorly served by public transport, local facilities, and 
services. Occupants of the proposed dwelling would be dependent on private car 
use, contrary to the sustainability objectives of NPPF paragraphs 84–85 and 110. 
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The NPPF seeks to locate new housing in sustainable locations where it will enhance 
or maintain the vitality of rural communities. This proposal does neither. Instead, it 
would represent unsustainable sporadic development in open countryside. 
3. Harm to Heritage and Rural Character 
The site lies within a small historic hamlet adjacent to and surrounded by several 
Grade II listed buildings that collectively contribute to a distinctive rural character and 
heritage setting.  
With regard to the area around Motts Green in which the Site is located the 
Landscape Assessment Survey (LAS) 2771-01-LH-Landscape-Assessment_LR-2-
Oct-24.pdf carried out in 2024 for the emerging Little Hallingbury Neighbourhood 
Plan describes Motts Green at [4.3.2] as one of "three key heritage areas in the 
southern extents of the Little Hallingbury Village " (the others being Wrights Green 
and Church Green)"and at [4.3.3] the LAS concludes that in terms of development in 
Little Hallingbury “there remains a strong sense of historic integrity surrounding the 
key heritage areas. 
Introducing an additional residential unit here would: 

• Disrupt the historic layout and pattern of the hamlet. 

• Undermine the setting and appreciation of nearby listed buildings; and 

• Visually intensify built form to the detriment of local character and 

appearance. 

This conflicts with NPPF paragraphs 208–213, which require great weight to be given 
to the conservation of heritage assets and their setting. 
4. Overdevelopment and Cumulative Impact 
The site has already been identified as overdeveloped in previous application refusal 
decisions. The proposal would further compound this by subdividing the plot, 
increasing domestic paraphernalia, hardstanding, and activity levels—each of which 
would erode openness and diminish the rural character of the hamlet. 
The increased footprint, which is more than double the current size, together with the 
greater height and bulk of the proposed building, would make this a more dominant 
feature, further intensifying built form and resulting in an overly intrusive development 
within the rural landscape. 
5. Noise  and Air Pollution 
The Site lies in close proximity to the M11 and suffers from constant noise from the 
motorway and air pollution. This is the DEFRA 24hr Road Noise map for the 
immediate area of the site.  

 

https://littlehallingburyneighbourhoodplan.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2771-01-LH-Landscape-Assessment_LR-2-Oct-24.pdf
https://littlehallingburyneighbourhoodplan.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2771-01-LH-Landscape-Assessment_LR-2-Oct-24.pdf


 

644 
 

 
In addition, on top of noise from the motorway the application site lies within the 
current 54dB LAeq contour for day noise and 48dB LAeq contour for night noise from 
Stansted Airport. 
5. Without Prejudice 
Without prejudice, should the Council be minded to consider any form of annex 
accommodation acceptable, it is essential that any permission must include a strict 
condition ensuring that the annex shall not, at any time, be used, sold, or let as a 
separate dwelling independent of the main house. 
Such a condition would be necessary to protect the openness of the Green Belt and 
to prevent further intensification of residential use contrary to local and national 
policy. 
6. Planning Balance 
There are no material considerations or public benefits that outweigh the significant 
harm identified above. The proposal fails to comply with the NPPF and the Local 
Plan policies relating to Green Belt protection, sustainable development, and heritage 
conservation. 
In summary, the proposed conversion represents inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt, causes harm to the setting of listed buildings, results in 
overdevelopment, and occupies an unsustainable location. For these reasons, the 
Parish Council respectfully urges refusal of the application. 
 
Application No. Site and Development 
UTT/25/2449/HHF  Latchmead, Port Lane, Little Hallingbury,  

Essex, CM22 7PQ 
 

Proposed works comprising a loft conversion with new roof 
structure, replacement of existing clay tile roof with new slate 
finish. Alterations to existing fenestration. Application of 
external insulation system with render finish and construction 
of new front porch with double doors and sidelights. Two 
storey rear extension and removal of chimneys. 
 

No objections. 
 
Application No. Site and Development 
UTT/25/2384/HHF  1 Peacehaven, Lower Road, Little Hallingbury   

Bishop’s Stortford, Hertfordshire, CM22 7QZ   
 

Erection of timber framed car port 
 
No objections. 
 
Application No. Site and Development 
UTT/25/2589/CLE  Harlow Agricultural Merchants Ltd, Latchmore Bank,  

Little Hallingbury, Essex, CM22 7PJ 
 

Certificate of lawfulness for the change of use of the land from 
agricultural/commercial to a sui generis use in association with 
an arable merchants, equine supplies, domestic pet supplies 
and rider/outdoor living clothing business and operational 
development. 

 
No objections. 
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20.38 – UDC Cllr Geof Driscoll arrived 
 
Application No. Site and Development 
UTT/25/2633/CLE  Horbury, Wrights Green Lane, Little Hallingbury,  

Essex, CM22 7RL 
 

Erection of outbuilding in garden 
 
No comments. 
 
c) Enforcement 
Planning enforcement investigation notices INV/25/0165/C - UTT/21/1121/DFO; 
INV/25/0170/C - UTT/24/2623/HHF and INV/25/0171/C were received and noted. 
d) Address Notifications 
Existing address letter -24/00077/NEWNUM was received and noted. 
e) Late Planning Matters   
UTT/25/2181/OP  Land at Camps Field, Lower Road, Little Hallingbury 
Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard advised that 225 objections were sent to UDC. 
He was informed by the barrister that the objections we submitted contains a number 
of errors. On basis of that he proposed to submit to UDC the updated version. 
It was agreed by Councillors that the new tidied up version is submitted to UDC as 
soon as practical to replace the one sent on 06 October 2025. 
 

1.   The following document sets out the objections to the above 

referenced outline planning application by Little Hallingbury Parish Council 

(‘the Parish Council’). It follows from the resolution of the Parish Council on 

23rd September, recorded as item 25/173 in the minutes, having considered 

the said application to object on the following basis: 

• This representation, which has been prepared following advice 

by an expert planning barrister, sets out and expands upon the 

reasons why the housing development proposed by the 

Application is unacceptable in planning terms and contrary to 

the current as well as emerging development plan and there 

are no material considerations of sufficient weight that lawfully 

should lead Uttlesford District Council to allow the Application. 

• In summary the Site is unsuitable for this development and 

does not represent sustainable development due to Noise; Air 

Quality and Flood Risk implications as well as representing 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt; harm to the 

landscape and heritage assets as well as ecological harm. 

• The application fails to accord with the development plan and 

there are no or no sufficient material considerations that 

outweigh that failure and the planning harm (including heritage 

harm) arising out of this scheme. As such the Council should 

refuse this application.  

Little Hallingbury & the Site   

2.  Little Hallingbury itself is recognised as a larger village within 

Uttlesford District Council’s (‘the Council’) latest (post examination) 

Local Plan (which is at main modifications stage currently)(‘the 

emerging plan’ or ‘Local plan 20241)  and lies wholly within the 



 

646 
 

metropolitan Green Belt (GB) which skirts this southeastern edge of the 

district. It is therefore a ‘GB Settlement’) 

3.  In core policy 3, Settlement Hierarchy, the emerging plan classifies 

Little Hallingbury as a larger village and for the type of development 

that is the subject of the application to be allowed confirms  that 

“Development outside the existing built areas of these settlements will 

only be permitted where it is allocated by the Local Plan 2041 or has 

been allocated within a Made Neighbourhood Development Plan, or 

future parts of the Local Plan. Development at washed over GB 

settlements should be assessed in accordance with National Policy”. 

4.  In Chapter 8, Thaxted and Rural Area Strategy, para 8.19 the 

emerging plan also states: 

“In relation to the housing requirement figures for the Larger Villages, it is 

proposed that any Larger Villages located in the Green Belt would not be 

appropriate locations for allocations to be made. The Council does not 

consider there are any exceptional circumstances for allocating development 

in the Green Belt in Uttlesford, as there are a large number of opportunities 

for development in the District that fall outside of the Green Belt. This means 

that the villages of Birchanger and Little Hallingbury are not appropriate 

locations for non-strategic allocations, and the housing requirement for these 

villages is set at the level of completions and commitments as at 1st April 

2024” 

5.  In addition, as part of the evidence base to the emerging Little 

Hallingbury Neighbourhood Plan a Landscape Assessment Survey 

Report (‘the LAS’) (dated October 2024) has been carried out.  

6.  In terms of the wider context the LAS states as follows [1.1.3- 1.1.4]: 

 “1.1.3  The rural landscape of Uttlesford district provides the 

setting for the village of Little Hallingbury. There are 58 Grade II Listed 

Buildings and three Grade II* Listed Buildings including St Mary the 

Virgin Church, Hallingbury Mill and Gaston House. The historic 

settlement pattern was originally dispersed along the route of the now 

A1060 and is now connected with spurs of development extending 

along Dell Lane and has infilled the land between Wrights Green and 

the A1060 and between Wrights Green and Goose Lane. The historic 

settlement pattern at Gaston Green survives well with limited 

development focused around the pond. 

 1.1.4  Although locally-generated development pressure is 

relatively small compared to other parts of the District, the potential of 

future pressures of development from the conversion of equestrian 

paddocks poses a threat to the Parish’s remote, tranquil character….” 

7.  The LAS describes the landscape character of the area as being 

“representative of English lowland countryside character with dispersed 

rural settlements. The strength of character generally increases with 

distance from Bishop’s Stortford with the eastern part of the Parish 

being the strongest in rural countryside character, despite the M11.” 

The eastern part is of course where the site is located and the LAS 

identifies this area in section 8  as Local Parish Landscape Character 

Area (‘LPLCA’) “Little Hallingbury Hall & Motts Green Pasture”. Thisis 

described as having a medium overall landscape sensitivity [9.1.3] and 
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where “ every opportunity should be taken to restore and replace lost 

landscape features and field patterns to strengthen the contribution to 

local landscape character” [11.0.13]. 

8.  In its assessment of landscape planning issues and development 

pressure within the parish the LAS at [10.2.4] refers specifically to : 

“Development of equestrian fields adjoining the village envelope:  There are a 

number of equestrian fields adjoining the village envelope of Little 

Hallingbury. Although there is a presumption against development and the 

New Local Plan for the Uttlesford District states that there is no requirement 

for housing in the village of Little Hallingbury as the Village is in Green Belt, 

however there could be a risk of future conversion of equestrian paddocks to 

residential and commercial purposes. Therefore considerations should 

include:  

• The potential for coalescence (perceived or physical) with Bishop’s 

Stortford, Sawbridgeworth and Hatfield Heath  

 • The visual impact of new development upon the rural countryside adjoining 

the Parish  

 • The potential loss of small pastoral fields  

 • The setting of Listed Buildings within the countryside and on the village 

edges  

• Rural view from public rights of way, particularly views out of the village 

envelope across the rural countryside of the Little Hallingbury Parish and 

adjacent Parish landscapes  

• The pressure of increased traffic on rural lanes” 

9.  The Site is in equestrian use and is bounded to the south west by the 

A1060 Lower Road; by Wrights Green Lane to the northeast and by 

Public Footpath 4537 to the southeast. It is notable that, whilst the 

redline of the Site does not include the footpath, it is understood that 

the applicant is the owner of the strip of land over  which the footpath 

runs as shown on the Site Boundary Plan ref 2054/02 A or Location 

Plan submitted on 27 August 2025. 

10.  The applicant must in any event be aware of the footpath (see  e.g. 

Heritage Assessment and Landscape and Visual Green Belt Appraisal) 

but the illustrative layout plan omits to show it and the Design and 

Access Statement does not show it either but suggests only with 

indicative arrows there may be a future potential link  with the footpath  

from the proposed development. We return to the significant impact 

that would arise from the proposal upon this footpath and its users 

below. 

11.  It should be noted that the Site has been considered in the past as 

part of a call for sites by the Council during preparation of the Uttlesford 

Local Plan 2021 – 2041. In July 2024 the Council published a Site 

Selection Topic Paper and accompanying appendix. On page 89 the 

Appendix (https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/media/12629/Site-Selection-

Topic-Paper-Appendix-A-Stage-1-to-Stage-5-Site-Selection-

Assessment/pdf/Site_Selection_Topic_Paper_-

_Appendix_A_Stage_1_to_Stage_5_Site_Selection_Assessment.pdf?

m=1701349887720) states that the site (LtHallingbury 

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/media/12629/Site-Selection-Topic-Paper-Appendix-A-Stage-1-to-Stage-5-Site-Selection-Assessment/pdf/Site_Selection_Topic_Paper_-_Appendix_A_Stage_1_to_Stage_5_Site_Selection_Assessment.pdf?m=1701349887720
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/media/12629/Site-Selection-Topic-Paper-Appendix-A-Stage-1-to-Stage-5-Site-Selection-Assessment/pdf/Site_Selection_Topic_Paper_-_Appendix_A_Stage_1_to_Stage_5_Site_Selection_Assessment.pdf?m=1701349887720
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/media/12629/Site-Selection-Topic-Paper-Appendix-A-Stage-1-to-Stage-5-Site-Selection-Assessment/pdf/Site_Selection_Topic_Paper_-_Appendix_A_Stage_1_to_Stage_5_Site_Selection_Assessment.pdf?m=1701349887720
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/media/12629/Site-Selection-Topic-Paper-Appendix-A-Stage-1-to-Stage-5-Site-Selection-Assessment/pdf/Site_Selection_Topic_Paper_-_Appendix_A_Stage_1_to_Stage_5_Site_Selection_Assessment.pdf?m=1701349887720
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/media/12629/Site-Selection-Topic-Paper-Appendix-A-Stage-1-to-Stage-5-Site-Selection-Assessment/pdf/Site_Selection_Topic_Paper_-_Appendix_A_Stage_1_to_Stage_5_Site_Selection_Assessment.pdf?m=1701349887720
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002 RES) (together with a number of other sites within Little Hallingbury) was 

discounted at Stage 2 Site Sifting with the comment: ‘The site is unable to 

deliver 100 home or above individually or 

cumulatively with adjacent sites. It is not located within or in close proximity to 

the top two tier settlements of the District’. The appendix also confirms  that 

no sites in Little Hallingbury are carried forward to Stage 3 Detailed 

Assessment of Constraints and Opportunities. 

Policy Context & Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
(Housing Land Supply ‘tilted balance’) 

12.  Specific relevant passages of the NPPF will be raised when 

addressing the related issues below however of general note it is 

asserted that the Council cannot demonstrate it has 5 year housing 

land supply (‘HLS’). 

13.  We note the Examination Inspectors’ findings in respect of the 

emerging plan set out in their post hearing note dated 31 July 2025 [9 

and 12] rejecting the need for further delay to the plan and confirming 

soundness in this respect: 

“9.Various alternative housing supply figures have been offered in 

representations, but we prefer that calculated by the Council in UTT5 of 4.77 

years’ supply, assuming a 20% buffer, updated housing completion data 

2024/25 and inclusion of the shortfall in housing supply since the base date of 

the Plan. Consequently, the housing trajectory should be modified to accord 

with the above calculation, and main modifications made to Core Policy 2 to 

update the housing figures. 

… 

12.  We are satisfied that the Plan identifies sufficient land to meet its 

housing requirement over the plan period, with headroom of approximately 

12.6% based on the updated figures in UTT5. Furthermore, the rate of 

housing delivery in Uttlesford in recent years has been significant and is 

forecast to continue, such that the Council is unlikely to have to include an 

increased buffer to account for undersupply. While we are unable to take 

account of that in our conclusion for the reason set out above, based on the 

calculations in 

UTT5 it is very possible that the Council will be able to show a five-year 

housing supply on or shortly after the anticipated date for adoption.” 

14.  As such the question of shortfall and, what is more, the extent of any 

genuine shortfall that is finally determined is highly material. 

15.  The Parish Council accepts that the consequence of not being able to 

demonstrate a 5 YHLS  and an up to date plan is that the application of 

the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as set out in 

NPPF 11,  gives rise, in the first instance, to a tilted balance in favour 

of the development.  

16.  If the Council can demonstrate 5 YHLS however, then clearly no such 

tilted balance arises and the development must be assessed solely 

against the development plan in accordance with s70 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 and s38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 and if it fails to accord with the plan  taken as a 

whole, planning permission should be refused, unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  
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17.  Even if the tilted balance arises initially, NPPF 11(d)(i) makes it clear 

that consideration must be given a that stage  to whether the 

application of the relevant policies set out in footnote 7 which “protect 

areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for 

refusing the development proposed”. These footnote 7 policies include 

policies in respect of  “land designated as Green Belt” as well as 

“designated heritage assets …;and areas at risk of flooding” . 

18.  As set out below, the Applicant misapplies the Grey Belt and Golden 

Rules policies to the facts of this Green Belt site in order to assert that 

the Site should not be treated as subject to full Green Belt protection. 

In addition the Heritage Assessment and Flood Risk Assessment are 

flawed such that it must be concluded that harm to heritage assets 

arises as well as a clear failure to comply with flood risk policy strong 

reasons to refuse the application also arise. 

19.  This means that even if the tilted balance arises in the first instance as 

a result of the HLS position, NPPF 11(d)(i) means that any tilted 

balance is disapplied as a result of either the individual or collective  

application properly of Green Belt; Heritage and Flood Risk policies as 

set out in the NPPF. 

20.   That means that the Council effectively need only consider whether 

the development accords with the plan and, if not, whether there are 

sufficient material considerations to outweigh the presumption in favour 

of the plan. 

21.  Given the harm identified it is clear that the conclusion should be to 

refuse this application. 

 

22.  Even if the Council was to conclude that the application of NPPF 11 

(d)(i) and the footnote 7 policies does not give rise to a strong reason 

to refuse, the Council would then need to consider, in accordance with 

NPPF 11 (d) (ii), whether any adverse impacts of granting permission 

“would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 

assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole” . 

23.  As set out here the Parish Council considers that the adverse impacts 

identified of this proposal are clearly sufficient enough significantly and 

demonstrably to outweigh the alleged benefits in any event. 

Noise 
24. The Site lies in close proximity to the M11 and suffers from constant 

noise from the motorway. This is the DEFRA 24hr Road Noise map for 

the immediate area of the site and shows that the site lies within 55 to 

60 LAEQ Contour. 
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25.  In addition, on top of noise from the motorway the application site lies 

within the current 54dB LAeq contour for day noise and 48dB LAeq 

contour for night noise from Stansted Airport (see letter from London 

Stansted Airport (‘LAS’) dated 16 Sept 2025).  

           Stansted Noise Contours 
          ERCD REPORT 2403 Appendix B: Figures – 
June 2024 Page 46 B12 
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26.  It is well established that in respect of aircraft noise this represents 

LOAEL the level at which people exposed to this level and type of 

noise have an observed adverse impact to it and triggers  “community 

annoyance” as well as “above which adverse effects on health and 

quality of life can be detected”.  

27.  This proposal clearly seeks cynically to expose 50 odd families 

deliberately to this adverse noise impact.  

28.  This is demonstrated by the Applicant’s noise impact assessment and 

recommendations which confirm that, given the noise exposure from 

both the M11 and Stansted, the occupants of the proposed houses will 

effectively have to avoid  opening their windows in order to meet 

requisite standards to avoid suffering unduly from being exposed to the  

noise . Those who choose to use any of the outside areas including 

children around the houses will clearly simply be affected by the noise 

and have no choice other than staying inside with the windows closed. 

29.  This shows that the site is  not acceptable for this form of development  

and the Council should not accept the applicant’s approach which  

relies  upon the site’s  location as part of the Green Belt between 

villages to argue for the Site’s release from the Green Belt to argue it is 

suitable for housing development . 

30.   The clear implication however of the noise evidence alone is that this 

Site is clearly not suitable for housing but should remain in its current 

condition as open and rural serving its recognised Green Belt and 

landscape function as well as serving as part of the setting of a number 

of heritage assets. 

 

31.  The exposure of housing as a recognised noise sensitive form of 

development to unacceptable noise is contrary to NPPF187 which 

requires that planning decisions should  prevent “new and existing 

development from… being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 

adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of…noise pollution” . 

32.  It is also contrary to existing Local Plan 2005 policy ENV10 and 

emerging plan Core Policy 44.  

33.  The latter in particular requires applicants for residential schemes to 

demonstrate “that users of the development will not be exposed to 

unacceptable noise impact from existing, temporary or future uses” and 

that “Noise sensitive uses proposed in areas that are exposed to noise 

at the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) or the 

Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL) from existing… 

transport (air, road, rail and mixed) sources will not be permitted unless 

it can be demonstrated good acoustic design has been considered 

early in the planning process, and that all appropriate mitigation, 

through careful planning, layout and design, will be undertaken to 

ensure that the noise impact for future users will be made acceptable”. 

34.  The applicant’s noise assessment and recommendations clearly do 

not meet this approach and the general lack of any assurance of good 

design as part of the scheme is in fact highlighted in the response from 
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the Council’s Urban Design officer (see letter dated 17 September 

2025) which confirms that”  a scheme of this scale in a sensitive edge 

of settlement location should be referred to the UQRP and a Design 

Code should be prepared to accompany the application to ensure that 

the delivery of high-quality design is secured at outline stage”. 

35.  Emerging plan policy 44 also goes on to refer to confirm that “Noise 

sensitive uses proposed in areas that are exposed to noise at the 

Unacceptable Adverse Effect level will not be permitted”.  

36.  This requires the identification of the Unacceptable Adverse Effect 

Level which it is explained “ for most sources, including surface 

transport, will be determined on a case-by-case basis subject to the 

nature of the proposal, the source of the noise and guidance from the 

Council’s Environmental Health officer the Unacceptable Adverse 

Effect level”. 

37.  It is interesting to note the response from the Council’s Environmental 

Health officer which confirms that the Applicant’s noise assessment 

shows the Site “exceeds the recommended upper guideline of 55 dB 

LAeq,16hr for external amenity areas set out in BS8233:2014” and that 

this such noise levels “raise concerns about the suitability of the site for 

residential use, as future occupiers will be exposed to noise in external 

spaces” .  

38.  The EHO also complains about the absence of an “indicative strategy 

showing how external noise will be managed or reduced (there is some 

mentions of potential shielding, however there is no objective data to 

support this)”.  

39.  Notably the EHO recommends a condition which is based upon the 

levels assessed however this cannot it seems be met in any event 

because it requires all external areas to be “designed and located to 

ensure that amenity areas are protected on all boundaries as to not 

exceed 50 dBLAeq,16hr”. Given the height of the motorway relative to 

the development site it would be argued that soundproofing with trees 

or screens would be ineffective. 

40.  The application would also fail  to accord with existing plan Policy 

GEN2 which provides that “development will not be permitted 

unless…it provides an environment which meets the reasonable needs 

of all potential users”.  

41.  Again as noted in the LAS’s response to this application, increasing 

the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise is 

contrary to the Government’s  Aviation Policy Framework (APF). 

42.  Whilst the Applicant’s Noise Assessment refers to the Noise Policy 

Statement for England (NPSE) it only appears to deal with the first of 

the three aim Noise Policy Aims set out in the NPSE by focusing on 

whether noise would be significant adverse levels (SOAEL) but the  NP 

Aims provide three aims not simply avoiding significant adverse 

impacts as follows: 
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“Through the effective management and control of environmental, neighbour 

and neighbourhood noise within the context of Government policy on 

sustainable development:  

  avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life; 

   mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of life; and  

  where possible, contribute to the improvement of health and quality of life.” 

[emphasis added] 

43.  Again, as noted by the LAS and implied by the EHO responses, given 

the Site is exposed to noise levels above the LOAEL (51 dB LAeq) for 

aircraft noise (ignoring motorway traffic noise exposure on top of that) 

there would clearly be adverse impact upon the health and quality of 

life of future occupants at the Site and there has been a wholescale 

failure to provide evidence that these recognised adverse impacts 

would be mitigated and minimised. 

Air Quality 
44.  The Air Quality Assessment submitted with the application is flawed. 

45.  It bases the assessment upon Traffic Data and in the first instance it 

can be seen that M11 as part of the dispersion modelling shows traffic 

flow data (over 107,000 AADT in 2027, with 10.8% HGVs). This 

confirms the M11 is a major contributor to local emissions. 

46.  However when it comes to modelling Pollutant Concentrations, the 

AQA models NO₂, PM₁₀, and PM₂.₅ levels at various receptor points 

across the site. These concentrations are stated to be below the 

respective national air quality objectives — but only individually, not 

cumulatively with other sources like aircraft and other traffic. 

47.  The AQA then goes on to apply a background concentration 

adjustment which is said to account for the M11’s contribution but the 

report removes “major road sources” from the background data in order 

it states to avoid double-counting. This however implies the M11 is 

treated as a standalone input but without isolating its specific impact. 

48.  In addition the AQA does not account for how the M11’s elevated 

structure or prevailing wind patterns might intensify pollution exposure 

at first-floor level or across seasons — a key omission given the site’s 

topography. 

 

49.  As a result the output and stated conclusions of the AQA are absent 

key elements which underplay the level of harmful emissions that arise 

at the Site. 

50.  No part of the AQA quantifies or discusses the direct health or amenity 

impact of M11 emissions alone — despite its proximity and 

acknowledged traffic intensity. 

51.  No consideration is given within the AQA to the combined effects of 

traffic related and aircraft related harmful emissions. Instead the AQA 

treats motorway and airport emissions separately. It fails to assess the 

cumulative exposure from both sources, which is critical for residential 

suitability. 
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52.  In addition, while general mitigation is discussed (e.g. construction 

dust, site layout), there is no targeted strategy for shielding residents 

from motorway-related air pollution. 

53.  In summary the AQA is flawed and fails to provide an accurate and full 

picture of the emissions the Site is exposed to. It includes traffic data 

from the M11 motorway but fails to isolate or evaluate its specific 

impact on site air quality. Despite the motorway’s elevated position and 

high HGV flow, the report does not address seasonal variation, wind 

effects, or first-floor exposure. Crucially, it omits any assessment of the 

cumulative impact of motorway and airport emissions — a known 

constraint in previous planning assessments — and offers no targeted 

mitigation for this combined exposure. 

Landscape and Amenity Impact and Design 
54.  The emerging local plan Core Policy 41 (to which weight can be given) 

confirms that “Development will be expected to reflect and enhance 

local landscape character in accordance with the applicable guidelines 

to protect and conserve, manage and plan landscapes outlined for 

each landscape character area within the Uttlesford Landscape 

Character Assessment (2023), particularly in settlement edge locations 

and Rural Areas. Development should, in the first instance, seek to 

avoid damage to the local landscape character, with appropriate 

mitigation secured” 

55.  The NPPF 187 also confirms that planning decisions “should 

contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment…recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem 

services - including the economic and other benefits of the best and 

most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland;” 

56.  Further NPPF  100-104 stress the importance of safeguarding and 

enhancing public rights of way. 

57.  The applicant’s own Landscape Assessment confirms that the impact 

of the development on the Landscape Character of the Site and 

Context would be ‘major adverse’ as well as for  users of Wrights 

Green Lane and the footpath that runs alongside the Site (Little 

Hallingbury 45 ) together with  the continuation of same footpath to the 

northeast of the Site (Little Hallingbury 11). 

58.  The impact and loss of the Site itself is also clearly one of ‘major 

adverse’ as well. 

59.  The suggestion is made in the developer’s Landscape Assessment 

that these impacts are “not an indication of bad design” rather that  this 

is the sort of impact that one should ‘expect’ from the development of a 

site such as this. This is wholly unpersuasive – unacceptable adverse 

impacts mean that development proposal should not be granted 

permission. 

60.  The Council is referred to the concern raised by its own design officers 

however this comment is telling in that it is certainly not a positive 

endorsement of the Site as suitable one for this form of development - 
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to the contrary the assessment of this degree of harm confirms that 

Site  is clearly not. 

61.  The Parish Council can confirm that FP 3745 is a well-used local 

route, contributing to active travel, recreation, and landscape 

connectivity.  The footpath is a valued community asset and must be 

properly recognised and protected in accordance  with national and 

local planning policy. 

62.  In overall terms therefore, the applicant’s own evidence shows that the 

adverse impact of the proposal in landscape terms and upon the local 

footpath would be significant and contrary to policy. Further it 

underlines the fact again that the site is clearly not suitable for this form 

of development. 

63.  Please see below and separately the Parish Council’s required 

condition that, in the event that the Council concludes that  (contrary to 

the matters set out herein)  the application can be permitted, this 

should be only on the basis of the imposition of  the conditions set out 

in the Annex hereto. These include in particular detailed reference to 

the Little Hallingbury Design Code. 

Green Belt and Grey Belt plus application of Golden Rules];   
64.  The Green Belt which surrounds the built-up areas of Little Hallingbury 

(see LAS Fig 4 showing settlement boundaries and Green Belt) was 

considered as part of the 2016 Uttlesford Green Belt Review (‘the 

GBR’) and its recent Addendum Green Belt Study Update (‘the GBS 

Update’) dated June 2024 which formed the part of the evidence base 

to the emerging Local Plan. 

65.  The GBS confirms at [4.7] “The Green Belt within Uttlesford District 

prevents the narrowing of the gap between the neighbouring towns of 

Bishop's Stortford to the west and Harlow to the south west (Purpose 

2) and inhibits the encroachment of the villages along the A1060 

(Hatfield Heath, Leaden Rodding, Little Hallingbury, White Roding and 

Wright's Green), and B1383 (Birchanger and Stanstead Mountfitchet) 

into the countryside (Purpose 3).” [emphasis added]. 

66.  It should be noted that the Green Belt parcel or General Area (GA) 

within which the Site falls is identified as GA 14 within the GBR and 

GBS. 

67.  The GBR confirms that GA 14  performs strongly overall against the 

criteria (see Fig 2.1) (GBS Update and GBR Map 5.4) which reflected 

the 5  Green Belt purposes set out in NPPD 143 (which are in addition 

to the “fundamental aim of Green Belt policy” identified in NPPG 142 as 

being “to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the 

essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 

permanence”. 

68.  The GBS Update [2.3] and the GBR  assessment criteria were 

developed to assess the performance of each of the GAS against all  5 

Green Belt purposes set out in NPPF 143 (which remain unchanged 

from earlier NPPFs)  namely: 

“a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. 
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  b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. 

 c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 

 d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

 e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 

derelict and other urban land.” 

69.  With regard to the application of purpose (b) (or purpose 2), the GBS 

Update specifically identified at [2.6] that Little Hallingbury was to be 

defined as a ‘town’. 

70.  In addition Table 5.1 of the GBR sets out that GA 14 scored the 

maximum (5) in respect of both purpose (b)/(2) and purpose (c)/3. 

71.  The Neighbourhood Plan  LAS also reflects on the GBR at [5.1.20- 

5.1.25] confirming : 

“ General Area 14 is considered to very strongly contribute to purpose 2 of the 

Green Belt due to the role the area plays in the wider gap between the non 

Green Belt settlements of Bishop’s Stortford and Little Hallingbury. …General 

Area 14 also plays an important role in restricting further ribbon development 

along the A1060 which would cause coalescence between Little Hallingbury 

and Wrights Green. General Area 14 is considered to contribute very strongly 

to purpose 2 of the Green Belt. 

… 

72.  The Applicant argues the Site should be treated as Grey Belt as 

assessed against NPPF tests set out in NPPF Annex 2 1 in order to 

argue that the proposed development should not be “regarded as 

inappropriate” development in the Green Belt, which would otherwise 

engage the need to provide very special circumstances to justify the 

Site’s loss to this scheme 

73.  First it is clear that as long as a site contributes to “any of purposes 

(a), (b), or (d) in paragraph 143” it will not qualify as ‘Grey Belt’. 

74.  As set out above, the GBR and GBS in order to assess the role of the 

Green Belt around Little Hallingbury, confirmed Little Hallingbury  

should be treated as a ‘town’. This was no doubt because whether a 

settlement amounts to a ‘town’ compared with what amounts to a 

‘village’ or ‘hamlet’ in any given local plan area will be different. Notably 

there is no suggestion that the NPPF should not be interpreted as 

excluding larger towns which are ‘Cities’ either from purpose (a) or (b). 

75.  It is clear therefore that the definition is relative being aimed at the 

relative size of the settlements which are separated by Green Belt 

within the specific plan areas and not simply limited to the fact that, 

despite evidence that a large village might equate to a small town in its 

area, because it is not called ‘a town’ means Green Belt purpose (b) 

does not apply. 

76.  As noted, it is clear that the GBS and GBR clearly do consider that 

Little Hallingbury should be treated as a town for GB purposes and that 

 
1 i.e Grey belt: For the purposes of plan-making and decision-making, ‘grey belt’ is defined as land in 

the Green Belt comprising previously developed land and/or any other land that, in either case, does 

not strongly contribute to any of purposes (a), (b), or (d) in paragraph 143. ‘Grey belt’ excludes land 

where the application of the policies relating to the areas or assets in footnote 7 (other than Green 

Belt) would provide a strong reason for refusing or restricting development. 
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the GB here functions strongly under purpose (b) (to prevent 

neighbouring towns merging into one another ). 

 

77.  The Parish Council considers therefore that there is clear evidence 

that the site is properly to be treated as Green Belt. 

78. In light of that fact therefore t that the applicant makes no suggestion 

that very special circumstances arise here in order to outweigh the 

harm by reason of inappropriateness and other harm, the proposal 

must therefore be rejected for this reason alone 

79.  Further or alternatively, even if the Council considers that the site is to 

be treated as Grey Belt it is clear that all the other tests set out in 

NPPF 155 must be met ie: 

(i) The development would not fundamentally undermine the 

purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across  

area of the plan’ 

(ii) There is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of 

development proposed; 

(iii) The development would be in a sustainable location; and 

(iv) the development proposed meets the ‘Golden Rules’ 

requirements set out in paragraphs 156-157 where they apply. 

80.  If any one of the above requirements is not met then the exception to 

Green Belt is not met. 

81.  In light of the  question of the Council’s HLS position it is not clear that 

NPPF 155 (ii) is met however in light of the issue raised about the 

suitability of the site due to noise exposure and below in respect of 

flood risk  the Parish Council considers there is clear evidence that  the 

site is not in a sustainable location.  

82.  With regard to the Golden Rules, they apply as set out in NPPF 156 

as this is “major development involving the provision of housing is 

proposed on….[a site] in the Green Belt subject to a planning 

application” and as a result the developer must show that the following 

contributions ('Golden Rules') will be made: 

(a) affordable housing which reflects either: (i) development plan policies 

produced in accordance with paragraphs 67-68 of this Framework; or 

(ii) until such policies are in place, the policy set out in paragraph 157 

below; 

(b) necessary improvements to local or national infrastructure; and 

(c) the provision of new, or improvements to existing, green spaces that 

are accessible to the public.  

83. The Parish Council does not consider that the applicant has been able to show 
that necessary improvements to local infrastructure to overcome the adverse issues 
raise but also the proposal fails to provide sufficient improvements to existing, green 
spaces that are accessible to the public. 
Heritage 

83.  The Neighbourhood Plan LAS confirms that [4.1.5] Little Hallingbury 

Parish contains approximately 60 Historic England listed buildings in 

total, “providing the area with a rich historical context” (see Figure 9). 

The LAS also notes that the listed buildings are focused “around 
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Gaston Green, Motts Green, Wrights Green, St Mary’s Church, The 

George Inn and Little Hallingbury Hall”.  

84.  With regard in particular to the area around Motts Green in which the 

Site is located the LAS describes it  at [4.3.2]  as one of "three key 

heritage areas in the southern extents of the Little Hallingbury Village " 

(the others being  Wrights Green and Church Green)"and at [4.3.3] the 

LAS concludes that in terms of development in Little Hallingbury “there 

remains a strong sense of historic integrity surrounding the key 

heritage areas”. 

85.  The applicant’s Landscape Assessment notably confirms the major 

adverse impact upon Wrights Lane and to the properties along it as set 

out in  [6.4.3] Wright’s Green Lane is lined with properties to the north-

east of the site extending the settlement edge towards Motts Green 

(Braemar, Fernside, Cornfields and Chelsea). Large, scattered 

properties are also located to the south of the site either, side of Motts 

Green (Motts Green Cottage, Chestnut Cottage, Walnut Tree Cottage, 

The Cottage, Three Acres, and Thatched Cottage). As with the road 

users, due to their proximity to the proposed development a degree of 

change would be noticeable, particularly for those properties 

overlooking gaps in vegetation in the north-east corner.” 

86.  The applicant’s Heritage Assessment (‘the HA’) identifies the 7 listed 

buildings close to and surrounding the Site (ie Chelsea – Grade II listed 

(list entry 1111992) Pump on Green to South of Chelsea – Grade II 

listed (list entry 1322683) Chestnut Cottage – Grade II listed (list entry 

1111993) 1 The Cottages – Grade II listed (list entry 1322684) Motts 

Green Cottage – Grade II listed (list entry 1111994) Thatch Cottage – 

Grade II listed (list entry 1111995) Old Forge – Grade II listed (list entry 

1112031)). 

87. The Parish Council has instructed a heritage consultancy to undertake 

a heritage assessment of the whole parish. Whilst that work is at an 

early stage, the consultancy has already identified the considerable 

group value of the listed buildings at Motts Green. These listed 

buildings represent the historic hamlet of Motts Green, remaining parts 

of which are 16th century. The site provides an extensive area of the 

setting to these listed buildings, which makes a considerable 

contribution to understanding the early form of this settlement." 

88.  The evidence objectively shows that the setting of these buildings 

must be affected by their historical rural context reflected by the open 

area formed by Motts Green Wrights Lane and the site. When it comes, 

however, to assessing the settings of each of these 7 listed buildings 

(and thereafter the contribution their settings make to the significance 

of each of the listed buildings) it is clear that the HA  deliberately seeks 

to limit the settings of each of them to their immediate landholdings and 

to the buildings themselves so as to exclude the site from their settings. 

The HA goes out of its way to argue that the significance of each of the 

LBs is directly related only to its  historical fabric, even where the HA is 

forced to include land outside the historical fabric as part of the setting 
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of certain LB’s the HA. In these instances, only Motts Green is 

mentioned and not the Site and land directly adjacent.  

89.  It is the Parish Council’s position that this cannot be correct and the 

Site both lies within but contributes to the si significance of these LBs.  

The proposed development would in fact result in the substantial loss of the 
important contribution that their settings make to the significance of the seven 
listed buildings, that form the historic core of Motts Green." 

90. The open space around the hamlet is an important part of the  the 

heritage value of these buildings in the landscape and maintains the 

feel of continuity over time. All seven are low, traditional buildings 

which enjoy either full or partial views across the open space of Camps 

Field. Erecting modern two storey structures within their settings will 

therefore  destroy their settings, and allow the area to be dominated by 

a tightly packed roofscape compared with the open rural hamlet 

character now. 

91.  This plan shows the locations of the listed building relative to the site. 

   1 – Chelsea 
   2 – Pump on the green 
   3 - Motts Green Cottage 
   4 – Thatched Cottage 
   5 – Old Forge 
   6 – Chestnut Cottage 
   7 – The Cottages 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The photos below show the views of the site from each of the seven locations. 
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92.  As set out in the Annex to the NPPF  

“Setting of a heritage asset: The surroundings in which a heritage asset is 

experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its 

surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative 

contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate 

that significance or may be neutral. 

Significance (for heritage policy): The value of a heritage asset to this and 

future generations because of its heritage interest. The interest may be 

archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance derives not only 

from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting. For World 

Heritage Sites, the cultural value described within each site’s Statement of 

Outstanding Universal Value forms part of its significance.” 

93.  The Guidance provided by Historic England (which receives only brief 

mention in the HA) (see GPA 3) confirms that the contribution of setting 

to the significance of a heritage asset “is often expressed by reference 

to views” i.e. inter visibility between a heritage asset and an area of 

land/site as well as views of both the asset and the subject site. This is 

part of how the asset is ‘experienced’ in heritage terms. 

94.  It is clear that the applicant’s HA seeks to ignore the findings of the 

Landscape Assessment with regard to visual impact from the 

development of the site on the same properties. It is both partial and 

flawed.  

95.    In short it is plain to the Parish Council that the site does form part of 

the historical rural setting of the listed assets and that the significance 

of all these assets will be negatively affected by the proposal 

96.   

97. SUBSTANTIAL HARM AT THE HIGHER END OF THE SPECTRUM 

OF SUCH HARM WILL ARISE.  

98.  As such s.66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 is engaged and the Council is required to exercise its 

duty under this provision when deciding this application. This means 

that “considerable importance and weight” must be given to the 

desirability of preserving the setting of a heritage asset and to any 

harm which is caused to the asset by a development as a matter of 

law2. 

99. t is the expert opinion of the Parish Council's heritage advisors that the 

Site makes a major contribution to the setting and significance of these 

listed buildings and that the resulting loss caused by the development 

will lead to a very high level of harm to the significance of the heritage 

assets. They are not yet able to advise if the harm will be substantial or 

at the top of the less than substantial spectrum. We will forward a copy 

of their final advice once it is received. But it is clear that the level of 

harm will be high, and given the strong presumption against causing 

 
2 see East Northamptonshire District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government [2015] 1 W.L.R. 45;  Jones v Mordue [2016] 1 W.L.R. 2682  
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harm to a listed building, the harm far exceeds the public benefits of 

the scheme 

 

 

100.  It is further noted that the applicant’s HA at [5.21] does in fact 

recognise that harm will arise “through bringing the settlement edge 

closer to heritage assets along Wrights Green Lane” and also that this 

amounts “adverse change” to the “openness and rurality” of their 

settings. But suggests that it  “will still be maintained” and that the harm 

is “negligible”. 

101.  This clearly is at odds with the HA’s earlier efforts to suggest 

that the settings of the assets do not involve land outside of their 

immediate built form (save for one) and further underlines the flawed 

and partial nature of the HA. In addition, despite this finding of 

harm/failure to preserve the setting of these assets at [6.1] the HA 

states the proposal “will not result in harm to the significance of any of 

the listed buildings as there will be no impact on the experience of the 

listed buildings, or on the ability to understand or appreciate their 

significance”. 

102.  The Parish Council considers that there clearly will be harm to 

the listed buildings from the development being proposed within their 

setting. The Parish Council considers that both collectively and 

individually that harm will give rise to a strong reason to refuse this 

application. 

103.  To the extent that the harm is either substantial or less than 

substantial then the Council will need to weigh the benefits of the 

development against that harm as set out in the NPPF. 

104. The Parish Council considers that the effect of the development 

however is strong enough to disengage any tilted balance (as per 

NPPF 11(d)(i)) and also that the site is unsuitable and the development 

unsustainable. 

Flood Risk 

105. The Parish Council has looked carefully at the latest Environmental 

Agency’s Flood Risk Assessment Map available online and compared 

this with the version shown in the applicant’s Flood Risk Assessment at 

Fig 5.  

106. It is clear that the EA’s map (see below) shows that the area proposed 

for the access to the development off Lower Road in fact lies within the 

highest flood risk zone, Flood Zone 3 and that the narrow gap between 

the far western corner of the site and Flood Zone 3 edge of the 

application site and the neighbouring property, white Oak on Lower 

Road,  upon which the applicant relies to provide the access outside of 

any flood zone, does not exist. 

107. As such the FRA is misleading and its credibility in question (see PPG 

ID: 7-021-20220825) and flood risk relating to this site and this 

proposal needs to be reconsidered.  

 Environment Agency Pre March 2025 Zones 2 and 3 Flood Map 
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108. Further this means that the applicant cannot demonstrate that "no built 

development within the site boundary, including access or escape 

routes, would be located on an area that would be at risk of flooding 

from any source, now and in the future (having regard to potential 

changes in flood risk)” as required by NPPF 175. Therefore, a 

sequential test to this proposal is required to be carried out in order to 

demonstrate that “it is not possible for development to be located in 

areas with a lower risk of flooding”. 

109. In the absence of the carrying out and satisfaction of the sequential 

test, the Council must not assume that there are no “reasonably 

available sites appropriate for the proposed development” (see NPPF 

174) and the development cannot be permitted. 

110. It is also clear that the Environment Agency needs to be consulted by 

the Council in respect of this application. 

Ecological Impact and BNG 
106 . It is noted that the Applicant cannot provide on site BNG but 

has to rely upon off site improvements. This is further indication that this 

development performs badly in sustainability terms. 

106   The EIA desk study (Section 3.4.1) revealed four statutory 

designated sites within the search area: Hatfield Forest NNR & SSSI, Little 

Hallingbury Marsh SSSI, Sawbridgeworth Marsh SSSI and Thorley Flood 

Pound SSSI and states that the Camps Field site is within the SSSI Impact 

Risk Zones for each of these sites and Natural England should be consulted 

on this planning application. 

107   With regard to the Ecological Impact Assessment (‘the EIA’) 

submitted with the application, the Parish Council wishes to raise the issue of 

impact on bats and the suggested mitigation of harm caused to bats as a 

consequence of the development. 
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108  Bats are European Protected Species under the Conservation 

of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Any disturbance or loss of habitat 

must be fully justified and mitigated under Natural England licensing criteria. 

109  The EIA identifies in table 11 a bat activity hotspot in the 

southwest corner of the site (, precisely where the housing is proposed. This 

area recorded high volumes of bat species and flight paths, as evidenced by 

the NEW (Number of bat passes per detector per night) results and heatmap 

data. Despite this, the developer proposes only the installation of bat boxes 

as mitigation—an approach that is wholly insufficient given the ecological 

significance of the site. 

110  The NEW Bat survey results within the EIA show consistent 

bat activity across June, July, and August, with a mean NEW of 4.3–4.5, 

indicating regular use of the site by multiple species. 

111  The heatmap clearly identifies the southwest corner as a key 

foraging and commuting zone, likely due to its proximity to hedgerows, open 

fields, and tree cover. 

112  Bat boxes do not replicate the ecological function of open flight 

corridors, foraging grounds, or roosting habitats. 

113  The loss of this hotspot to housing will result in direct habitat 

destruction, fragmentation of flight paths, and potential disturbance from 

lighting and human activity. 

114  No evidence is provided in any event that the proposed bat 

boxes will be appropriately located, monitored, or maintained to support 

displaced populations. 

115  The EIA (Para 2.5.71) indicates that the site falls within an 

Amber Risk Zone of a District Level Licensing scheme for Amphibians 

administered by Natural England, and that 4 records of 10 animals of GCN 

Triturus cristatus have been discovered within 0.6km of the site. 

116   The EIA (Para 2.5.73) further states that a network of 

approximately ten ponds was identified within 250m of the Site, the nearest of 

which was located approximately 35m from the southern site boundary. 

117   In view of the above , it is highly likely that GCN may be 

present in the nearest pond. Although this is outside the site its close 

proximity means that it would be highly susceptible to contamination from 

building work. This pond should be surveyed for the presence of GCN before 

the application is reviewed. 

118 . As such it is clear that the development in the absence of a 

robust and suitable mitigation strategy would conflict with: 

• NPPF Paragraph 180: which requires avoidance of significant harm to 

biodiversity. 

• Local Plan Core Policies 38, 39 and 40 on ecological networks and 

protected species 

• Policies ENV13 and ENV14 in the emerging Little Hallingbury 

Neighbourhood Plan objectives for biodiversity and landscape 

connectivity. 
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ANNEX 1 
PARISH COUNCIL PROPOSED CONDITIONS AND PLANNING OBLIGATIONS 
WITHOUT PREJUDICE TO OBJECTION: 
This document sets out the Parish Council’s planning comments submitted without 
prejudice to its strong objection to the proposal. 
In the event that application UTT/25/2181/OP is approved the Parish Council 
considers that the following recommended planning conditions, mitigation measures, 
and governance safeguards  should be imposed on any planning permission: 
Contents 
1. Design and Appearance 
The development needs to align with the Little Hallingbury Design Code and 
recommendations for layout, materials, and landscape integration. 
2. Light Pollution and Residential Amenity 
Risks to wildlife and dark skies, with recommendations for compliant lighting strategy. 
3. Management of Communal Spaces and Infrastructure 
Governance risks, affordability concerns, and planning recommendations for 
oversight and transparency. 
4. Road Adoption and Long-Term Stewardship 
There are concerns about the governance and ongoing maintenance of the internal 
road network. 
5. Management and Stewardship of the Play Area 
Safety, accessibility, and financial implications, with recommendations for planning 
conditions. 
6. Housing Mix – Local Needs and Missed Opportunities 
Evidence of demand for smaller homes and recommendations for revised mix to 
support downsizing and first-time buyers. 

----------------------------------- 
1.Design and Appearance – Alignment with the Little Hallingbury Design Code 
The development needs to align with the Little Hallingbury Design Code (see below) 
and recommendations for layout, materials, and landscape integration which need to 
be followed. 
Area Placement 
Concerns about location, safety, ecological integration, and recommendations for 
compliant design. 
Green Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Need for continuous ecological corridors and amphibian-friendly features. 
Retention Basin and SuDS Integration 
Recommendations for multifunctional design and biodiversity enhancement. 
Road Layout and Character 
Observations on suburban form and recommendations for rural character alignment. 
The condition should require at reserved matters stage that the development be 
assessed against the principles set out in the Little Hallingbury Design Code (2024), 
which was developed to safeguard the parish’s rural character, heritage assets, and 
landscape identity. The Design Code emphasises: 
• Low-density layouts that reflect the village’s dispersed settlement pattern 
• Modest building heights, typically no more than two storeys, to preserve views 
and avoid visual dominance. 
• Traditional materials and detailing, including brick, render, clay tiles, and 
timber features that harmonise with existing vernacular architecture. 
• Green infrastructure integration, with hedgerows, native planting, and informal 
open spaces forming part of the street scene. 
• Dark skies preservation, through minimal and downward directed lighting 
The developer’s current design proposals do not demonstrate clear compliance with 
these principles. In particular: 



 

666 
 

• The layout appears suburban in character, with uniform plot sizes and limited 
visual permeability. 
• The use of materials and architectural detailing is generic, lacking reference 
to local building traditions. 
• The treatment of boundaries and public realm does not reflect the soft edges 
and informal transitions typical of Little Hallingbury’s lanes and hamlets. 
As part of any condition a full Design Code Compliance Statement should be 
required, demonstrating how the development meets the 2024 guidance. This should 
include: 
• Revised layout and massing to reflect local grain and scale. 
• Material palette and detailing aligned with parish character. 
• Integration of green corridors and hedgerow boundaries 
• Lighting strategy that supports dark skies and biodiversity 
Without this alignment, the development risks undermining the parish’s distinct 
identity and contravenes Core Policy 41 on landscape character and design quality. 
Play Area Placement 
The designated play area is located near the centre-left of the site, but it appears 
closely bordered by residential plots and internal roads, with limited green buffer or 
separation. This raises concerns about: 
• Noise and safety conflicts with nearby dwellings 
• Insufficient visual and physical enclosure, which may reduce usability and 
supervision. 
• Lack of ecological integration, missing an opportunity to link play with nature 
Recommendation: 
Request a detailed layout that provides a larger, better-buffered play zone, ideally 
adjacent to green corridors or informal open space, with natural surveillance and 
biodiversity features. 
Green Infrastructure and Connectivity 
While green areas and trees are distributed across the site, the plan lacks continuous 
ecological corridors or hedgerow linkages that would support species movement — 
particularly for Great Crested Newts and bats. 
Recommendation: 
Call for a site-wide green infrastructure strategy, including: 
• Hedgerow restoration and connectivity 
• Native planting along boundaries and internal roads 
• Amphibian-friendly design features (e.g. dropped kerbs, permeable fencing) 
Detention Basin and SuDS Integration 
The detention basin is located at the bottom-left of the site, but its relationship to 
surrounding landscape and access routes is unclear. It appears isolated, with no 
obvious ecological enhancement or community function. 
Recommendation: 
Request that SuDS features be designed as multifunctional assets, combining: 
• Biodiversity value (e.g. wetland planting, habitat creation) 
• Educational or recreational access (e.g. boardwalks, interpretation signage) 
• Integration with wider drainage and landscape strategy 
Road Layout and Character 
The illujstrative internal road network appears uniform and suburban, lacking the 
informal, lane-like character typical of Little Hallingbury. There’s minimal variation in 
building orientation or plot rhythm. 
Recommendation: 
Request detailed design at reserved matters stage reflect the Design Code 
principles, including: 
• Varied building lines and plot widths 
• Soft boundary treatments (e.g. hedgerows, low walls) 
• Reduced hard surfacing and increased permeability. 
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2.    Light Pollution and Residential Amenity 
The developer’s submission does not adequately assess the impact of artificial 
lighting on local ecology, landscape character, or residential amenity. Given the site's 
proximity to open countryside and its location beneath the Stansted flight path, 
excessive lighting risks: 
• Disrupting nocturnal wildlife, including bats, mammals, and amphibians  
• Eroding the rural cha acter of Little Hallingbury through urban-style 
illumination 
• The development must include a low-impact lighting strategy that respects 
Little Hallingbury’s rural character and supports the community’s appreciation of dark 
skies. 
• Lighting should be minimised, downward-directed, and time-controlled, 
especially near habitat corridors and open countryside. 
• The site lies in a location where night-time tranquillity is a valued amenity, and 
artificial lighting risks eroding both ecological integrity and landscape identity. 
Planning Response: 
A condition should be imposed requiring a Dark Skies-compliant lighting scheme, 
with lux level mapping, shielding specifications, and curfews. This should be 
reviewed in consultation with the parish council and local residents to ensure 
alignment with community expectations. 
3.   Management of Communal Spaces and Infrastructure – Governance and 
Risk  
The developer proposes that a privately appointed management company will be 
responsible for the long-term maintenance of communal infrastructure, including 
drainage systems and SuDS features. While this may offer operational flexibility, it 
raises several concerns that must be addressed through planning conditions or legal 
agreements: 
Governance and Accountability Risks 
• No clear structure or timeline for resident control: The documentation does 
not specify when or how residents will gain democratic oversight of the management 
company. This risks long-term disenfranchisement and opaque decision-making. 
• Limited recourse for poor service delivery: Without statutory safeguards or 
independent review mechanisms, residents may face escalating service charges or 
inadequate maintenance with little ability to challenge outcomes. 
Affordability and Stewardship Concerns 
• Service charges tied to critical infrastructure: Drainage, lighting, and 
landscaping are essential to site safety and amenity. Their maintenance must be 
affordable, transparent, and subject to regulatory oversight—not left to private 
discretion. 
• Fragmented land ownership: Retention of residual land parcels by the 
developer or associated entities may inhibit community-led enhancement, ecological 
stewardship, or future public adoption. 
 Planning Recommendations 
To mitigate these risks, the following should be secured via planning condition or 
S106 agreement: 
• A detailed governance plan outlining the management company’s structure, 
transition timeline to resident control, and dispute resolution mechanisms. 
• A long-term Landscape and Infrastructure Management Plan, including: 
o Maintenance schedules for SuDS, lighting, green spaces, and accessways 
o Biodiversity enhancement targets and monitoring 
o Public access provisions and ecological connectivity 
• A financial viability assessment of service charges, with caps or review 
mechanisms to prevent unaffordable escalation. 
• A requirement for transparency, including annual reporting to residents and 
the local authority. 
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4.     Road Adoption and Long-Term Stewardship 
The application does not clarify whether the internal road network is intended for 
public adoption by the Highway Authority or retained under private management. 
This ambiguity raises several planning and governance concerns: 
Risks of Private Road Management: 
• Access and Maintenance Uncertainty: Privately managed roads may lack 
guaranteed long-term maintenance standards, leading to deterioration and safety 
risks. 
• Resident Liability and Cost Exposure: Without public adoption, residents may 
bear disproportionate service charges for essential infrastructure, including road 
surfacing, lighting, and winter gritting. 
• Emergency and Service Access: Non-adopted roads can complicate access 
for emergency services, waste collection, and public transport, undermining 
community safety, and connectivity. 
Planning Recommendations: 

• A condition should be imposed requiring the developer to clarify the road 

adoption strategy, including: 

• Whether roads will be constructed to adoptable standards and offered to 

Essex Highways for adoption. 

• If private management is proposed, a detailed Road Management Plan 

should be secured via S106, covering: 

o Maintenance sc  hedules and funding mechanisms 

o Access rights for emergency and public services 

o Transparency and resident control over service charges 

The Parish Council should be consulted on any proposed management structure to 
ensure alignment with community expectations and long-term sustainability. 
This addition would reinforce the Council’s broader concerns about infrastructure 
governance and resident empowerment, while also pre-empting future disputes over 
access, safety, and cost.  
5   Management and Stewardship of the Play Area 
The proposed Local Area for Play (LAP) is a key element of the development’s public 
open space, yet the governance and long-term maintenance of this facility remain 
undefined. Based on the developer’s drainage and infrastructure documents, 
responsibility is expected to fall to a privately appointed management company, 
raising several concerns: 
Governance and Safety Risks 
• No clarity on inspection regimes or liability: The play area will require regular 
safety inspections, equipment maintenance, and surface upkeep. The absence of a 
defined statutory framework or public oversight risks inconsistent standards and 
unclear accountability in the event of injury or equipment failure. 
• No commitment to inclusive or accessible design: Without public sector 
involvement, there is no guarantee that the play area will meet accessibility 
standards or reflect community needs. 
Financial and Operational Burden 
• Service charges may include play area upkeep: Residents could face 
escalating costs for inspection, insurance, and equipment replacement — with no 
democratic control over budgeting or prioritisation. 
• No mechanism for public adoption or parish oversight: The play area remains 
outside the scope of local authority or parish stewardship, limiting opportunities for 
community-led enhancement or integration with wider recreational strategies. 
Planning Recommendations 
To address these risks, the following should be secured via planning condition or 
legal agreement: 
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• A Play Area Management Plan, detailing: 
o Inspection frequency and safety protocols (e.g. ROSPA standards) 
o Maintenance responsibilities and funding mechanisms 
o Resident access rights and dispute resolution procedures 
• A commitment to inclusive design, aligned with Fields in Trust and Play 
England guidance. 
• A triggered review mechanism, allowing for future transfer of stewardship to 
the parish council or a community trust if residents seek democratic control. 
6 Housing Mix – Local Needs and Missed Opportunities 
The proposed housing mix fails to reflect the well-documented local demand for 
smaller, more affordable homes that would enable existing residents to downsize or 
enter the housing market for the first time. Feedback from parish engagement and 
housing needs surveys consistently highlights: 
• A shortage of 2-bedroom homes and bungalows suitable for older residents 
wishing to remain in the village while freeing up larger family homes. 
• Limited opportunities for young adults and first-time buyers to stay in or return 
to Little Hallingbury due to high prices and lack of starter homes. 
• A desire for accessible, adaptable housing that supports ageing in place and 
intergenerational living. 
Uttlesford’s Housing Strategy 2021–2026 and emerging Local Plan both emphasise 
the importance of delivering a balanced mix of housing types and tenures, tailored to 
local character and demographic need. Local feedback and housing needs evidence 
consistently highlight demand for smaller, more affordable homes — particularly 2-
bedroom dwellings and bungalows — to support downsizing among older residents 
and provide entry-level options for younger households wishing to remain in the 
parish. 
Planning Response: 
The application should include a greater proportion of 2- or 3-bedroom homes, 
bungalows, and accessible units. This would better align with Core Policy 14 and 40, 
support local housing mobility, and ensure the development contributes meaningfully 
to meeting identified parish needs. 

 
 
25/181.  HIGHWAYS MATTERS 
   a) Update           
   Nothing new to report. 
   b) New Barn Lane Bus Stop 
   No update. 
   c) White Trees School Signs 

  ECC Cllr Susan Barker sent an update stating that the traffic calming   
  scheme outside the school is in the system and due to be completed in  
  quarter 4 2025 / 2026. 

   d) VAS Sign 
  It is not clear whether the sign is working or not. 
  e) Sawbridgeworth Road Surface 
  Nothing new to report. 
  f) Goose Lane Shrubs 
  No update. 
  g) Footpaths 

   No update. 
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25/182. GOVERNANCE (Cllr Robert Wingard) 
a) To discuss and agree a plan for bringing our Terms of Reference and    
Financial Regulations up to date so that they correctly reflect our needs.  
The Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard proposed for this to be deferred to the   
next Parish Council meeting, which was agreed by the Councillors. 
b) To discuss and agree the content of the Parish Council’s Minutes going   
forward. 
Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard proposed to publish Parish Council’s 
comments on planning applications on the website and omit them from the 
minutes and put just basic information. The clerk advised that the comments 
need to be minuted and is not practicable to upload it on the website as it 
would require a lot of scrolling after a year or so. The comments form a part 
of minutes which are already published. They are also available on UDC’s 
website, which has a good search engine. 
 Workload for the clerk was discussed as she works 13 hours per week and    
 recently more work was trying to be added. 
The Council agreed by majority that there is no need to publish planning 
comments separately on the website and to leave the minutes as they 
currently are apart from Camps Field. 
 
   

25/183.  FINANCE COMMITTEE (Cllr Robert Wingard) 
Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard proposed to form a Finance Committee for   
the purposes of budgeting. A lengthy debate took place discussing the 
option. The budget proposal to be sent out a week before the meeting.  

  It was agreed by majority that the Council do not need Finance Committee. 
 
 

25/184.  OPEN SPACES MAINTENANCE 
     a) Village Car Park 

   It was noted that the vehicles are parked from time to time. Cars are allowed    
      to park for 48 hours. The clerk was informed that the number plates were      
      stolen six months ago. 
   b) Gaston Green Pond 

  The pipes from the pond to boundary would need clearing and therefore the   
  letter to the resident should be sent asking for access prior to ordering work. 

   c) War Memorial 
Tree maintenance was carried out according to the tree report. The tree 
surgeon advised that additional work is required on tree No.: 7 which has a 
TPO. Cllr Robert Wingard will contact UDC for approval. 

      d) General Maintenance 
All noticeboards were repaired apart from the Latchmore Bank one which   
will be done shortly. The clerk thanked Cllr John Brother for carrying out the   
repair. 

 
 
25/185.   LITTLE HALLINGBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN (LHNP)  

   (Cllr Val McKirdy)    
   a) Update 
   The preparation of the draft Plan is well underway. Cllr Val McKirdy thanked  
   to those Councillors who attended the briefing meetings and those who  
   have read and commented on the draft over the past few months. The full   
   draft Plan will be made available once finalised, prior to a request for   
   Parish Council to formally adopt the Plan ahead of the Reg 14 Consultation   
   Starting which we hope will be at the end of November. 
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   b) Residents Consultation 
This is scheduled to commence in late November 2025 and will run for a   
period of eight weeks – there is a minimum of six weeks. The residents,   
local businesses, landowners, community groups and statutory consultees   
will be notified of the purpose of the Consultation, the availability of the draft   
Plan and how to read it and how to submit their comments. Clear   
information will be provided regarding where and when the draft Plan can   
be inspected, how comments may be submitted, and the deadline for  
responses. All feedback during the consultation period will be  
carefully recorded and reviewed. That feedback informs revisions to the   
Plan and to ensure that it can be demonstrated how public input has   
shaped the final version.          
Councillors approved LHNP Residents Consultation process proposals for  
Reg 14. 

    c) Community Aspirations and Appendix 5 
Community Aspirations are the non-planning parts of NP and are things that 
residents want (e.g. speeding, hedge cutting…) 
Details on Community Aspirations were briefed on 07.10.2025 and 
circulated via email 11.10.2025 for those unable to attend. Since briefing it 
was advised to take out that section out of the Plan which will now be sit 
alongside it because it is a non-planning part. Appendix 5 was a wish list, 
but it was advised to be a properly defined list of projects with the price on 
it. This type of list will be fed into our next budget that fits under that sort of 
heading it would be a propriate list for its purpose. 
Councillors approved Community Aspirations that have been listed and 
non-planning things. 
d) Monitoring and Delivering 1.47.30 
Details on monitoring and delivery were briefed on 07.10.2025 and 
circulated via email 11.10.2025 for those unable to attend. 
Monitoring and delivery parts of NP will in the future be given to the Council 
as a copy at the Council meetings. 
Councillors approved Monitoring and Delivering aspects as stated in 
Section 7 of LHNP draft document. 

   e) Design Concepts 
Details on design concepts were briefed on 07.10.2025 and circulated via 
email 11.10.2025 for those unable to attend. 

               Councillors approved design concepts.  
 
 
25/186.   AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
    The housing association wrote to the landowner and is awaiting reply.   
 
 
25/187.   SPEED WATCH 

Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard reported that in September there were eight 
sessions; 121 people reported, average 17 per session were speeding. 18 
over 40mph, highest speed 48mph. From January to September 2025 
1,547 people were reported and only 35% were processed. 

 
UDC Cllr Geof Driscoll reminded Councillors that the ‘Code of conduct’ training will 
take place on 16.10.2025 at UDC offices and that the Councillors should attend if 
they did not attend previously organised training. He advised that it would be 
streamed as well for those, who cannot attend in person. 
 
21.59 – UDC Cllr Geof Driscoll left the meeting 
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25/188.   NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 

Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard reported that there are still no working crime 
reports emailed.   

 
 
25/189.   FIRST RESPONDERS 
    Nothing new to report. 
 
 
25/190.   ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL LOVE YOUR BUS INITIATIVE 

Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard presented as to what the Council should ask 
for. The Councillors agreed that the only realistic option is to ask for real 
time bus destination boards.  

 
 

25/191.  CHRISTMAS LIGHTS CELEBRATION 
  a) Update 
  Cllr Susan Meyer informed the Council that Panto group agreed to host the   
  event. 
  b) Christmas Tree 
  Cllr John Brothers agreed to arrange the purchase of the Christmas tree. He  
  advised the Council that we would need to arrange forklift for decorating the   
  tree. Cllr Ciora Dillon agreed to arrange cherry picker. Cllr Sue Meyer   
  advised the lights should be checked prior to putting them on the tree. 

 
 
25/192.  FINANCE   

a) Payments 
The following payments had been made during the period 14 August 2025 to  
12 September 2025: 
            £ 
MD Landscapes (Anglia) Ltd – Grass cutting   837.96 
Seasons Gardening Services – open spaces maintenance 188.00 
HMRC – NICs August 2025            59.81 
Broad Oak Consultants Ltd  – Printer cartridges   227.62 
Toucan Internet LLP – Np website services   282.00 
RW – reimbursement      300.00 
Little Hallingbury Village Hall Community Shop – stationery        29.40 

      Received and agreed by Councillors. 
 

b) Income 
Bank – interest     £47.25 
Received and agreed by Councillors. 

      c)  Balances on 12 September 2025 
      Community Acc.               £11,004.32 
      Business Premium Acc. (Reserves Acc.)   £14,283.64 
      Received and agreed by Councillors. 
      d) Bank Reconciliation 
      Bank reconciliation was received and approved by Councillors and signed by  
      Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard. 
      e) Approvals 
      The payments were approved by Councillors and signed by Chairman,  
      Cllr Robert Wingard. 
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      f) Budget Update 
      Budget update was received and agreed by Councillors. 
      g) Bank Arrangements (Cllr Robert Wingard) 
      Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard advised that the only bank which meet our     
      requirements regarding internet banking is Unity Trust Bank. He proposed to  
      decide at the Councils next meeting, which was agreed by the  
      Councillors. 
      
      h) Budget (Cllr Robert Wingard) 
      Chairman, Cllr Robert Wingard invited Councillors to think about what they wish   
      in the budget for the next year and to email their thoughts to the clerk.  
      i) External Audit 
      The external audit report was received and noted. No action needed to be taken. 
      j) Late Finance Matters 
      j.1)  Course 
     The expenditure £36.00 for Mental Health Awareness and Wellbeing at Work   
      organised by SLCC for the Clerk was approved by Councillors. 
      j.2) Heritage Statement 
      Expenditure of £1,000.00 + VAT was agreed by Councillors for heritage  
      statement. 
 
 
25/193.  MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS FOR INFORMATION AND NOTING 
   a) Items received in time for the agenda 

• EALC – E bulletins; Announcement: Launch of 2025/26 Community 
Initiative Fund and Microgrants. 

• NALC – Chief’s executive bulletins; newsletters. 

• Uttlesford District Council, Planning and Building Control Registration 
Team - Weekly List of Planning Applications.  

• Uttlesford District Council – link for agenda for Planning Committee 17 
September 2025; link for minutes for Planning Committee 17 
September 2025. 

• UDC, Chief executive - Local Government Reorganisation update.  

• County Councillor for Great Dunmow division, District Councillor High 
Easter and the Rodings, Chairman Essex Pension Fund – Local Plan - 
Reg 19 and PINS/further update. 

• County Councillor for Great Dunmow division, District Councillor High 
Easter and the Rodings, Chairman Essex Pension Fund – Local Plan; 
Highways input into planning applications. 

• RCCE, Community Engagement Team - Community Matters: 
newsletter from the Community Engagement Team. 

• RCCE, Community Engagement Officer - RCCE Community Matters 
publication; Custom and Self build advice webinar; Water literacy 
training; UDC Neighbourhood Plan presentation slides. 

• UALC - UALC Newsletter 15.09.2025 

• UDC, Democratic Services Officer - Standards training for Parish and 
Town Councillors 2x; Draft minutes Local Councils' Liaison Forum 
29.092025.  

• RCCE, Administrator - Wild Essex Imaginarium free event. 

• Uttlesford District Council, Democratic Services Officer - Local 
Councils' Liaison Forum - Monday 29.09.2025 at 19.00in the Council 
Chamber, Council Offices, Saffron Walden; Local Councils' Liaison 
Forum presentation. 
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• Uttlesford District Council, Head of Housing Solutions - Uttlesford 
Rough sleeper Count 2024. 

• Ron Bailey - Webinar and Electrical Safety Fund. 
  All received and noted. 

   b) Late Items  

• UALC, Secretary - Uttlesford Association of Local Councils AGM 
Wednesday 29.10.2025. 

• Ron Bailey – Lord Foster’s webinar. 

• Uttlesford District Council - Zero Carbon Communities grant launch. 

• Uttlesford District Council – link for agenda for Planning Committee 22 
October 2025. 

• Uttlesford District Council, Democratic Services Officer - Reminder 
Standards Training for Parish and Town Councillors 16.10.2025. 

  All received and noted. 
 

 
25/194.  MATTERS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MEETING 
   None. 
 
 
25/195.  MEMBERS’ REPORTS 
   None. 
 
 
25/196.  ITEMS FOR THE NEXT AGENDA AND INFORMATION 
   None. 
 
 
25/197.  NEXT MEETING       

The next Parish Council meeting is scheduled to be held in Village Hall 
annexe 18 November 2025 starting at 20.00. 

 
 
 
 
 
The meeting ended at 22.22 
 
 
 
   

Signed…………………………. 
(Chairman) 
 
Date……………………………. 

 


