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NORTH WEALD BASSETT PARISH COUNCIL	- 6 -	

	

MINUTES



Meeting:	Parish Council meeting
Date:		27th July 2026, 7.00pm
Location:	Thornwood Common Parish Hall, Weald Hall Lane, Thornwood

PRESENT: 	(12)  Cllr Buckley (Chairman), Cllr Mrs Etherington, Cllr Tyler, Cllr Irvine, Cllr Blanks, 
		Cllr Spearman*, Cllr Hind, Cllr Ms Wood, Cllr Kinnear, Cllr Mrs Hawkins, Cllr Born*, Cllr Lambert
* for part of meeting 
Officers in Attendance (2)
	Susan Deluca – Parish Clerk
	Adriana Jones – Principal Finance Officer

Members of the Public (2)
Members of the Press  (0) 

C26.083 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE (2)
Apologies received and accepted from Cllr Clegg and Cllr Mrs Jackman.

C26.084 OTHER ABSENCES (1)	
Cllr Stroud.

C26.085 MINUTES
Councillors AGREED the minutes of the Parish Council Meeting held on 5th July 2026.

C26.086 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None.

C26.087 QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
None.

C26.088 REPRESENTATION AT PLANNING APPEALS
Councillors noted that the Clerk had been advised of two planning applications where the Parish Council objected, and which Epping Forest District Council refused, that will be going to appeal.  These were:

	1.
	EPF/1793/24 – Land at Latton Priory, north of Rye Hill Road, Hastingwood (Local Plan allocated Site AP4.1)
Mixed use development up to 1,340 dwelling, and various other use classes (see Appendix 1 for full description of the application, along with the Parish Councils objection and the district councils refusal reasons).
Inquiry Start Date: Tuesday 1st December 2026
Deadline for first representations and Rule 6 Party Statement of Case: 11.59pm 18th August 2026

	2
	EPF/1039/25 – North Weald Park, Former North Weald Golf Course , Rayley Lane , North Weald Bassett (site unallocated in the Local Plan)
Outline planning application (with all matters reserved except access) for a residential-led mixed-use development comprising up to 600 dwellings (Use Class C3), a care home (up to 70 beds, Use Class C2), primary school, a local centre (Use Classes E(a) and E(b)), sports facilities, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) and associated landscaping, infrastructure, and two access points off Rayley Lane (all modes) and Vicarage Lane (bus gate)
Inquiry Start Date: Tuesday 19th January 2027
Deadline for first representations and Rule 6 Party Statement of Case: 11.59pm 5th August 2026




Both appeals will be heard by way of an Inquiry, which is the most formal of the appeal procedures. It usually involves larger or more complicated appeals. Often expert evidence is presented, and witnesses are cross-examined. It is similar in a sense to a court of law.  An inquiry is open to the public and provides for the investigation into, and formal testing of, evidence, usually through the questioning (“cross examination”) of expert witnesses and other witnesses.

The Parish Council is classed as an ‘Interested Party.  Their views in support of, or opposition to, a proposed scheme would be taken into account by the Inspector. Interested parties are notified by the Local Planning Authority (LPA) that the appeal is taking place. They are also encouraged to take part in the inquiry. Local knowledge and opinion can often be a valuable addition to the evidence given by the appellant and the LPA.  

The PFO explained that the Council can, if they so wish, request the Planning Inspector considers them as a Rule 6 Party, thus providing the Parish Council with more involvement and greater opportunity to input into the appeal process and represent residents. 

The PFO gave a full summary of the difference with being an interested party versus a Rule 6 Party, including the positives and negatives for each case.  During the meeting, Councillors also watched a short video created by the Planning Inspectorate setting out what being a Rule 6 Part means, and the process alongside it. 

Councillors were advised they had three options with regard to each of the appeals:
1. Not to participate at all, and leave it to EFDC and Appellant.
2. To be an Interested Party
3. To be (after requesting) a Rule 6 Party

The Clerk advised that in accordance with the Planning Inspectorates guidance, she had contacted EFDC to arrange a meeting in order to establish how robustly they intended to defend these appeals, and on what grounds, as this would provide the Parish Council with the information it needed to come to an informed decision about the level of involvement and what matters to address for each appeal.  The Clerk had also asked Cllr Bedford to chase this up with EFDC. To date, no response had been received.  As such, the PFO had no option but to make assumptions in terms of which grounds EFDC would be defending both appeals, and this was based on their original objection.  A number of Councillors advised they would like to review what EFDCs refusal reasons were to each application alongside what the Parish Councils objections were so that they could be clear if there were any probable ‘gaps’ in the defence approach.  The PFO went through each application, providing this information for Councillors, and setting out what she thought were the areas where the Parish Council objections may not be sufficiently addressed by EFDC. 

Councillors were asked to consider the following:
· Was the Parish Council confident that the District Council would be  robustly defending these appeals, and would their defence cover all the matters that the parish Council has/wishes to raise? (As mentioned earlier in the meeting, Councillors noted that in accordance with the Planning Inspectorate guidance, the Clerk had written to the Director of Planning at EFDC asking to meet with him in order to establish EFDCs approach to both appeals, however no responses had been received).
· Did the Parish Council want to take part in the Appeals?
· Was the Parish Council confident that it would have a mandate from the electorate to spends funds on defending the refusal of these two planning applications.
· If so, in what capacity should this defence be – as an Interest Party or Rule 6 Party?
· What were the main areas of concern that the Council may wish to focus on for each appeal?
· What action needs to be taken?
· Consideration of a budget / expected and agreed costs.

There was significant discussion, which included a number of queries, comments and statements that were raised by Councillors as follows:

Cllr Hind – A significant objection to EPF/1793/24 was the traffic issue, and having researched this it sounds as though if the Highways Authority ‘hedges its bets’ and doesn’t object outright, an appeal is more likely to side with that particularly statutory consultee.  The strength of the case isn’t necessary about transport, but more about affordable housing given the proposed significant shortfall. Cllr Hind felt this was probably the best defence approach.  For the record, Cllr Hind stated he did not support ECC Highways position. 

Cllr Tyler – believes EPF/1039/25 should definitely be defended at appeal, as it is not a site allocated in the local plan.   In terms of barristers, their researchers will do a lot of the work, but the PFO can help in order to understand what the best angle is and on what grounds is best to defend at appeal. This will cost a significant amount of money, but he believed the Parish Council owed it to the residents of the parish to defend and ensure they are represented. 

Cllr M Wood – You cannot ignore the local traffic issues along with those for J7 of the M11 – these affect both sites. Noted that National Highways have a holding objection and ECC Highways object too.  The PFO referred Councillors to the draft S106 agreement and comments regarding Highways, and stated we needed to separate out traffic impacts on the strategic network (NH) and those on the local network (ECC) albeit both were linked.  Cllr Ms Wood said the market traffic cannot be ignored, and that collectively nobody seems to be considering this.  Cllr Ms Wood stated that having lived in North Weald her entire life, the Parish Council needed to make a stand as the village was being overrun, and she would hope the village and its people would find a voice.   The Clerk advised its too late for residents to find their voice now, and that they will expect the Parish Council to be their voice.  Cllr Mr Wood advised that the were clear differences in terms of both applications going to appeal and that the North Weald Park development needed to be defended and she would support a Rule 6 Status application for this appeal.

Cllr Buckley – questioned if both appeals were defended as Rule 6 status, would we need two separate sets of consultants / professionals?   PFO advised not necessarily but it would depend on if there were any conflicts of interest. Either way there would be a significant cost.

Cllr Irvine – Much less clear on our case for objecting to EPF/1793/24 albeit he fully supports the objection, and after reviewing the EFDC and PC objections, he believes the main issues for Latton Priory were arguments that needed to be made by EFDC, not the Parish Council.   Within the agenda pack were full details of the Parish Council objection, and had been asking himself if anything had changed or improved since this objection, which he felt it had not. 

Cllr Lambert - questioned the cost, setting out that for two appeals it would be significantly costly to defend each, and asked if the Parish Council had this money in its earmarked reserves, and would the Parishioners support the Parish Council spending these funds. 

Cllr Hind – Suggested that after listening to conversation, the feeling from the room was not to pursue Rule 6 Party status for the Latton Priory Appeal, but felt it needs to be said that although Latton Priory is to a certain degree a separate area in the Parish, the impact of the development at this location will be felt in the village of North Weald in terms of traffic and pressure on services.  In addition, Harlow was developed as a corporation and planned and designed very specifically, and the Latton Priory development makes a mockery of that design, but without the associated infrastructure. 

Cllr Blanks – Cllr Bedford was involved with the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town projects – has he expressed a view about the Latton Priory appeal? The Clerk advised he had not said anything to her, but that it was her understanding he was not involved anymore, with Cllr Ken Williamson being appointed Chairman of the HGGT. 

Discussion took place as to how to advise residents of this decision, including social media.  The Clerk reminded Councillors that at a prior meeting Council did not agree to move forward with social media.  The PFO does what she can, but that is time permitting.   There was discussion about setting up a Survey Monkey or posting on village life, with Cllr Hind stating that he felt residents should be advised, confirming that the North Weald Village Life Facebook page was very well used and there could also be a message asking people for their comments. The PFO set out that the deadlines set by the Planning Inspectorate were extremely tight which would make this very difficult.  The Clerk advised that if Councillors were looking for a mandate to spend funds on this appeal, they were reminded they had been elected to represent the electorate, so the mandate was already in place.  There was a general consensus that residents would be supportive of defending this planning application at appeal, with Cllr Tyler stating that social media creates as many problems as is did answers, and that it was a public forum that could be used against the Parish Council at appeal.   Cllr Mrs Etherington advised that it was important the Parish Council did what it felt was right rather than relying on social media for a mandate.  

The PFO set out that Inspector wants to hear local issues, as it is often the PC that has the local knowledge often missed by others.  She set out that the following: 
· Main focus of appeal should be too much growth and change too rapid for North Weald village to accommodate
· You can withdraw from Rule 6 status if necessary, but cannot behave unreasonably.
· Concerning that we have not heard back from EFDC regarding these appeals, and questioning the robustness of their defence.
· Clerk reminded Councillors how this Council fought to ensure the Latton Priory land was included in the Neighbourhood Area Plan

[Cllr Spearman left the meeting]

Cllr Blanks stated that he understood on the North Weald Park appeal that there was doubt about the boundary around the cemetery, and that this should be resolved asap and was a matter of priority.  Cllr Blanks also mentioned the late Cyril Hawkins and how he refused to accept a drink at the local pub from a representative of the applicant some years back.

Councillors further discussed the anticipated cost of defending an appeal, and considered the objections for each application, and it was AGREED that Rule 6 Party status should be applied for in relation to the the North Weald Park appeal (EPF/1039/25) along with confirming legal representation was required, and that the Parish Council should take part in the Latton Priory Appeal (EPF/1793/24) as an Interested Party without formal legal representation.   PROPOSED Cllr Ms Wood, SECONDED Cllr Kinnear.  A vote was taken, the results of which was unanimous.

C26.089 EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC AND PRESS
As the agenda contained exempt (pink) pages, it was AGREED that the public and the press be excluded from the meeting, the Council believing that publicity  would be prejudicial to the public interest by reason of the confidential nature of the business about to be discussed. 

C26. 090  APPOINTMENT OF ANY BARRISTER, SOLICITOR OR CONSULTANT
Following decisions made in the main part of the meeting, it was AGREED to appoint consultants and a barrister to represent the Parish Council at the North Weald Park Appeal.  

Meeting closed 19.53
														Signed .........................................................
																	Date .............................................................
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