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NORTH WEALD BASSETT PARISH COUNCIL	- 6 -	

	



MINUTES

Meeting:	Planning Committee meeting
Date:		13th  July 2026,  at 7.00 pm.
Location:	Thornwood Common Parish Hall, Weald Hall Lane, Thornwood

Councillors:   (6)   A Buckley,  (Chairman) T Blanks,  Mrs P Etherington, R Spearman, 
 Mrs S Jackman, MBE,  Mrs S Hawkins, 

Officers in Attendance (2)
		Susan De Luca – Clerk to the Council
		Adriana Jones – Principal Finance Officer

Members of the Public (11 – including 10 for part of the meeting)
Members of the Press  (1)

P25.123   APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE (7)
Councillors: B Clegg, P Lambert, A Tyler, A Irvine  M Stroud,  (*D Wood, *C Kinnear   - Received after the Meeting)

P25.124 OTHER ABSENCES (1)
Cllr N Born 

P25.125 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
There were No Declarations of Interest.

P25.126  CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
The minutes of the previous Planning Committee meeting held on 20th 11th May  2026 were AGREED and signed as a true record.

P25.127 REPRESENTATIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
There were NO  Spoken representations from  Members of the public .

P25.128 PLANNING APPLICATIONS
The following comments on Planning Applications were AGREED:
	No
	Application Number
	Location
	Proposal

	1
	EPF/1167/26
Hannah Collins
(FPP)
	69, Weald Bridge Road, North Weald Bassett, Epping, CM16 6ES
	Demolition of existing dwelling, removal of existing mobile homes and construction of 3 new dwellings.

	Whilst the Parish Council has no objection in principle to the proposed three chalet style dwellings on the site, we must OBJECT for the following two reasons:
1. The proposed positioning of the eastern element of the development extends into the Bridleway number 34 North Weald Bassett, impinging on its free access and use, and utilising land which is not in ownership by the applicant (albeit we understand this is a civil matter).  However, whilst the land ownership is a civil matter, protection of the PRoW is a matter for planning.   Suggest the proposed site layout is moved to be in line the actual land ownership, which will in turn ensure the Bridleway route remains clear and accessible.
2. There are no visitor spaces proposed.  The ECC Parking Guidance 2024 sets out that there should be a minimum of 0.25 visitor spaces per dwelling, rounded up.  As such, there should be at least 1 visitor car parking space provided on the site.  This is essential given the proposed layout as submitted would lend itself to visitors parking on the Bridleway.
The Parish Council feels these would be fairly simple objections that could be overcome by the applicant.

	2
	EPF/1169/26
Loredana Ciavucco
(PIP)
	Rear garden of Gate House Teazle Mead 
Thornwood CM16 6TZ

	Permission in Principle for the demolition of a residential outbuilding and the erection of between 1 and 2 residential dwellings (Use Class C3).

	The Parish Council OBJECTS to this application for the following reasons:

Firstly, the description of a planning application must be sufficiently clear for the local planning authority to assess it, consultees and neighbours to understand what is proposed, and the decision notice to identify exactly what has been permitted.  The application is for ‘between 1 and 2 residential dwellings’.  This description is not sufficiently clear to ensure proper assessment of the proposal. There may be different factors that must be considered whether it is 1 or 2 homes, so this should be clarified. 

Secondly, Paragraph 005 Reference ID: 58-005-20190315 of the PPG states that:
“Permission in Principle must not be granted for development which is habitats development – and that sites where development is likely to have a significant effect on a qualifying European site or a European offshore marine site without any mitigating measures in place, the Local Planning Authority should ensure an appropriate assessment has been undertaken before consideration of the grant of Permission in Principle. If the local planning authority is satisfied, after taking account of mitigation measures in the appropriate assessment and concluding that the development will not adversely affects the integrity of the protected site, then, subject to compliance with other statutory requirements regarding the permission in principle process, it can grant Permission in Principle. “
 The EFSAC falls into the definition of ‘qualifying site’, which the LPA has a duty to protect, and the proposed site falls within the EFSAC Zone of Influence.   Published on the Councils website under Guidance for Applicants regarding the EFSAC it states that  
“Development proposals (regardless of their type, size and location within the district) which would result in even an increase in just one additional vehicle has the potential to contribute to increases in atmospheric pollution within the Epping Forest”.  
The applicant has not submitted any documentation concerning traffic generation / impact, and as such the Council is unable to undertake an appropriate assessment using the Permission in Principle route to ascertain any potential impact on the EFSAC.  As such, EFDC cannot consider this application via the Permission in Principle route as insufficient information is provided.  Thus, a more detailed full planning application would be needed.

In addition, whilst not having full legal status, the majority of the site in question is Local Wildlife Site – a non statutory designation but one which is recorded in the EFDC Local Wildlife Sites report (EB708 Local Plan evidence base) as being “specifically designated as a flood storage area for the protection of the adjacent village of Thornwood….and created in such a way as to create valuable grassland and wetland habitat. It consists of a meadow, a flood bank, part of a small tree-lined stream, ditches and ponds.”

Finally, the applicant states that the site is classed as ‘Grey Belt’  In accordance with the NPPF definition of Grey Blet, it excludes land where policies protecting areas or assets detailed in footnote 7 provide a strong reason to refuse or restrict development.  The EFSAC would fall within the definition of a ‘habitats sites’ within Footnote 7.  Thus, the site cannot reasonably be defined as Grey Belt, and thus the Green Belt policies apply.

In summary, this application cannot be determined under the Permission in Principle route.


	3
	EPF/1113/26
Thomas Peppiatt
(TPO)
	Site known as Thornwood Park, 
High Road, Thornwood, Epping, CM16 6LU

	TPO/EPF/18/89 (Ref: T4, T5, T6)
G8: Ash - Prune overhanging branches back to boundary, as specified.
NB: The permitted specification of works is detailed in the conditions below.

	The Council notes that following notification by a local resident, these works were possibly already underway when the Parish Council received notification of this application.  As such, the Clerk contacted Robin Hellier, and the Council makes no further comment, leaving it in the hands of the EFDC Tree Officer.

	4
	EPF/1249/26
Kelly Sweeney
(HPP)
	76, Weald Bridge Road, North Weald Bassett, Epping, CM16 6ES
	Single storey Rear / Side extension.


	No Objection

	5
	EPF/0717/26
Kelly Sweeney
(FPP)
	Latton Priory Farm, London Road, Hastingwood, Harlow, CM17 9LH
	Change of use of former Granary and Stable Building to One Unit of Holiday Accommodation with associated car parking.

	No Objection

	6
	EPF/0723/26
Kelly Sweeney
(LBC)
	Latton Priory Farm, 
London Road, Hastingwood, 
Harlow, CM17 9LH
	Change of use of former Granary and Stable Building to One Unit of Holiday Accommodation with associated car parking

	No Objection

	7
	EPF/1205/26
Thomas Peppiatt
(TPO)
	53, Tempest Mead, 
North Weald Bassett, Epping, CM16 6DY
	"TPO/EPF/40/98 (Ref: T59, T60, T62)
T1: Ash - Crown reduce towards neighbouring property by up to 2.5m to give 2.5-3m clearance, as specified.
T2: Oak - Crown reduce height by up to 2.25m and lateral growth by up to 2.0m, as specified.
T3: Oak - Crown reduce height by up to 2.75m and lateral growth by up to 2.5m, as specified.

NB: The permitted specification of works is detailed in the conditions below."

	No Objection subject to tree officer consent.

	8
	EPF/1245/26
Yee Cheung
(FPP)
	Shonks Farm, 
Mill Street, 
North Weald Bassett, 
CM17 9JQ
	Proposed barn conversion to dwelling with associated extension, cart lodge and garage (Variation of consents EPF/2594/16 and EPF/2605/16).

	No Objection

	9
	EPF/1246/26
Yee Cheung
(LBC)
	Shonks Farm, 
Mill Street,
North Weald Bassett, 
CM17 9JQ
	Grade II Listed Building Consent for proposed barn conversion to dwelling with associated extension, cart lodge and garage (Variation of consents EPF/2594/16 and EPF/2605/16).

	No Objection 




P25.129  DECISIONS BY EPPING FOREST DISTRICT COUNCIL
These had been circulated at the end of June. previously.

P25.130 EFDC LICENCES
a) Applications – none received.
b) Consultations – none received.

P25.131 PLANNING CORRESPONDENCE
The Clerk advised Members of the recent Appeal in relation to the following:


	Site Address
	North Weald Park, Former North Weald Golf Course, Rayley Lane, North Weald Bassett, CM16 6AR

	Description
	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)

	PINS Appeal Reference
	6010287

	Appellant
	N/A

	Start Date
	01/07/2026

	Appeal Procedure
	Inquiry


The District Council have forwarded all the representations made to them on the application to the Planning Inspectorate and the appellant. These will be considered by the Inspector when determining the appeal. Details of the proposed development, the appellant’s grounds of appeal and the Council’s reasoning will be available on the Council’s website www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk under the Appeals Link on the original case ref: (EPF/1039/25).
The Clerk advised Members that this council had been in contact with EFDC to ascertain details as to how robustly they would be challenging the Appeal. 
The Clerk together with the RFO explained the Purpose of Seeking Rule 6 Status to Councillors at Appeals such as this.
Rule 6 status allows the Parish Council to become a formal party to the Appeal, giving it a recognised voice independent of the District Council. This is essential because it ensures the Parish Council can:
· Present its own evidence on matters directly affecting the parish, including local impacts, infrastructure pressures, and community concerns.
· Cross‑examine the appellant’s case rather than relying solely on the District Council’s approach.
· Submit its own statements and call witnesses where necessary.
· Protect the parish’s interests even if other parties take a different strategic direction.
Rule 6 effectively ensures that the Parish Council is not sidelined and can actively shape the Inspector’s understanding of local issues.
The Clerk went on to explain why Rule 6 is important in this Appeal. At present, the Parish Council cannot be certain how robustly the District Council will challenge the Appeal. There are several reasons for this concern:
· The District Council may be constrained by limited resources, staff capacity, or competing appeals.
· The District Council’s planning position may be weaker, or subject to government,  political or policy pressures.
· The District Council may choose to focus only technical planning matters, leaving important local impacts under‑represented.
· The Parish Council has specific knowledge of local conditions—traffic, infrastructure, environmental constraints, and community sentiment—that may not be fully reflected in the District Council’s case.
The RFO went on to explain why Rule 6 status ensures that even if the District Council’s challenge is limited, the Parish Council’s evidence and arguments are still formally before the Inspector.
The RFO explained why she felt it necessary to employ a Planning Barrister or Planning Consultant to give this Council the best chance of helping to win any appeal, she explained she had looked at costs and a simple Planning Consultant cost started at £5000, with Barrister representation at Appeal upwards of £50,000 to £100,000 , Councillor Spearman advised that he felt that it would be a lot of money to employ a Planning consultant or a Barrister and why couldn’t the RFO, who writes very good, indeed excellent planning reports, represent this council  The Clerk advised that Rule 6 involves what amounts to presenting planning evidence and cross examination in what is almost the same setting as a court of law, and the Parish Council staff are indeed not in that position to undertake that work , and that you need Planning Professionals. The Clerk had spoken to the RFO and whilst she is more than happy to devote time to research and compiling a planning report, however she was not willing to present this and be cross examined.  Councillors were asked to respect this decision and understand that to make Rule 6 status effective, the Parish Council will need professional representation.   The RFO advised we could hold a Parish Poll and see if residents wanted us to spend money on Rule 6 status.  In Summary seeking Rule 6 status is the most effective way for the Parish Council to:
· Protect its position independently of the District Council.
· Ensure local issues are fully and properly represented.
· Strengthen the challenge to the Appeal.
· Present a professional, credible case supported by expert evidence.
Members felt that the best way forward was to contact the Planning Inspector and the District Council to confirm up on the dates and then to hold an Extraordinary Meeting, the suggested date was 3rd August (dependent on dates received from district Council and Planning Inspector).

P.25.132  ANY OTHER MATTERS RELATING TO PLANNING
Update on Larger Planning Applications within the Local Plan

a) An Appeal was expected imminently on the Latton Priory Site.  The RFO advised that rumours f an Appeal had been heard, but this Council had not been officially notified of anything.  However we had some details ourselves by researching.

P25.133 ANY OTHER MATTERS RELATING TO PLANNING
[bookmark: _Hlk220422910]The Clerk advised Members that she had now received the slides from the EFDC Meeting regarding the Planning Dept Special Measures, and if any councillor wanted these then to please let her know.

Meeting Closed 20.37.


Signed ...................................	Date     ..............................................
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