
 
 

 

 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

Planning Application 16/01810/OUT:  (17/00025/REFUSE)  

Application Site: Land East of Runsell View & Littlefields and North of Maldon Road, 
Danbury, Chelmsford, CM3 4NZ 

 

Outline planning application for up to 140 residential dwellings (including up to 35% 
affordable housing), introduction of structural planting & landscaping, informal 
public open space & children's play area, surface water flood mitigation & 
attenuation, 2 no. vehicular access points: 1 no. from Maldon Road & 1 no. from 
Runsell Lane and associated ancillary works. All matters to be reserved with the 
exception of main site access. 

 

 

Statement on behalf of Danbury Parish Council opposing the appeal 

 

Appeal by Gladman Developments Ltd 
Appeal reference: APP/W/1525/W/17/3176978 

 

 

Cllr. Daniel Carlin 

On behalf of Danbury Parish Council 

The Old School House 

Danbury 

Essex CM3 4NQ 
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The Parish Council strongly objects to this application as it does not consider that it is 

sustainable development and would cause substantial harm to the village.  The proposal 

fails to protect or enhance the local environment.  It would cause significant harm to the 

open character and appearance of the area.  The proposal fails to make a positive 

contribution to the village and would be demonstrably harmful.  The proposal for the site 

would be high density and completely out of keeping with the surrounding housing and 

would cause damage to the visual impact of the area. The NPPF in its introduction states 

“Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 

in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.” 

 

The site is outside the Defined Settlement Boundary and is therefore not in a sustainable 

location within the village.  The site is not in the Local Development Framework Site 

Allocations 2001-2021.  It is contrary to CCC Policies CP1, CP5, CP9, and CP14.  It is also 

contrary to CCC Policy CP2 - The Borough Wide Spatial Strategy and does not comply with 

the current adopted development plan.  The Danbury Planning Framework is a current 

supplementary planning document adopted by CCC and will remain in place until it is 

superseded by the Danbury Neighbourhood Plan.  Therefore the application is contrary to 

DPF 1.   

 

The Parish Council understands that the City Council can demonstrate more than a five 

year housing land supply.  The Council believes that the application is contrary to NPPF 

Paragraph 7 as it does not contribute to sustainable development in economic, social or 

environmental terms for Danbury.   

 

The site is undeveloped agricultural land within the open countryside on the eastern edge of 

the village.  It contributes to a green space marking the edge of the village and the 

boundary with adjoining parishes.  DPF 6 seeks to maintain the physical separation of 

Danbury and Chelmsford.  City Council policy CP5 states “Protect the intrinsic character 

and beauty of the countryside and contain urban growth by defining the physical 

limit of the urban areas”.  The site is at the edge of the village and gives a rural outlook to 

those entering the parish.  This would be spoilt by the development of 140 houses.  This 

development of 140 houses will be harmful to the appearance and character of the area.   

Also relevant to this application is policy DC2 which states ”Planning permission will only 
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be granted within this area, provided the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside is not adversely impacted upon and the proposed development is one of 

a number of prescribed forms of development.”  Both of these policies were 

amended during the Focused Core Strategy Review adopted in December 2013 to 

take in policies contained within the NPPF.  These changes were found to be sound 

by the inspector in her report on CCC Strategies in October 2013 and should be 

given full weight. 

 

Road infrastructure and capacity is already poor within the village resulting in significant 

congestion levels.  It is difficult to see how the A414 can been improved as many older 

properties lie close to the road itself and therefore mitigation available would be limited.  

The Parish Council has a policy to lobby for a new road from Heybridge Approach to a 

dedicated junction at the A12 which could enable the A414 to be downgraded to a B road 

and suitable traffic calming measures introduced.    

 

Evidence was provided by Essex County Council Highways in their Technical Note in 2013, 

and from the subsequent statement from CCC in February 2014, which stated that the 

A414 will be at capacity by 2026 without any development in the Maldon and Bicknacre 

District.  Since then there have been substantial developments on a very large scale and 

more currently under construction.  The evidence shows that, should the anticipated 

development of West Maldon occur, morning peak time queues will arise in the approach 

heading westward along the A414 towards Eves Corner that will back up to 12 minutes or 

more of delay.  Essex Highways have accepted that at this level of excess capacity their 

traffic flow models are limited in their predictive power, so queues could in fact extend 

further.  If queue lengths are indeed of 12 minutes, queues will extend beyond the junction 

between Maldon Road, Herbage Park Road and Runsell Lane adjacent to the current 

application site.  Accordingly, it is reasonable to expect that regular peak time traffic will 

seek “rat runs” if they can save time in so doing, and that traffic leaving the proposed 

homes will seek alternatives to joining queues immediately by their homes on the A414.   

 

The increase in traffic will have a detrimental effect on local roads and neighbouring villages 

as well as the wider highways network.  There are a number of protected lanes both in 

Danbury and neighbouring parishes.  Rat running is already a big issue in Danbury and 

continues to increase as additional developments progress, particularly in the Maldon 
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District.  If development at Runsell Lane goes ahead, the main rat run would be via Hopping 

Jacks Lane, particularly to the primary school on Little Baddow Road.   This will continue to 

have a detrimental impact on the protected and quiet lanes in the village and other roads 

that are very narrow and not suitable for large volumes of traffic.  This is contrary to DPF34 

of the Danbury Planning Framework and CCC Policy DC15.  The development does not 

deliver sustainable traffic flows within the meaning of the National Planning Policy 

Framework and this is supported by the ECC Highways comments dated 11th January 

2017on this planning application.   

 

A large development in Danbury would only add to the severe congestion that already takes 

place.  Several large developments are already proceeding in Maldon and consequently 

Parish Councillors have noticed the detrimental effect on traffic and congestion, particularly 

at peak times.  The flow of traffic is already poor with a number of crossings and mini 

roundabouts located on the A414 and additional junctions would contribute to this.  The 

proposed access onto the A414 would be hazardous for drivers due to the fast continuous 

flow of traffic, especially for those turning right towards Chelmsford.  There have been 

several accidents at this junction in the past, the most recent being within the last two 

months.  Local parking is already very restricted and it is already difficult to park around the 

local schools, supermarkets petrol station etc.   

 

The Parish Council does not consider that an access point onto the A414 from the site is 

suitable and it also has concerns about the use of Runsell Lane as the main access road to 

the site.  The use of Runsell Lane as a proposed access is not adequate for the size of the 

lane which is narrow with no passing spaces.  Runsell Lane was identified in the Danbury 

Planning Framework as suitable for consideration as a quiet lane (see DPF’s 62, 63, 64) 

and DPF 60 seeks to ensure that planning applications prejudicial to the integrity and 

wellbeing of such lanes are resisted.  It should also be noted that an adjacent lane to 

Runsell Lane, Twitty Fee, has recently been recommended by Place Services for Protected 

Lane Status as part of Chelmsford City Councils New Local Plan (see Appendix 13 of the 

Development Policy Committee held on the 18th January 2018).  The Parish Council does 

not consider that Runsell Lane would be suitable for widening or the addition of a footway 

as this would completely change the character of the lane and result in a loss of amenity for 

dog walkers, cyclists etc. who use Runsell Lane and Hopping Jacks Lane to avoid A414.   
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The pre signals installed by Essex County Council have not shown any noticeable 

improvement on traffic flow as intended.  The increase in traffic will also lead to more 

pollution within the village and reduce the air quality for residents.  CCC Public Health and 

Protection have highlighted issues with the Air Quality Screening Report provided.  This is 

contrary to CCC Development Plan policy DC29 and Paragraph 30 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework.   

 

The Parish Council would like to know who would be responsible for the maintenance and 

safety inspections of the play area and the maintenance of the proposed open space.  

There is already a registered village green and pond at Runsell Green which is owned and 

maintained by the Parish Council.  The location of a play area at this site would be 

detrimental to the health of children using it due to the amount of pollution caused by high 

numbers of vehicles on the A414 and surrounding roads.  Additionally, it would not be 

advisable to put development close to a deep pond.   

 

The GP practice does not have sufficient capacity for the additional growth required as is 

evident from their consultation response.  Residents are already waiting several weeks for 

appointments. This is demonstrated by the consultation response of the NHS England from 

Kerry Harding Head of Estates on 16th November 2016.  She stated that “This practice 

does not have sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional growth resulting 

from this development”.  A recent application for a 22 bed care home (17/01606/FUL) 

had the following comment from NHS England on 9th October 2017 that “the existing GP 

practice does not currently have resource capacity to accommodate the additional demand 

resulting from the proposed development and cumulative development growth in the area” 

(paragraph 4.1).  This clearly demonstrates the concerns of the NHS and demonstrates that 

the situation at the practice has not improved.  The primary schools do not have the 

capacity for the number of children that would result from this development.  It is unclear 

how the capacity of the primary schools could be expanded.  Although the developer may 

have to make a CIL contribution to both NHS and education services, this would be a one 

off payment and does not take into account the future needs of the village.  The schools 

need to ensure that capacity is available for future intakes of children who are already 

resident in the village.  The buses that transport children to local secondary schools are 

also often full.  The developer should make CIL/S106 payments if the appeal is allowed.   
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The area is known to contain many different wildlife species and is close to nature reserves 

and other countryside sites.  The land currently acts as a habitat and wildlife corridor for 

many animals.  Adjacent to the proposed site are areas of SSSI (Scrubs Wood) which also 

contain protected species.  The application would threaten wildlife habitats on and close to 

the site.  This includes species such as badgers, water voles, glow worms, brown hares, 

deer, dormice, bats, foxes, owls & buzzards.  This environment would be lost if the 

application was approved.  Policy CP5 states that the Council “will protect and enhance the 

character and openness of the countryside.  This will be achieved by the restriction of 

inappropriate development in a rural area” (see also DPF 18).  The development is 

contrary to Policy DC2 which seeks to protect the countryside for its own sake.  This 

development does not protect or enhance the environment which is also supported by the 

comments submitted by The National Trust and Natural England.    

 

There would be loss of valuable agricultural land which would also worsen the issues with 

flooding on Runsell Lane which occurs during the winter months.  This can be dangerous 

due to icy and wet patches created on the road.  The lane is narrow and has a number of 

blind spots.  The application has included some sustainable drainage measures but this will 

lead to standing water close to the road and to the play area which could create a hazard 

close to residential properties.   

 

There will be an increase in noise pollution resulting from the building of this development 

and once they are occupied.  The development will also lead to increased light pollution 

along Runsell Lane which does not currently have street lighting.  DPF 38 seeks to resist 

street lighting in outlying areas of the village in order to maintain the character.  A 

development of this size would include an amount of artificial light which would cause light 

pollution and be contrary to this DPF.   

 

Danbury does not offer the amount of employment opportunities required by this number of 

properties.  This would mean that most residents would be commuting out of the village, 

most likely towards Chelmsford to the A12 and railway station, contributing to the traffic 

movements daily.  There are limited public transport options and the services are currently 

under review by Essex County Council.  The location of the site is on the very edge of the 

village and is some distance from the main village facilities such as schools, shops and the 

medical centre.  There are no large supermarkets in the village and so residents would 
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need to visit nearby towns to use these and other facilities such as banking and leisure.  

This development does not minimise the need for travel and does not contribute to 

sustainable transport for the village.  The footways through the village are narrow in many 

places and this can be dangerous for pedestrians (particularly those with buggies or 

wheelchair users), particularly given the amount of HGV’s and emergency vehicles using 

the A414.  This could lead to a higher incidence of accidents.    

 

The public consultation by Gladman was inadequate.  No deadline was given for comments 

and the leaflets were unclear and not sent to the whole village.  There are 744 public 

comments showing on Chelmsford City Council’s website with the vast majority objecting to 

the plans.  Gladmans Statement of Community Involvement states that they sent 800 

leaflets in September 2016 to the village.  They had 68 responses directly to them from the 

leaflet. 

 

The Parish Council believes that this application would result in significant harm to the local 

environment, heritage assets and character of Danbury for the reasons given above.  It is 

contrary to Chelmsford City Council and Danbury Parish Council planning policy and is 

contrary to the NPPF.  Paragraph 133, especially, states “where a proposed 

development will lead to substantial harm or to a total loss of significance of a 

designated heritage asset consent should be refused, unless this is necessary to 

achieve a substantial public benefit that outweighs the harm or loss, subject to 

prescribed criteria. 

Danbury Parish Council is not opposed to appropriate and sustainable development within 

the village that meet the criteria of Chelmsford City Council’s Local Plan and any 

supplementary planning document specifically for Danbury (currently the Danbury Planning 

Framework which is hoped to be replaced by the Danbury Neighbourhood Plan in due 

course).   
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In the last ten years, there have been approximately 100 new dwellings approved by 

Chelmsford City Council in Danbury.  These developments include flats and houses 

constructed by both private developers and social housing providers.   

 Work completed or underway:  Danbury Palace (46 dwellings), medical centre site at 

Eves Corner (7 dwellings), Hopping Jacks Hall (5 dwellings), Medical Centre at Maldon 

Road, Adam House (2 dwellings), 24 Main Road (2 dwellings), Quinlan Court, (14 

dwellings), Ollets, (8 dwellings) 24 Butts Lane (8 dwellings), 

 Permission granted, work not started:  86 Main Road (9 dwellings),  

 New single dwellings approved on at least four separate sites around the village as well 

as a number of conversions and extensions.   

The Parish Council is facilitating the production of the Danbury Neighbourhood Plan.  The 

Neighbourhood Plan Group has recently completed and published the interim results of its 

first survey from which the Visions and Objectives of the plan are now being produced.  

Two public drop in sessions were attended by over 200 residents and a questionnaire was 

delivered to every home in Danbury, 639 replies were returned from 2014 households 

which is approximately over 30% of the village, (assuming one reply from each household).  

 

Initial analysis of the questionnaire shows a high degree of concern over issues such as 

pollution, environmental issues, health provision and medical services, also the high degree 

of housing development planned and taking place in and around Danbury and how it will 

adversely effect the rural nature of the village with continued urban growth. 

 

Further public engagement exercises are planned and we have now completed the Call for 

Sites process and interviewed all those who wished their sites to be considered.  The 

group is now in the process of developing the criteria for sustainable sites in consultation 

with Chelmsford City Council before consulting the village for their views. The aim is to 

complete this in the early part of 2018. The Neighbourhood Plan is currently under review 

and subject to change, but we aim to complete the plan either in line with or ahead of the 

emerging CCC local plan.  Once adopted the Neighbourhood Plan will have identified 

preferred sites for any development allocated by Chelmsford City Council`s New Local 

Plan. These sites will have been identified by the Steering Group in consultation with the 

residents and local businesses.  



9 
 

The Danbury Neighbourhood Plan will enable localism as a statutory instrument to be at the 

core of local planning decisions now and in the future. 

 

In summary, the Parish Council believes that this application would result in significant 

harm to the local environment and the character of Danbury for the reasons given above 

which far outweigh any benefits put forward by the developer.  It is inappropriate in its 

location, access and size and would result in the loss of valuable countryside.  The Parish 

Council considers that there is a real risk to the Neighbourhood Planning Process if any 

planning application, conflicting with both Chelmsford City Council and Danbury Parish 

Council planning policies and guidelines were to be allowed on appeal. 

 

 

Councillor Daniel Carlin. 

Vice Chairman, Danbury Parish Council Planning Committee. 


