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DANBURY PARISH COUNCIL 
A Quality Council 
 
Minutes of the Extraordinary Meeting held on 14th March 2017 at 7pm at 
Danbury Mission, Maldon Road, Danbury 
 
Present:  Cllrs: S Berlyn (Chairman), Mrs A Chapman, (Vice Chairman), C. Baker,  
                         D. Carlin, Mrs B. Hallett, A Keeler, J. Steele, P. Sutton, M Telling 
 
In attendance:   Mrs M Saunders, Clerk,  
   Mrs H Mayes, Assistant Clerk,  
   County Cllr Spence 
   City Cllrs Ambor & Shepherd.  
   Approximately 150 Members of the Public.  
 
130  Introduction by Chairman 
The Chairman welcomed all those present to the meeting and thanked Danbury 
Mission for the use of the venue.  He read out the housekeeping notes and 
explained the format of the meeting.  Residents were encouraged to give their views 
on the proposed application.  The Parish Office had received 139 comments (all 
objections) and there were 342 comments on Chelmsford City Council’s website.  
The deadline for comments had been extended to Tuesday 21st March 2017.   
RESOLVED:  that the information be noted.  
 
131  Public Question Time  
Planning Application 17/00089/OUT  Land South of Maldon Road and East of 
Hyde Green.  (Outline planning application for up to 100 dwellings with public 
open space, drainage and landscaping with all matters reserved except access 
into the site).   
The Chairman opened the floor to those present to make any comments they wished 
Resident comments received at the Parish Office had been circulated to Members 
and to those present at the meeting for their information.  Comments were made as 
follows:   
 
There would be a loss of a beautiful landscape which makes up the intrinsic 
character of the village.  It contained a public right of way regularly used by many 
groups of local people and was an educational resource for children.  There were a 
number of different wildlife species using the field as a habitat and for a food source, 
many of which were protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  The land 
was also a valuable food production resource which should be retained.   
 
CCC’s New Local Plan Landscape Assessment document had been published.  This 
stated that this site had value as a landscape and was the least able to accept any 
development out of the four Danbury plots identified in the document.   
 
A question was asked about the ongoing Neighbourhood Plan and whether this 
proposal would contribute to the 100 proposed houses for the new Local Plan.  The 
Chairman advised that the old Local Plan would expire in 2021 and therefore this 
application would not count as part of the New Local Plan allocation.   
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A resident noted that he thought the proposal was for initial 100 houses.  Some of 
the planning documents refer to 150 or more properties.  He felt it was an attempt to 
build houses and then build more on the rest of the land.  When he had applied to 
build a house at the end of Cherry Garden Lane, CCC said it would have a visual 
effect coming into Danbury.  Therefore, 100 houses would have a big visual effect.  
The Chairman advised that the application only stated it was for 100 houses and that 
the Parish Council could only consider what was on the application.   
 
The Chairman of Hands Off Danbury spoke to thank those present for the support for 
HOD and for demonstrating their views on this unsustainable application.  He 
encouraged everyone to get involved with the Neighbourhood Plan to help shape the 
future of the village.   
 
There were comments from ECC regarding minerals on the site.  This was a site that 
was taken off of the top tier of potential sites but was strategic as far as minerals 
were concerned and it was in a mineral safeguarding area.  It was noted that the 
MPA had objected to the application.     
 
Minimal assessment had been done on minerals and the land.  The land was sand 
based which could cause issues with subsidence to nearby properties.  No 
assessment had been done regarding the impact on existing properties surrounding 
the site.  The water table could be impacted adversely.   
 
Increased traffic was a major concern, especially considering the cumulative effect 
from other developments in the Maldon District.  There had been a recent 
consultation which showed that the network in the area is 4 percent from total 
capacity.  The Chairman advised that he attended the traffic consultation launch but 
that it did not really cover the A414 as far as Danbury.   
 
There was concern that Danbury would be surrounded by housing developments 
and would turn into a town.  The lanes were not suitable for the number of vehicles 
proposed.  It was already difficult to exit onto Hyde Lane.   
 
School children were forced onto verges when walking to and from school due to the 
amount of traffic going through Cherry Garden Lane.  There was an issue with the 
local schools already being full and a lack of capacity for additional places.   
 
One resident raised concerns about the impact on the Medical Centre.  She had 
telephoned 129 times to try to make an appointment recently.  The increase in the 
number of people going to the Medical Centre with new houses would be a cause for 
concern for the well-being of the village.  In a previous comment on another large 
development the NHS stated that the medical centre couldn’t cope with number of 
properties proposed.   
 
Essex County Cllr Spence then spoke to the meeting regarding some of the issues 
raised.  He was aware that there had been a number of accidents outside the 
Medical Centre and he continued to pursue the agreed pedestrian crossing which 
should have been installed in late 2016.  It was now hoped this would be completed 
in May 2017 and would assist in slowing the traffic.  The signs for the Medical Centre 
were not visible enough to drivers which had contributed to the accidents and 
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discussion was underway with the NHS to get these moved and additional signs put 
in.  Cllr Spence confirmed that Essex County Council was a consultee regarding 
highways and minerals for planning applications.  The existing quarries in Danbury 
had sought extensions of their current licences so new sites were not needed in the 
immediate future.   
 
Cllr Spence considered that the County did not need large scale development where 
there was not money for the necessary infrastructure, and that it was better to build 
major developments on brown field sites or green field with community engagement.  
The infrastructure can then be put in first as has been carried out in Braintree and 
Tendring Districts.  This had less impact on existing infrastructure.  There were 
135,000 houses required across the County by 2035 to meet the projected 
population but this should be carried out in balance with other needs.   
  
The Chairman thanked Cllr Spence for his comments.   
 
A resident asked if there was any news regarding a new road from Maldon to 
Hatfield Peverel.  The Chairman advised that the Parish Council had, for many 
years, lobbied for a bypass which would allow the A414 to be downgraded to a B 
road.  The Parish Council would continue to support this but at present there was no 
plans for this to happen.  There was a consultation from Highways England 
regarding a new road from the A12 to the Braintree A120.  There were five options 
and once the preferred option had been decided, there would be a complete new 
junction built that would have a route connected to Tiptree.  It was possible that there 
would be a new junction between Hatfield Peverel and Witham in the future.  It was 
noted that Maldon District Council had expressed concerns regarding the traffic in 
their consultation response.   
 
The Chairman added that if any residents were interested in assisting with the 
Neighbourhood Plan, all help would be welcomed.  There were no further comments 
and so the Chairman thanked those present for taking the time to attend the 
meeting.  The Parish Council would now hold a meeting to determine their response 
to the planning application and residents were welcome to stay and listen to the 
discussion.  The Parish Council comments would be available on both Chelmsford 
City Council and Danbury Parish Council’s websites later that week.   
 
132  Apologies for absence 
Apologies were received and accepted from Cllr Hinken.   
 
133  Declarations of Interest 
All Members were reminded that they must disclose any pecuniary or non-pecuniary 
interests they knew they might have in items of business on the meeting’s agenda 
and that they must do so at that point on the agenda or as soon as they become 
aware of the interest.  They were reminded that they would need to repeat their 
declaration at the appropriate point in the meeting and leave the room if the interest 
was a pecuniary one.  They were also obliged to notify the Monitoring Officer of the 
interest within 28 days of the meeting, if they had not previously notified her about it. 
Unforeseen interests must be declared similarly at the appropriate time.   
 
Cllr Mrs Hallett declared a pecuniary interest and left the meeting.   
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134  To Determine Response to Planning Application 17/00089/OUT   
Land South of Maldon Road and East of Hyde Green (Outline planning 
application for up to 100 dwellings with public open space, drainage and 
landscaping with all matters reserved except access into the site).   
 

Members had received a summary of the comments made by residents and were in 
agreement with the majority of the concerns raised.  It was felt that the application 
should be strongly objected to and that it was contrary to a number of DPF’s in the 
Danbury Planning Framework as well as Chelmsford City Council’s current planning 
policies.  After some discussion, Cllr Carlin proposed that Danbury Parish Council 
strongly objected to planning application 17/00089/OUT based on the comments 
received from residents and Members.  He also proposed that the application be 
referred to the local Ward Member to request determination by the CCC Planning 
Committee, unless Officers were minded to refuse it.  This was seconded by Cllr 
Telling and all were in favour of both proposals.   
RESOLVED:  that  
a)  planning application 17/00089/OUT be referred to the local Ward Member for 
determination by CCC Planning Committee, unless Officers were minded to refused 
it.   
b) that the following comments be sent to Chelmsford City Council in respect of 
application 17/00089/OUT 
 
The Parish Council strongly objects to this application as it does not consider that it 
is sustainable development and would cause significant harm to the open character 
and appearance of the area.  The proposal fails to protect or enhance the 
environment and does not make a positive contribution to the village.  The proposal 
for the site would be high density, completely out of keeping with the surrounding 
housing and would cause damage to the visual impact of the area, particularly since 
it is on the rural boundary of the village.  Danbury is not suitable for large scale 
development and the Parish Council would be concerned that a precedent could be 
set for developing the rest of the site in the future.  The Parish Council understands 
that the City Council can demonstrate a five year housing land supply.   
 
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 and it is contrary to CCC Policy CP2 - The 
Borough Wide Spatial Strategy as it does not comply with the current adopted 
development plan (see also NPPF paragraph 11).  It is also contrary to the following 
Chelmsford City Council Policies:   
 

 CP1 (Securing Sustainable Development) as the proposed development does not 

meet any elements of this policy.   

 CP5 as it will urbanise the area outside of the defined settlement.  The Parish 

Council considers that this development is inappropriate for the area and should 

be resisted.   

 CP9 – the protection of areas of natural heritage.   

 CP12 – the protection and enhancement of recreational provision.   

 CP14 which seeks to promote and support the enhancement of the 

environmental quality of the countryside.   
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The application is also contrary to many of CCC’s Development Control Policies.  
The proposed development does not protect or enhance the countryside within the 
rural area in any way or meet any of the exceptions listed in DC2.  It also conflicts 
with DC’s 11, 12, 32, 37 53 and 57.  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 Danbury Planning Framework is a current supplementary planning document 
adopted by CCC and will remain in place until 2021.  Therefore the application 
conflicts with DPF 1.  The Parish Council also considers that the application is 
contrary to many DPF’s, specifically, 5, 7, 8, 10, 14, 21, 35 and 67.    
 
The site is grade 3 agricultural land and 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.  The site is at the edge of the village 
and gives a rural outlook to the boundary of the parish.  This outlook would be spoilt 
by the development of 100 houses and change the character of this part of the 
village.  The proposed dwellings are two and half stories high which are higher that 
the surrounding properties (DPF 20).   
 
Road infrastructure and capacity is already poor within the village resulting in 
significant congestion levels.  It is difficult to see how the A414 can be improved as 
many older properties lie close to the road itself and therefore mitigation 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 would enable the A414 to be 
downgraded to a B road and suitable traffic calming measures introduced.  The 
implementation of this scheme would be welcomed.   
 
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 
District.  That 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.  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 District (over 4000 dwellings already proposed or 
built).  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 DPF’s 34 and 60 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.    
 
A large development in Danbury would only add to the severe congestion that 
already takes place.  Several large developments are already proceeding in Maldon 
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and this has had a noticeable 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 pre signals installed by Essex County Council at Eves Corner have not shown 
any noticeable improvement on traffic flow as intended.  The proposed new access 
onto the A414 would be hazardous for drivers due to the fast continuous flow of 
traffic and poor sightlines.  The flow of traffic would be interrupted by vehicles turning 
right towards Maldon or into the new development from Maldon.  It is likely that this 
will result in additional queuing up to the bend at Runsell Green, possibly causing 
accidents on this 40mph stretch of road.    
 
Due to the congestion at peak times on the A414, it is likely that vehicles from the 
site (and drivers looking to avoid queues) would choose to use the small local lanes 
to bypass the A414.  This would lead to an excessive amount of vehicles using the 
narrow lanes nearby.  This area is already dangerous for pedestrians using the lanes 
to walk to other areas of the village as there is a lack of footways.  Cherry Garden 
Road is already dangerous at the junction with Hyde Lane.  Cherry Garden Lane 
itself is very narrow and would be unsuitable for extra traffic.  Access from Hyde 
Lane onto the A414 is already dangerous due the weight and speed of traffic on the 
A414 and its close proximity to the Runsell Green junction.  A new road would also 
require the removal of hedgerow and trees to facilitate it.   
 
The proposals do not mention any assistance to be given to pedestrians crossing the 
A414 in order to access bus stops or to walk to other areas of the village.  It would 
be extremely dangerous for pedestrians to attempt to cross the A414 at this point.  
There are no nearby crossings that could be utilised.  Taking into account all the 
concerns regarding traffic and the highway network the Parish Council considers that 
this application does not comply with Essex County Council Development 
Management Policies DM1, DM2 or DM7.   
 
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 the 
lack of an Air Quality Assessment due to the site being located close to an identified 
air pollution hotspot.  An increase in pollution is not acceptable to Danbury for both 
health reasons and the damage caused to the conservation area and environment 
(CCC Policies DC’s 28 & 29 and Paragraphs 30 and 120 of the NPPF apply).   
 
The GP practice does not have sufficient capacity for the additional growth required.  
Residents are already waiting several weeks for appointments at the Centre.  The 
Parish Council would like to see clarification from NHS England as they objected to a 
similar sized application in November 2016 (16/01810/OUT).  No Health Impact 
Assessment has been included for this application and it is clear that the Medical 
Centre is already stretched to capacity and cannot take on hundreds more patients.  
The figures for the Medical Centre show that there are 18,420 patients shared 
between six GP’s which is well over the guidance of 1,800 patients per GP.  This 
would be detrimental to the well-being of current residents and would raise concerns 
about the availability of medical care for both current and new residents.  
 
The local primary schools do not have the capacity for the number of places required 
from this development.  It is unclear how the capacity of the primary schools could 
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be expanded.  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.  Although the developer may 
have to make a CIL contribution to NHS and education services, this would be a one 
off payment and does not take into account the future growing needs of the village.   
 
The area is known to contain many different wildlife species, many of which are 
protected and it is close to nature reserves and other countryside sites.  The land 
currently acts as a habitat and wildlife corridor for many animals.  The site is located 
within a buffer zone of several areas of SSSI (Woodham Walter, Blakes Wood, 
Lingwood Common and Danbury Common) which contain protected species.  The 
application would threaten wildlife habitats and nesting sites on and close to the site 
and includes species such as badgers, deer, dormice, bats, foxes, owls & buzzards.  
This environment would be lost if the application was approved.  The hedgerow 
surveys carried out by the applicant were undertaken at the wrong time of year to 
provide an accurate assessment of the species present.  Surveys should be carried 
out between April and September.  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).  
Natural England have raised a number of concerns within their response to the 
application.  The Parish Council would like confirmation of who would be responsible 
for the ongoing maintenance and safety inspections of the proposed play area and 
recreational space and also how these areas would be protected from future 
development.   
 
The loss of agricultural land would worsen the issues with flooding on local roads.  
There are concerns from nearby residents about the condition and capacity of the 
current drainage systems and the consequences to existing properties if further 
dwellings were connected to the system.  The increase in hard landscaping will only 
escalate the local flooding issues.   
 
The Parish Council has concerns regarding the suitability of the land which is in a 
Mineral Safeguarding Area.  The Parish Council notes that the ECC Minerals & 
Waste Planning Authority have objected to the proposal.  The NPPF also refers to 
the safeguarding of potential mineral areas.  The site is made up of sand and gravel 
which could adversely affect the water table and consequently cause subsidence to 
nearby properties.   
 
There will be an increase in noise pollution resulting from the additional properties 
both during development and once they are occupied.  The development will lead to 
increased light pollution.  DPF 38 seeks to resist street lighting in outlying areas of 
the village in order to maintain character.  A development of this size would include 
an amount of artificial light which would cause light pollution.   
 
Danbury does not offer the amount of employment opportunities required by this 
number of properties and this development would not contribute towards this (NPPF 
paragraph 9).  This would mean that most residents would be commuting out of the 
village, contributing to the traffic movements and consequent pollution daily.  There 
are limited public transport options.  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, 
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shops and the Medical Centre.  The footways through the village are narrow in many 
places and this can be dangerous for pedestrians, particularly given the amount of 
HGV’s and emergency vehicles using the A414 on a frequent basis.  The application 
does not give regard to sustainable transport as per NPPF Paragraph 35.   
 
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 and the City Council are urged to refuse it.   

 

 

There being no further business, the meeting was closed at 8.15pm.   

 

Signed:……………………………………………                 Cllr S Berlyn, Chairman 

 

Date:……………………………………………….. 


