Objection to PP37
1. I have read in full the Langham Parish councils’ submission and fully support all of their comments.
2. Our objection is focused on the need to completely reject the proposal. There are many detailed comments and references to National and Local policies that do not need to be repeated. Below are a few examples to support complete rejection and thus save further expenditure on discussion regarding points of detail.
3. The proposal directly contravenes certain paragraphs in the Colchester City Council Preferred Options Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation 2025.
4. Some examples are shown below and we urge the City Council to reject this proposal before committing extra expenditure on individual detail. In a nut shell it appears ill thought out, with many many examples of how it does not meet the City Councils own policies as well as other statuary bodies.

5. Approximately 3.5 to 4 times growth in the local rural community.
i. This is completely incompatible with point “a” in PP37 which states that it should “be compatible with surrounding development.” It clearly isn’t and thus the proposal does not pass the very first “condition” of assessment and no more expense should be wasted on detailed work. It should be removed entirely from the local plan.
ii. This is completely incompatible with point “b” in PP37 which states that “it will need to be demonstrated that the proposal would not be detrimental to highway capacity and safety.” There is already significant use of narrow country lanes to access Severalls industrial estate and areas towards the west and North West of Langham. There would be a massive increase in traffic from a development of this size. Not all additional commuting will use the A12. Apart from the loss of amenity in a rural area there would be significant safety issues.
iii. This is completely incompatible with point “j” in PP37 which states that “development is sensitively integrated into the landscape to reflect and reinforce rural character. The proposal clearly cannot meet this requirement and thus no more expense should be wasted on detailed work. It should be removed entirely from the local plan.
6. There is nothing in the plans regarding any kind of “Local Centre”. There is therefore a certainty that vastly increased traffic will result from travelling by car for essential day to day needs. This is entirely inconsistent with stated and published CCC “Green” objectives and not least NPPF statements.
7. There is a complete mismatch with Local Housing needs. The development will be a dormitory and not in anyway integrated with the local community.
