Langham Parish Council Response to Regulation 18 Local Plan Consultation: APPENDIX 9
Langham Sewerage & Surface Water Drainage Report

Current WRC status
Langham’s Water Recycling Centre (WRC) has operated in excess of its currently permitted dry weather flow (DWF) of 420 cubic metres/day for 8 of the last 11 years (2014 to 2024), as shown in Table 1 below. Annual outturns have however fluctuated very widely, which reflects serious groundwater infiltration problems in the sewerage catchment network, causing large variations in flow rates dependent on local rainfall patterns each year. A £1m sewer relining project was therefore undertaken by Anglian Water Services (AWS) in 2015, resulting in some short-term infiltration reduction, but not enough to restore the WRC to DWF compliance over subsequent years.
Table 1 shows two different outturn results for each calendar year. The Q80 measure[footnoteRef:1] is the designated measure to be used when assessing whether there is available headroom for planning new housing growth within a WRC catchment area. The results below indicate the WRC has exceeded the permitted discharge in 8 of the last 11 full years. In the last 5 full years, only one year (2022) was compliant, as a result of an exceptionally dry year with 30% less annual rainfall than usual. [1:  Q80 represents the flows during dry weather, where there is no rainwater infiltration inflating the volumes, as it is the value where only 20% of days result in lower discharge flows.] 

The Q90 measure is used when assessing compliance with the permitted DWF limit (Q80), to allow for year-on-year variability and to avoid recording non-compliance for reasons outside the operator’s control such as unusually heavy rainfall. Table 1 shows that the Q90 measure has exceeded the DWF permitted flows in 2014, 2020, 2021, 2023, and 2024. In 2022, despite rainfall being 30% lower than usual, Q90 remained at almost 80% of the permitted DWF.

Table 1
	Year
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019

	DWF permit
	420
	420
	420
	420
	420
	420

	Actual (Q90)
	522
	381
	383
	358
	416
	378

	Actual (Q80)
	616
	436
	411
	383
	444
	455



	Year
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024
	2025

	DWF permit
	420
	420
	420
	420
	420
	420

	Actual (Q90)
	428
	482
	328
	486
	475
	TBC

	Actual (Q80)
	455
	519
	346
	580
	534
	TBC



In November 2021, AWS submitted a pre-application to the Environment Agency for an increased DWF permit of 500 cubic metres/day, with a target implementation date of Dec 2024, as reported in a Committed Investment Plan submitted to Colchester’s Planning Authority. This proposed permit variation was clearly sized to reflect the lower Q80 figure recorded following the relining project in 2015; however, since 2020, Q80 has exceeded the targeted allowance of 500 cubic metres/day. Were this permit variation to be implemented, it would not provide any additional capacity for new development in the area.
In reality, this pre-application engagement was never progressed to a new permit application. AWS decided instead to focus efforts on further sewerage network surveys in the hope that additional groundwater infiltration reduction measures might reduce or even remove the requirement for an increased DWF permit. The reasons for this finally became apparent when AWS shared the following information with Langham Parish Council and our MP, Sir Bernard Jenkin, at a public meeting on 2nd February 2024:
(i) A preliminary AWS costing exercise for upgrade or rebuild of the Langham WRC to meet an increased flow treatment capacity estimated the likely capital expenditure to be in excess of £6m.
(ii) AWS’s Environmental Permit Scientist reported that Langham’s sewerage network has the worst groundwater infiltration rates in their entire estate of ~1100 WRC catchments, with the sole exception of 2 or 3 catchments in the low lying Norfolk Broads.
Various surveys and flow monitoring activities have been undertaken by AWS throughout 2022, 2023 and 2024, but no evidence of any significant infiltration reduction opportunities and delivered solutions have thus far been reported back to Langham Parish Council.
Langham WRC therefore remains flow non-compliant as clearly identified in CCC’s July 2025 Water Cycle Study. Consequently, and in line with current company policy, AWS’s current consultation advice to Colchester’s Planning Authority is that all planning applications in Langham should be refused due to lack of capacity at Langham WRC. The Water Cycle Study similarly recommends that “development coming forward…should be required to demonstrate available capacity at the WRC and the associated sewer network with AWS prior to submitting planning applications.”
[bookmark: _GoBack]Noting the 10 year history of non-delivery of WRC upgrades from the previous 2016 WCS, this suggested use of a planning condition in place of identified mitigation may very well not be lawful as there needs to be a reasonable prospect of the external action (WRC upgrades) being completed within the permission’s timeframe. Whilst no permission would be considered until the capacity issues are resolved, the policy amounts to and should be considered as equivalent to a Grampian condition on the local plan allocation. Without any proposals for the works, and absent a mechanism for a developer to contribute to them, the condition would fail the test of reasonableness for a Grampian Condition and the associated planning application would have to be refused. The same logic applied to the policy pre-condition illustrates the futility of the application. As it would not be acceptable as a Grampian condition on a planning application for the development, it cannot be justified as a policy precondition for the allocation.

Current sewerage network status
As reported above, AWS has recognised for over a decade that the Langham sewerage network has very serious groundwater infiltration problems, but has failed to make any significant progress in resolving them.
These high levels of infiltration have the insidious consequence of “stealing” capacity from the flow permit and increasing the likelihood of DWF non-compliance, particularly during wet years. They also have the far more pernicious effect of causing hydraulic overload of the sewer network during periods of very wet weather. The results of this can range from sewage overspills from individual manholes, through to flooded streets and gardens, pumping station failures and ultimately internal sewage flooding of residential properties. This very worst case outcome has affected Langham in 2016 and again in 2024. Lesser incidents of street and garden sewage flooding have occurred many times over the last decade, with some residents’ gardens being submerged up to 6 times over the last 3 years. The CCC Water Cycle Study confirms (in table 4-3) that the CO4 postcode (comprising primarily Boxted, Langham and Highwoods) has suffered the highest prevalence of internal sewer flooding incidents across all of Colchester over the last 10 years, with more than 300 incidents recorded in official records.
Langham’s sewer network is demonstrably operating with no flow headroom to cope with heavy rainfall events. Significant new housebuilding, together with increased wet weather variability from climate change, poses a very serious threat of disastrous sewage flooding incidents becoming far more frequent than at present. This is recognised in the Water Cycle Study’s recommendation that “development coming forward…should be required to demonstrate available capacity at the WRC and the associated sewer network with AWS prior to submitting planning applications.”
What this recommendation means in Plain English is that any major new housing development at Langham will require not only a substantial upgrade to the Langham WRC, but also the installation of a new larger diameter and leak-free sewer network between the housing development site and the WRC.
Anglian Water investment requirements and timetable
The Water Cycle Study confirms (in section 8.10) that AWS’s 2025-2030 business plan currently includes no investment at Langham WRC. It also notes an absence of any medium to long term solutions in the Drainage & Wastewater Management Plan covering the period out to 2050. It further notes that a WRC upgrade to protect water quality is technically achievable (to achieve the necessary new permit requirements for ammonia, BOD and nitrates), but that “upgrades required may be significant”. The £6m cost estimate shared with Langham Parish Council in 2024 (prior to any proposals for over 1,000 new connected homes now envisaged in the draft Local Plan) almost certainly represents an absolute lower bound on the real costs that would need to be incurred to upgrade the WRC to the required capacity. It must also be noted that this cost estimate does not include any allowance for the cost of a new sewer network to serve the proposed large new housing development.
Any such major revisions to AWS’s investment program will not be made prior to formal adoption of the new Local Plan, currently targeted for May 2027. AWS’s next 5-yearly iteration of its DWMP is not scheduled until 2028. Timescales for any potential Langham WRC upgrade are therefore highly uncertain, even before considering the challenges identified by AWS since 2021, summarised above, which demonstrate the sheer scale of the issues leading to the breach of the permit and that a solution will be far from straightforward.
The Water Cycle Study references the tension between this investment bottleneck and a stated desire by CCC to commence housebuilding at Langham and Boxted early in the Plan period. Section 9.2.1 specifically recognises these tensions and recommends further more detailed consultation around funding and timing so as to manage future delivery risks.
This clearly highlights a significant deliverability risk with the proposed housing allocations in Langham and Boxted.
Private sewerage solution feasibility
The Water Cycle Study makes a brief mention of the “potential for inset providers to provide wastewater (and water supply infrastructure) outside of the AWS service area.” This is presumably a reference to the appointment of an independent NAV provider, as regulated by Ofwat, but with the same responsibilities as traditional water companies.
This option may indeed allow for a faster implementation timetable, unconstrained by AWS’s 5 yearly strategic budget planning cycle. It also has the potential to offer a more cost competitive quotation for the large capital investment program required. If a NAV provider is to be appointed, however, they will need to liaise with the Environment Agency to agree permit requirements for discharge to the Black Brook (or the existing mains sewer system), and these permit requirements will be driven by the same WFD water quality requirements, whoever the sewerage undertaker happens to be.
Whilst the capital costs might be reduced somewhat by the NAV approach, they will still be very substantial, and a suitable alternative funding source will need to be identified, potentially impacting the viability of the 900 home development.
In addition, any private treatment works that may be provided on the housing site, is likely to require a significant land take for the infrastructure itself and a suitable cordon sanitaire (to address odour and fly nuisance), which may extend beyond 200 metres.  This would also reduce the developable area of the site and reduce housing capacity, which needs to be determined before any housing allocation is confirmed.
Surface Water Drainage
Provision of adequate surface water drainage is likely to be a very significant challenge to the proposed 900 home development, as a consequence of Langham’s high water table, flat topography and sole discharge pathway via the Black Brook.
These challenges have already been clearly recognised in an adjacently located 30 home planning application (220595) which received outline planning permission in 2023. The application documents include a Site Specific Flood Risk & Sustainable Drainage Assessment report prepared by Richard Jackson Engineering Consultants. This report identifies the need for a large water storage basin to regulate surface water discharge rates towards the Black Brook. The required storage capacity for this 30 home development was assessed as 200 cubic metres, to be implemented via a water storage basin with maximum water depth 0.75m and total surface area of 377 square metres.
This strongly suggests that an extremely large water storage basin would be required to manage flood risks associated with a 900 home development: potentially larger than a full size professional football pitch, if ground conditions across the site are similar to those on the immediately adjacent site of planning application 220595.
Such a large water storage basin raises a number of potential safety concerns, as well as viability concerns arising from the neutralisation of a significant amount of potential development land. In short, it is unlikely that 900 homes could be built in the area north of Park Lane, or they would need to be of higher density and further out of keeping with the existing village character.
Unrealistic water use targets
In addition to the need for major infrastructure upgrades at Langham WRC, the Water Cycle Study also recommends a figure of 85 litres per person per day (l/p/d) per capita consumption (PCC) target for new homes to ‘assist’ with the capacity issues at Langham WRC. This target appears to be wholly unrealistic. The water industry has committed to reducing PCC to 110 l/p/d by 2050, and 108 l/p/d by 2050 is currently forecast[footnoteRef:2]. AWS reports that its PCC was 132.0 l/p/d in 2023/24, which it also notes is one of the lowest PCCs in the industry[footnoteRef:3]. The suggested target of a PCC of 85 l/p/d for any new property within the catchment of Langham WRC is wildly inconsistent with actual water usage, as it is less than 65% of the current PCC reported by AWS, and 77% of the 2050 target PCC. [2:  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-review-of-englands-draft-regional-and-water-resources-management-plans/a-summary-of-englands-draft-regional-and-water-resources-management-plans]  [3:  https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/siteassets/household/about-us/our-reports/service-commitment-plan-2024.pdf] 

The Water Cycle Study does not set out how it proposes all new properties to use less than 2/3 the amount of water than is typical for the area, particularly when water use it is compared against is already lower than the national average. Serious doubt remains as to whether such a low target could be achieved.
The suggested target is misleading as it implies a reduction in water use is a solution to short-term issues of capacity at Langham WRC. However, there is no capacity for any new development irrespective of PCC. Policy PP37 also does not enshrine the 85 l/p/d required target, and it is unlikely that a material reduction in water use could be achieved in the absence of the target being mandated and a clear strategy of identified and achievable steps required as part of the policy.
The fact that target is not achievable, and that in any event the policy does not seek to require its achievement, only serves to illustrate the lack of commitment by CCC to ensuring that new development does not overwhelm Langham WRC.
Interim Conclusion
Sewage and drainage capacity issues in Langham present a very significant deliverability and commercial viability challenge to any large housing allocation in the village. These appear to have been seriously underestimated by Colchester’s Planning team and not assessed by the site promoter, which is a significant oversight. The draft site allocations should be reappraised with a view to redirecting growth to sites within the catchment areas of WRCs with available headroom to accommodate housing growth. This conclusion is strengthened still further by critical flaws in the Council’s Habitats Regulation Assessment of the potential harmful effects of Langham WRC on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries Special Protection Area, as explained below.
Flaws in the Habitats Regulation Assessment
The Council has undertaken an assessment of the Local Plan policies pursuant to the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (Habitats Regulations). Under Regulation 105, where a development plan "is likely to have a significant effect on a European site", an appropriate assessment of the implications for the site in view of that site's conservation objectives must be carried out before the plan is given effect.

In accordance with Regulation 105(4), the plan can be given effect "only after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the European site", or where the tests in Regulation 107 are met.
 
The HRA provided by the Council correctly identifies that the allocations in Langham (primarily Policy PP37) are likely to have a significant effect on a European Site, due to hydraulic connectivity between the Langham Water Recycling Centre (WRC) and the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA. This screening stage of the HRA has correctly been carried out without considering whether the adverse effects on site integrity (AEoSI) could be avoided through the implementation of mitigation. Mitigation can be considered as part of the second stage of the HRA, the appropriate assessment (AA).
 
The AA considers the potential for Policy PP37 to cause AEoSI. The relevant test for the appropriate assessment is summarised by the Supreme Court in C G Fry & Son v Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government [2025] UKSC 35. The competent authority must be "satisfied that there is no reasonable doubt as to the absence of adverse effects on the integrity of the protected site concerned". Further, "if an appropriate assessment is to comply with article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive it ‘cannot have lacunae and must contain complete, precise and definitive findings and conclusions capable of removing all reasonable scientific doubt as to the effects of the works proposed on the protected site concerned’". Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive is incorporated into English law in the context of new Local Plans as Regulation 105 of the Habitat Regulations.
 
The AA relies on the evidence from the Water Cycle Study (WCS) to reach a conclusion that, once mitigation has been taken into consideration, the allocation will not give rise to AEoSI. However, this conclusion is fundamentally flawed:
· The AA erroneously relies on a planning condition as mitigation;
· The mitigation necessary to make the planning condition effective is of a type that cannot be relied upon, leaving scientific doubt that AEoSI will be avoided;
· The HRA is incomplete as it does not consider the potential for on-site wastewater treatment identified in the WCS; and
· The precautionary principle has not been properly applied.
 
The WCS provides an assessment for whether improvements could be made to Langham WRC such that the allocation in Policy PP37 (and others within the catchment of Langham WRC) could be constructed without any deterioration in water quality discharge, and therefore no deterioration of the natural habitats within protected sites. The WCS concludes that, with significant infrastructure upgrades, it is possible to accommodate the additional connections and wastewater without a deterioration in water quality. This is deemed to be within Technically Achievable Limits (TAL).
 
It is openly acknowledged that, without significant infrastructure improvements at Langham WRC, the discharge will continue to breach the environmental permit. The WCS identifies that Langham WRC would be operating at 125% over-capacity were the allocations built out without Langham WRC being upgraded.
 
It is clear from the WCS that if significant improvements are not carried out to Langham WRC, water quality will deteriorate as a result of the increased discharge flows.
 
The WCS also notes, at 8.10.1, that "there is potential for on-site wastewater treatment to reduce the burden on the WRC or if required to accommodate the planned development prior to delivery of future WRC improvement schemes. This is applicable to two of the sites at Langham which are strategic sites (over 150 dwellings) and where there is potential for new appointment and variations (NAV) providers to provide wastewater (and water supply infrastructure) outside of the AWS service area".
 
No further information is provided, however LPC understands that the on-site wastewater treatment referred to is a package treatment plant (PTP).
 
There does not appear to be any evidential basis for suggesting that a NAV will be made to create a new sewerage undertaker for the area, but even were this to occur, it is unclear how this would resolve the capacity issue at Langham WRC, as the appointment of a new sewerage undertaker does not require or imply that improvements of existing, transferred infrastructure would be forthcoming.
 
The AA in the HRA has focused entirely on the work carried out in the WCS to demonstrate that deterioration of water quality can be avoided within TAL. The potential for an on-site solution has not been assessed at all.
 
In consequence, in relation to the acknowledged potential for an on-site solution (PTP), the test in the AA has not been met. The Supreme Court in Fry confirmed the rigour required in applying the AA:
“Under article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, an appropriate assessment of the implications of a plan or project for the site concerned implies that, before the plan or project is approved, all the aspects of the plan or project which can, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, affect the conservation objectives of that site must be identified, in the light of the best scientific knowledge in the field. The competent national authorities are to authorise an activity on the protected site only if they have made certain that it will not adversely affect the integrity of that site. That is so when there is no reasonable scientific doubt as to the absence of such effects …”

The AA, having not considered the potential for PTP to be used to resolve the sewer capacity issues, has failed to consider all aspects of the plan that could affect the conservation objectives of the protected site. Any PTP would either discharge directly into watercourses leading to the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA, or would discharge into the existing sewers to be discharged after further treatment at Langham WRC into watercourses leading to the SPA.

There is no evidence available within the WCS or in the HRA to show that AEoSI would not occur. Therefore, in accordance with the precautionary principle, as AEoSI cannot be ruled out beyond reasonable scientific doubt, harm must be assumed.
 
Further, whilst the AA does consider the effects of the allocation in Policy PP37 being connected solely to Langham WRC, the conclusion that there will be no AEoSI is erroneous and unsafe.
 
The AA conclusion of no AEoSI relies entirely on the additional discharge being capable of being controlled within 'technically achievable limits' through infrastructure upgrades, and a planning condition being imposed to ensure development does not come forward before that capacity is in place. The required planning condition is effectively an absolute prohibition on a planning application being made until capacity at Langham WRC is secured.
 
In carrying out an AA, the effects of any mitigation measures may be considered. Where the mitigation will be successful at controlling or avoiding impacts, the AA may robustly conclude that the proposals will not result in AEoSI. However, the AA in considering Policy PP37 does not rely on mitigation to reach this conclusion. Instead it relies upon a planning condition that effectively requires largely-unspecified but technically achievable mitigation to have been put in place before a planning application is made. There is no strategy for securing the significant infrastructure upgrades that would constitute effective mitigation, and no such upgrades are proposed by Anglian Water to 2050.
 
Natural England, in its guidance on nutrient neutrality (https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/file/4553661829873664), specifically considers potential mitigation measures for circumstances where a development will result in additional nutrient discharge into protected sites, and sets out whether it can be relied upon as mitigation in the context of carrying out an AA. The Supreme Court in Fry confirms that this advice from Natural England constitutes “new scientific information”. It must therefore be taken into account when applying the standard of reasonable scientific doubt when carrying out the AA.
 
The WCS identifies two potential mitigations for the increased discharge associated with the allocations: improvements to Langham WCS and on-site package treatment plants.
 
Both of these mitigation options are identified by Natural England as not being able to be relied upon as mitigation:
· It is not possible to rely on improvements to wastewater treatment works (WWTW) as a mitigation as "currently there is not a mechanism to enable developers to make contributions to water companies to bring forward additional improvements to WWTW."
· It is not possible to rely on potential package treatment plants connecting to the mains because, whilst "cleaner water would reach the WWTW, there would still be an increase in flow. Therefore, due to complexity in the treatment process, this does not necessarily mean it would reduce the total nutrient load discharged from the WWTW. This is the case whether or not the WWTW has a concentration permit or not. Additionally, the Environment Agency do not generally permit PTPs in locations served by mains sewer."
 
In the absence of improvements to Langham WRC being planned by Anglian Water and secured in AMP8, the HRA AA has erroneously relied upon such improvements being forthcoming as mitigation. The planning condition purporting to resolve this issue cannot be relied upon due to the lack of any mechanism for the developer to contribute towards improvements at Langham WRC.
 
An on-site solution has not been considered in any detail in the WCS, or at all in the HRA. There is no evidence to suggest that the EA would, exceptionally, permit a package treatment plant in this location, whether connecting into the existing sewer main or operating an independent discharge into watercourses leading to the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA.

Accordingly, the conclusion of the AA has erred by relying on improvements to Langham WRC as a mitigation measure. Consistent with the Natural England guidance that such mitigation cannot be relied upon, the AA fails to demonstrate beyond reasonable scientific doubt that the allocation in Policy PP37 will not result in AEoSI. Future improvements to wastewater treatment works cannot be relied upon as mitigation due to the lack of a mechanism for the planning system or developers to secure these upgrades. The conclusion from the screening stage, that harm will be caused to the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA, must be reinstated as no other mitigation measure is identified that would alter this conclusion.
 
As a further failing of the HRA, the AA relies on a planning condition instead of directly seeking to rely on upgrades to Langham WRC as mitigation. This creates the appearance of environmental protection whilst masking the reality that:
1. the necessary infrastructure does not exist;
1. no funding is allocated for the necessary infrastructure;
1. no timeline exists for delivery of the necessary infrastructure;
1. future improvements to WWTW cannot be relied upon as mitigation of nutrient impacts to protected sites; and
1. on-site mitigation in the form of package treatment is unlikely to be permitted by the EA due to the presence of mains sewers in the location.
 
The strategy of relying on a planning condition in place of identified mitigation creates a significant risk of a breach of the HRA in future, leading to harm to protected sites. A condition is only effective if it is properly enforced, and there is significant risk that it would not be enforced properly because of:
1. Development pressure: The site is allocated in the Local Plan for 900 homes. Developers will have a strong commercial incentive to submit planning applications and may argue that capacity issues can be resolved through planning conditions or section 106 agreements attached to individual planning permissions;
1. Housing delivery pressure: The Council will be under pressure to maintain a five-year housing land supply and may be reluctant to refuse applications that would contribute to meeting housing targets, particularly where the site is allocated in the adopted Local Plan;
1. Definitional ambiguity: Policy NZ3 requires applicants to 'demonstrate they have confirmed with Anglian Water Services that treatment capacity at the Water Recycling Centre is available'. Developers may argue that capacity will be 'available' once improvements are funded/designed/under construction, even if not yet implemented and operational;
1. Planning judgement: Determining officers and planning committees must make judgements about whether adequate evidence has been provided. These judgements may be influenced by broader policy objectives around housing delivery;
1. Appeals: Even if the Council refuses applications on capacity grounds, applicants may appeal. Inspectors may take a different view, particularly if the site is allocated and the applicant offers section 106 contributions toward infrastructure.
There is therefore no evidence, and certainly no evidence beyond reasonable scientific doubt, that adverse effects on integrity will not occur as a result of the allocation. The precautionary principle requires that, in the absence of evidence beyond reasonable scientific doubt that harm will not occur, such harm must be assumed.

The Local Plan cannot therefore be approved whilst Policy PP37 remains unless the strict tests in Regulation 107 are met. These require that there are no alternatives to the policy and that there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest for its inclusion. Further, compensatory measures for the harm must be included in the Local Plan.

The Council has undertaken a site selection process to identify sites for allocations within the Local Plan. Other sites are available that are less constrained than locations in Langham, and which would not result in harm to protected habitats. There are clear alternatives to Policy PP37.

As a single allocation within a larger Local Plan, there are no imperative reasons of overriding public interest. On the contrary, Policy PP37 does not meet the soundness tests in the NPPF:
Not Positively Prepared: The allocation does not meet objectively assessed needs because it is not deliverable. A site with zero infrastructure capacity and no delivery plan cannot contribute to meeting housing needs.
Not Justified: The strategy of allocating a site subject to a de facto moratorium is not the most appropriate strategy. Alternative sites without such fundamental constraints should be preferred.
Not Effective: The allocation cannot be delivered within the plan period given infrastructure constraints. No investment at Langham WRC is proposed by Anglian Water Services up to 2050. Investment on the scale required is unlikely within the lifetime of the Plan.
Not Consistent with National Policy: NPPF paragraph 16b requires plans to be prepared positively in a way that is aspirational but deliverable. NPPF paragraph 16c requires plans to be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-makers and … infrastructure providers. The absence of any funded infrastructure solution for Langham demonstrates this engagement has not resulted in effective delivery plans.
The public interest therefore goes against making the allocation. Policy PP37 fails both elements of the test in Regulation 107.

Final Conclusion

Policy PP37 is therefore wholly unsustainable, and the case for its inclusion has not been made out. The Habitats Regulations have not been complied with and continued inclusion of Policy PP37 places the entire Local Plan at risk of challenge, along with any planning permissions that may be granted pursuant to this. The policy must be removed from the Local Plan.


Langham Parish Council
12th January 2026
