Introduction

As a member of the Conservative Group, I endorse the Group’s consultation response and would reiterate that we do not oppose the delivery of new homes in principle. Our position has always been clear: growth must be properly planned, sustainable, and supported by the infrastructure needed to make it work. 


Throughout the draft Plan my Group has concerns that key policy wording is too ambiguous. In particular, the frequent use of terms such as “expectation” lacks the clarity and certainty required of a Local Plan that is intended to guide decision making over many years. Policies should be framed in clear, unambiguous terms so that requirements are understood by all parties and can be robustly applied, rather than leaving scope for later reinterpretation or erosion at application stage.

The key test of this Local Plan is not whether housing numbers can be allocated on a map, but whether the Plan provides a credible, deliverable framework for infrastructure-led growth. That means clear phasing, robust infrastructure triggers, and realistic funding mechanisms that ensure essential infrastructure is delivered at the right time, not at some undefined point in the future.

While it is recognised that in some circumstances infrastructure will need to be delivered alongside development, experience consistently shows that this approach is vulnerable in practice. Too often, infrastructure is delayed, re-phased, or diluted through viability arguments, with development proceeding ahead of the roads, schools, health provision, utilities, and public transport capacity required to support it.

 The Conservative Group’s overriding concern is that the draft Plan does not sufficiently demonstrate how critical infrastructure will be funded, phased, and secured, nor does it provide the level of certainty required to ensure delivery alongside development. Without clearer commitments, stronger policy safeguards, and enforceable triggers, there is a real risk that growth will once again run ahead of infrastructure to the detriment of both existing communities and future residents.

In my capacity as a Ward Councillor representing, amongst others, Marks Tey and Copford, these concerns are not abstract. They are grounded in the 'lived reality' of two communities already experiencing very significant pressure on transport networks, utilities, health provision, and local services, and which are now proposed to accommodate growth at a scale that represents a fundamental step change in their size and function.

For Marks Tey, the draft Plan proposes growth of a magnitude that would more than triple the size of the existing settlement within a single plan period, alongside its designation as a long-term growth area beyond 2041. For Copford, the Plan proposes substantial additional growth both directly, through PP29, and indirectly, through the cross-boundary effects of PP17, with approximately 600 homes falling within Copford parish despite the allocation being described as “Marks Tey”.

In both cases, the concern is not whether growth should occur, the Parish Councils have I think accepted that it cannot be avoided, but whether the Preferred Options sufficiently demonstrate how that growth can be delivered in a coherent, sustainable, and infrastructure-led way. In particular, the cross-boundary nature of PP17 means that the consequences for Marks Tey and Copford cannot be considered in isolation. They require a holistic assessment of cumulative impacts, alternative spatial strategies, and long-term settlement planning before site selections are fixed.

Finally, I understand that this growth is driven by Government imposed targets and restate my endorsement of the Conservative Group’s response. When Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing in 2021 I requested the Infrastructure and delivery Plan in the belief it would enable Colchester to plan better. My Regulation 18 comments are therefore about delivery, not opposition. Two of the communities I represent, Marks Tey and Copford, are facing growth at a scale that fundamentally changes them, and I don’t think the draft Plan yet demonstrates how infrastructure will be delivered in step. Asking for stronger evidence, clearer phasing and consideration of alternative strategies at this stage is about improving the Plan and reducing risk. 


No comments I have made should be seen in any way as predetermining site outcomes. 

--------------

Responding as Ward Councillor representing Marks Tey and Copford

------------

2. Vision and approach to the Local Plan

The Vision and overall approach set out in the draft Plan are broadly supported. However, there is a clear tension between the stated ambition for infrastructure-led growth and the degree of certainty actually provided in the Preferred Options.

For both Marks Tey and Copford, the Plan currently relies on aspiration rather than demonstrable delivery mechanisms. Without clearer evidence on how infrastructure will be secured, phased, and funded, it is difficult to conclude that the Vision can be realised 'on the ground'.

----------

3. Strategic Policies

Marks Tey

The scale of growth proposed for Marks Tey represents a fundamental change in the settlement’s role within the Local Plan strategy. Allocating approximately 2,500 dwellings, significant employment land, and designating Marks Tey as a long-term growth area beyond 2041 has far-reaching implications.

At present, there is no up-to-date, comprehensive strategic assessment that explains how this scale of growth has been tested against reasonable alternative spatial strategies. How cumulative impacts have been assessed within a settlement already heavily constrained and severed and how long-term growth beyond the plan period has informed current site selection.

Copford

For Copford, Strategic Policies do not sufficiently explain how growth affecting the parish, particularly through cross-boundary allocations, has been assessed cumulatively, nor how proportionality has been judged relative to the existing settlement.

------------

4. Environment

Marks Tey

Given the extent of proposed growth and existing environmental pressures from major transport corridors, the evidence base would benefit from a clearer assessment of cumulative environmental impacts at settlement scale, rather than site by site.

Copford

Where development is proposed adjacent to sensitive habitats and Local Wildlife Sites, the draft Plan does not yet provide sufficient confidence that impacts are fully understood or that mitigation can be effectively secured and managed over the long term.

--------------

5. Green Network and Waterways

Marks Tey

The Plan refers to opportunities to reconnect a fragmented settlement through green infrastructure, yet there is no settlement wide framework explaining how green networks would realistically overcome severance caused by the A12, A120, and railway.

Without such a framework, there is a risk that individual sites deliver isolated green spaces rather than a coherent network that meaningfully improves connectivity.

Copford

Further clarity is needed on buffer widths, functional green corridors, and governance arrangements where development interfaces with existing green and ecological assets. Please see the Copford submission regarding Pits Wood. 

-------------

6. Landscape and Coast

Marks Tey

The Preferred Options do not yet demonstrate how landscape character and settlement identity will be protected in the context of growth at this scale, particularly where multiple large sites come forward independently.

Copford

The rural setting of Copford requires careful handling. Further evidence is needed to show how development form, density, and layout will respect the village edge and avoid suburbanising a rural settlement.

-------------

7. Net Zero Homes and Buildings, Renewable Energy and Water

Across both Marks Tey and Copford, the Plan relies on optimistic assumptions around water efficiency and future infrastructure provision.

At present, there is insufficient clarity on wastewater capacity constraints at the appropriate catchment level. How upgrades will be funded and delivered and how cumulative demand from multiple allocations will be managed if development comes forward more quickly than infrastructure, which I can almost certainly guarantee will be the case.  The Copford Parish Council submission gives greater detail and clarity on this. 

--------------

8. Homes

Marks Tey

Given the scale of housing proposed, the Plan would benefit from clearer justification of how housing numbers, mix, and phasing reflect both local and strategic need, and how delivery will be managed to avoid infrastructure overload. The arguments regarding the A12 and A120 are well rehearsed and particularly pertinent here. 

Copford

Local housing needs evidence, including provision for families and downsizing, is not yet clearly reflected in how growth affecting the parish is proposed to be delivered. Delivering the allocated housing on one site conflicts with Neighbourhood Plan policies. 

------------

9. Economy

Marks Tey

The concentration of significant employment land and a large percentage of the Plans requirement within Marks Tey, raises important questions about access, integration, and cumulative transport impacts.

The Parish Council firmly believes that these allocations should be assessed as part of a coordinated, settlement-wide strategy rather than in isolation and I agree with them. 

-----------

10. Community and social infrastructure

Across both settlements, there is a lack of certainty around the delivery of health, education, and community infrastructure at the scale required.

In Copford, particular care is needed to ensure that valued community assets, such as the Village Hall, are protected, with continuity of provision guaranteed and local involvement secured where change is anticipated.

------------

11. Place and Connectivity

Marks Tey

Severance is a defining characteristic of Marks Tey. While growth is presented as an opportunity to address this, the Plan does not explain how severance will be reduced rather than reinforced.

In the absence of a settlement-wide transport and connectivity strategy, there is a risk that development proceeds in a piecemeal fashion that entrenches existing problems.

Copford

Local roads, particularly School Road, are already constrained. The Plan does not demonstrate how additional traffic can be safely accommodated, nor how active travel ambitions can realistically be achieved.

-----------

12. Place Policies

Marks Tey - PP17 and PP18

Marks Tey Parish Council has been clear that it does not oppose growth in principle. However, there is significant concern that fixing large housing and employment site allocations at Regulation 18 stage is premature.

Given the scale of growth proposed and the settlement’s designation as a long-term growth area, there is a strong case for undertaking a comprehensive settlement-wide growth and infrastructure study.  Working with the Parish Council to assess reasonable alternative spatial strategies, and establishing clear sequencing and infrastructure delivery requirements, before committing to specific site selections at Regulation 19.

Marks Tey believe that holding site selection in abeyance at this stage would reduce risk to the soundness of the Plan and provide greater confidence in long-term delivery.

Copford - PP29 and cross-boundary implications of PP17

The cross-boundary nature of PP17, with approximately 600 homes falling within Copford parish, has significant implications for Copford that are not fully addressed in the draft Plan.

Growth affecting Copford (whether directly through PP29 or indirectly through PP17) needs to be assessed holistically, with clear consideration of proportionality, infrastructure capacity, and alignment with the adopted Neighbourhood Plan. 

-----------
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