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1. Introduction 
 
Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended) requires the 
submission of a Neighbourhood Plan to a Local Planning Authority to include a Consultation 
Statement.  The Regulations outline that the Consultation Statement should include the following 
information:   
 

a) Details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed neighbourhood 
development plan; 

b) An explanation of how they were consulted; 
c) A summary of the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 
d) A description of how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 
 
The following sections of this Statement will set out the information listed above to demonstrate 
that effective public engagement has taken place throughout the production of the Kelvedon 
Neighbourhood Plan (KNP).   
 
 

2. Consultation undertaken to support the production of the 

Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Since the designation of the Parish as a Neighbourhood Area for the purposes of producing a 
Neighbourhood Plan in March 2015 the following public consultation has taken place: 
 

1) May 2016 – Kelvedon Village community survey;  
2) July 2016 – Presentation of the results of the community survey; 
3) November 2016 – Site selection survey; 
4) July 2017 – Public consultation of draft Neighbourhood Plan policies;  
5) November 2017 – Business and retail survey; and 
6) Summer 2018 – Regulation 14 public consultation.  

 
 

2.1 May 2016 Community Survey 
 
A community wide data gathering survey was undertaken in May 2016.  The survey was delivered to 
every household in the Parish between the 12th and the 15th May 2016, and residents could submit 
completed survey forms at 9 locations throughout the Parish.  The survey was also made available 
online through the Parish Council website.  An example of the survey is presented in Appendix 1. 
 
The purpose of the survey was to: 

• Increase awareness and engagement with the community regarding the Neighbourhood 
Plan;  

• Ask residents about Kelvedon, find out what people most valued about the area, identify 
positive and negative features, what facilities people use, what facilities are lacking and areas 
that could be improved;   

• Determine residents’ views and concerns about development by gathering comments; 

• Investigate what is needed for the future; and 
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• Enable the group to develop options and policies in line with the emerging Braintree District 
Council (BDC) Local Plan that will meet those needs. 

 
Of the 1,527 delivered, 645 surveys were completed, representing a response rate of around 42% of 
households and 23% of the population eligible to complete the survey.  A report summarising the 
responses received to the survey is provided in Appendix 2.   
 
 

2.2 July 2016 Presentation of the Community Survey Results  
 
Consultation events were held in nine locations throughout July 2016, with the purpose of 
presenting the results of the May 2016 community survey and providing the opportunity for local 
people to provide comments and feedback.  The events included a total of 30 hours where 
representatives of the Neighbourhood Plan Group were available between the hours of 6am to 8pm 
on varying days including weekends to meet with people interested in the results of the survey.  The 
content of the presentation boards used at the consultation events is provided in Appendix 3.    
 
The May and July 2016 stages of consultation helped the Neighbourhood Plan Group understand 
what issues were important to people that live and work in the Parish.  The information collected 
through these consultations was used to determine what topics, objectives, and policies should be 
included within the emerging KNP.   
 
 

2.3 November 2016 Site Selection Survey 
 
A site selection survey was produced in November 2016 to provide residents with the opportunity to 
review and comment on potential housing sites being identified through the emerging BDC Local 
Plan ‘call for sites’ consultation.  The objectives of the survey were to: 
 

• Increase awareness of new site options which had been published for consideration by BDC; 

• Ask Kelvedon residents to choose their preferred site for new development for the Local Plan 
period 2018-2033; 

• Determine residents’ views and concerns about development through gathering comments 
and offering a choice of core issues identified in the May 2016 survey; and 

• Increase engagement with the community about the Neighbourhood Plan process. 
 
The survey form provided information on all sites being considered, and provided residents with the 
opportunity to select a preferred site.  An example of the survey form is provided in Appendix 4.   
 
The survey was delivered to every household in the Parish between the 24th and 30th October 2016, 
and was made available online through the Kwiksurveys website.  Forms could be returned to nine 
locations within the Parish.  In total 1,541 surveys were distributed to households, including 62 
additional requested surveys, and 483 surveys were submitted within the consultation period.  The 
results of the site selection survey are presented within Appendix 5.  
 
This consultation helped the Neighbourhood Plan Group gain an understanding of the concerns and 
preferences of local people towards new development in the Parish.  The results of the survey and 
comments provided were used to inform the policies within the Plan which seek to manage the 
impact of new developments on the Parish.     
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2.4 July 2017 Public consultation of draft Neighbourhood Plan policies 
 
On Saturday 15th July 2017 the Kelvedon Community Festival was used for a consultation event on 
the draft Neighbourhood Plan policies.  Members of the Neighbourhood Plan Group were in 
attendance at the stall between 11.30am and 7pm to provide information on the production of the 
Neighbourhood Plan and seek people’s views on the emerging policies.  Display boards were used 
which allowed attendees to submit comments on sticky notes attached to the boards.  Examples of 
the display boards are provided in Appendix 6.   
 
The questions presented on the consultation display boards were available for people who could not 
attend the consultation event to provide comments through an online survey.  Over 200 people 
provided comments at the consultation event and through the online survey.  A report summarising 
the responses to the consultation questions is provided in Appendix 7. 
 
The feedback received through the consultation was used to improve the Neighbourhood Plan 
Group’s understanding of local housing needs, to inform the production of objectives and policies 
within the KNP, and to finalise the wording of the village statement from a choice of three 
possibilities.  
  
 

2.5 November 2017 Business and Retail Survey 
 
The business and retail survey was undertaken to gather baseline evidence on the businesses 
currently in Kelvedon.  The objectives of the survey were to:  

• Increase awareness and engagement with the business community in Kelvedon regarding the 
Neighbourhood Plan process; 

• Ask business and retail owners / managers about Kelvedon and to find out what aspects of 
Kelvedon are attractive to businesses; 

• Enquire about the number of employees within local businesses and consider their needs for 
environmentally friendly modes of transport; 

• Enquire about any expansion plans for local businesses; 

• Enquire about what facilities local businesses utilise and whether these are adequate for 
their needs; and   

• Consider the impact of proposals for new houses and associated infrastructure 
improvements on businesses.   

 
The survey was delivered to 65 businesses with premises in the High Street and at Allshots Business 
Park from the 8th November to the 23rd November 2017.  The surveys were collected on the 17th, 
20th, 21st and 30th November.  53 responses were received, giving a return of 81.6%.  The survey is 
presented in Appendix 8. 
 
The results of the business and retail survey are provided in Appendix 9.  Information collected 
through the survey informed the production of policies within the Plan which seek to protect and 
support local businesses.   
 
 

2.6 Summer 2018 Regulation 14 Consultation 
 
In accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended), the draft 
KNP was published for Regulation 14 consultation on the 14th July until the 14th September 2018.  
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The consultation period was extended beyond the minimum requirements to 8 weeks to provide 
further opportunities to respond during the school summer holidays.  The Regulation 14 KNP 
consultation document was available to view on the KNP website, and printed copies of the Plan 
were available at Kelvedon Library and the Parish Council offices.     
 
Prior to the start of the consultation period, 1,500 Regulation 14 consultation questionnaires were 
distributed to all households in the Parish.  Completed questionnaires could be submitted to eight 
locations throughout the Parish, and additional copies of the questionnaire were made available 
from Kelvedon Library and the Parish Council Offices.  An online version of the questionnaire was 
available through the KwikSurveys website.  An example of the consultation questionnaire is 
provided in Appendix 10.   
 
The consultation was publicised at two events, the St Mary’s the Virgin Summer Church fête on the 
7th July 2018, and at the Music Festival on Kelvedon Recreation Ground on the 14th July 2018.  At 
both events, display panels presented draft policies for discussion and comment.  
 
Throughout the period, the consultation was widely publicised on village social media outlets, within 
local newspaper and magazine articles as well as on the Kelvedon Parish Council and the 
Neighbourhood Plan websites  (See Appendix 12). 
 
The following statutory consultees responded to the draft Regulation 14 KNP consultation: 

• Braintree District Council 

• Essex County Council 

• Feering Parish Council 

• Coggeshall Parish Council 

• Coal Authority 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

• Historic England 
 
Comments provided by statutory consultees are summarised within the Regulation 14 Consultation 
Report included within Appendix 11.  These representations provided a range of detailed comments 
proposing amendments to policies and supporting text within the Plan.  Minor amendments have 
been made to the KNP policies as a result of the statutory Regulation 14 consultation responses, 
actions associated with each consultation comment are presented within Appendix 11.    
 
320 completed consultation questionnaires were received, comprising 1,848 individual comments on 
the Plan.  The Regulation 14 Consultation Report included within Appendix 11 summarises the 
consultation comments received, and outlines the response of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Group in addressing proposed amendments to the Plan.  The consultation comments received 
related to the following topics:   

• Views on the content of the KNP Vision Statement. 

• Need for more infrastructure to support growth in the area. 

• Approach to housing growth in the area.  

• Need to protect the local environment. 

• Preferred housing types for the area.  

• Parking in the area and for residential properties.  

• Approach and allocation of affordable housing.  

• Preferred garden sizes.  

• Traffic congestion.  

• The need for junction and crossing improvements on local roads 
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• Provision of improved pedestrian and cycle routes. 

• The need for improved healthcare facilities in the area.  

• Location of preschool facilities.   

• Need for additional education facilities in the area.  

• Protection of green spaces and nature reserves in the area.  

• Protection of ecology in the Parish.  

• Proposed use of Section 106 developer contributions.  
 

3. Advertising the Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Articles on the production and consultation of the KNP have been regularly included within local 
Parish magazines the Tribune, St Marys Parish Magazine, and the Kelvedon Parish Council Magazine 
since 2016.  These publications have provided an important resource in ensuring that local people 
are aware of the progression of the KNP, and are able to participate at associated events and 
consultations.   
 
Due to the large number of articles published since 2016, not all articles are included within the 
appendices. As an example of how updates and consultations on the KNP were advertised within 
local publications, Appendix 12 presents articles and Facebook posts associated with the KNP 
Regulation 14 consultation undertaken in July 2018. 
 

4. Amendments to the Plan 2018-2021 
Following the completion of the Regulation 14 consultation in 2018, changes were made to the KNP 
in responses to consultation representations as outlined in Appendix 11.  Since 2018 there have been 
a range of changes to national planning legislation, policy, and guidance.  Where necessary, changes 
to national planning policy have been amended accordingly within the Regulation 15 version of the 
Plan.  For example, recent amendments to the Use Classes Order relating to the creation of Use Class 
E were incorporated into policies within the Plan which specifically referenced use classes which had 
been replaced.    
 
Amendments made to the KNP as result of changes to national planning legislation, policy, and 
guidance, have not resulted in any significant changes to the Plan, and constitute only minor 
amendments to wording within the policies.   

 

5. Conclusion 
 
The residents of Kelvedon Parish have been provided many opportunities since 2016 to participate in 
and formulate the content of the KNP.  The Neighbourhood Plan has been produced using the 
extensive information gained through the consultation events and engagement outlined within this 
Statement and accompanying appendices.  This has resulted in the production of a Plan which has 
been amended and refined throughout the production process as a result of consultation and 
engagement.   
 
This Statement demonstrates that the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has, in accordance with 
the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended) and Government guidance, 
sought the views of residents of the Parish and beyond through effective public consultation and 
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engagement.  Through this process, the production of the KNP has comprehensively taken account of 
the views of stakeholders within the Parish and beyond.   

 

Appendices  
 
 
Appendix 1: May 2016 Kelvedon Community Survey 
 
Appendix 2: Kelvedon Community Survey Results, June 2016 
 
Appendix 3: Community Survey Results Consultation Event Display Boards, July 2016 
 
Appendix 4: Site Selection Survey Form, November 2016 
 
Appendix 5: Site Selection Survey Report, November 2016 
 
Appendix 6: Draft Policies Consultation Display Boards, July 2017 
 
Appendix 7: Draft Neighbourhood Plan Policies Survey Report, July 2017 
 
Appendix 8: Business and Retail Survey, November 2017  
 
Appendix 9: Business and Retail Survey Report 2017 
 
Appendix 10: Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire, September 2018 
 
Appendix 11: Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Report  
 
Appendix 12: Examples of Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan updates within local  
  publications 



Kelvedon
Community Survey

May 2016

Tell us what you think - this survey is one of the ways you can have your say 

about the future development of Kelvedon. It’s really important that you take this 

opportunity to share your views and those of your family. Anyone in your household 

aged 16 or over is eligible to complete the survey. If you have queries, need help, or 

experience any difficulty with the survey, please email info@kelvedon-np.co.uk or 

telephone 01376 570508 and we will be happy to help you. 

PRIZE DRAW  

To enter our prize draw to win a bottle of Champagne, please ensure you enter your 

postal address or email in the appropriate box in Section 1 and return by 6th June to 

one of the collection boxes listed on the last page.

Don’t forget to staple your pages together or place in an envelope before leaving 

your completed survey in one of the collection boxes.

Thank you.

FreeText
Appendix 1: May 2016 Kelvedon Community Survey



Please answer all questions.

Please select the box that represents your age group.

16-17 18 – 24 25 – 44

45 – 59 60 – 74 Over 74

How long have you lived in Kelvedon?

Less than 1 year 1 – 5 years 6 – 10 years

11 – 25 years More than 25 years

Which of the following best describes the area of Kelvedon that you live in?

High St/Orchard Rd/ The Chase/
Bellingham Place/Rolley Lane.

London Road

Station Rd
Coggeshall Rd/ Observer 
Way

Church St/Maldon Rd/Brockwell Lane Riverside Estate
Thorne Rd/Glebe Rd/ Church Rd/ 
Dowches Gardens

Heron Rd/Kingfisher Way

Trews Gardens/Saxon Place
St Marys/Docwra Rd/
Easterford Rd

Outlying Areas

If you are happy to share your address and/or post code please insert it below. 
(optional)

Are you aware of the aims of the Neighbourhood Plan?

Yes No

If yes, have you:

a) visited our website www.kelvedon-np.co.uk? Yes No

b) seen the Neighbourhood Plan on social media? Yes No

c) read about the Neighbourhood Plan in local papers or 
magazines?

Yes No

Section 1 – About You

Would you like to be kept informed about the neighbourhood plan?

Yes No

If yes, please provide email details for newsletter

Please tick whether you are male or female.

Male Female Prefer not to say



3. Thinking about the village, which words or phrases would you like to be able to use 
to describe Kelvedon in 15 years’ time? Please choose up to FIVE.

Accessible Attractive Safe

Clean Prosperous Friendly

Traditional Well designed Tranquil
Community 
focused

Village
Proud of our 
heritage

Affordable Lively Thriving

Caring Rural Sustainable

Connected Vibrant Sociable

Conserving Natural Habitats

Please add any other words that you think are important that are not included in this 
list:

Section 2 – Our Community

2. What do you most dislike about living in Kelvedon? 
List up to three in order of importance, 1 being the most important. Answers short and to the 
point, please.

1

2

3

Braintree District Council (BDC) has a Local Plan that includes Kelvedon. The Neighbourhood 
Plan gives us the opportunity to manage that development in line with the needs, priorities 
and aspirations of the people who live here.

The following questions are intended to help us to understand what your priorities and 
aspirations are for Kelvedon over the next 15 years.

1. What do you most value about living in Kelvedon? 
List up to three in order of importance, 1 being the most important. Answers short and to the 
point, please.

1

2

3



5. Thinking about sustainable development, briefly state what single change would 
most improve your quality of life as a resident of Kelvedon? Answers short and to the 
point please.

4. Bearing sustainable development in mind, what do you think are the biggest 
benefits development could bring to Kelvedon? Please tick up to FIVE

A community with a balance of ages and incomes

Air quality Broadband speeds 

Facilities and services for young 
people

Energy production

Mobile phone coverage Investment in infrastructure
Land for recreation (allotments, 
playing fields) 

Leisure facilities

Local jobs and businesses Medical and care facilities

Schools and childcare Parking
Protection of the countryside and 
local assets

Rental properties

Footpaths Shops and services

Trains and buses Variety of housing 
Village identity and sense of 
community

Traffic Management/calming

Sustainable development is a core principle of Neighbourhood Planning and development 
that brings benefits to a community should generally be approved. Sustainable development is 
good for people and their sense of community; supports the local economy; gives people the 
opportunity to live and work here; does not waste resources; and protects green places and 
wildlife. Our Neighbourhood Plan needs to set out what type of development we want to see 
in Kelvedon, as well as what we don’t want to see and why.

The government’s National Planning Policy Framework defines sustainable development as:
SOCIAL: supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities by meeting present and future 
housing needs; and by providing a built environment and local services that support the 
community’s health, social and cultural wellbeing. 
ECONOMIC: building a strong economy by making sufficient land available in a way that 
supports growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of 
infrastructure. 
ENVIRONMENTAL: protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment by 
improving biodiversity, using natural resources prudently and responding to climate change. 
UK planning policy requires a “presumption in favour of sustainable development”. 

Section 2 – Our Community



7. Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following statements.

Strongly
 agree

Agree Disagree
Strongly 
 disagree

No
 Opinion

Any major development should be within 
a 10 minute walk of services e.g. shops, 
doctors etc

New houses should have a minimum 
garden size. E.g. 3 bed 100 sq metres. (10 
x 10 m) and a 2 bed 50 sq metres

Flats and apartments should have shared 
outside space

Any new development must eliminate all 
day parking associated with the station 
but allow for visitors and deliveries

Affordable housing must be offered at 
first occupation, only to people with 
a local connection. i.e. those living in 
Kelvedon or with family in Kelvedon.

If affordable housing is included in any 
development it should be dispersed 
throughout the development

This paragraph includes information that may help you answer Question 7.  Affordable housing 
means providing homes for people whose needs are not met by the market. Eligibility is 
determined by income and local housing prices. Types of affordable housing include: social 
rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing which may involve shared ownership and 
equity loans.

6. If Kelvedon is designated to have additional housing, please indicate to what 
extent you agree with the need for each of the following sizes and styles of homes as 
part of any development

Type/size of home
Strongly

 agree
Agree Disagree

Strongly 
 disagree

No
 Opinion

1 and 2 bed 

2 and 3 bed 

3 & 4 bed 

4+ bed 

Flats/ apartments

Bungalows

Terraced houses

Semi-detached houses

Detached houses

Section 3 – Housing

The size, type and affordability of housing is a crucial factor for any community to thrive. This 
section of the survey is about what you think the Kelvedon needs and specifically what you 
need for your family. 



Section 3 – Housing

11. What type of house do you live in now?

Flat Bungalow 1-2 Bed house

3-4 bed house 5+ bed house

12. What type of home would you require in future, i.e. between now and 2029?

Flat Bungalow 1-2 Bed house

3-4 bed house 5+ bed house

Other please 
specify

13. Please choose which of the following you or the person looking for another home 
would want:

Rent from council/housing 
association

Shared ownership (part buy/part 
rent)

Buy on the open market Rent from private landlord

Sheltered housing or care home

If none of the above, please specify:

14. Do you run a business from home?

Yes No   

15. If you have answered yes to question 14, would you be interested in live/work 
units?

Yes No   

8. Have any members of your family moved away from Kelvedon in the past 5 years 
through not being able to find a suitable home locally?

Yes No

9. Do you or does anyone living with you need to move to alternative 
accommodation?
If NO go to Q14. If YES, please answer the next four questions.

Yes No   

10. When do you/they need to move?

In the next 5 years In more than 5 years from now

Did you know?
In 2011 Kelvedon had 3,587 residents, an increase of nearly 3% since 2001 which is 8% less 
than the growth rate for the Braintree District for the same period. By 2037 the sub-national 
population projections (SNPP) indicate an 18.8% growth in Braintree’s population. If we 
project Kelvedon’s population using those statistics, we might see an additional 676-1,026 
people living here over the next 21 years. We need to know what you think about the need for 
housing in Kelvedon and the impact it would have on services and infrastructure.



21. Please indicate which preschool your children attend and whether sessions 
offered were enough.

Venue
Attend

tick for yes
Sufficient sessions 

tick for yes
Insufficient 

please comment

Easterford

Kelvedon & Feering

Other - please state:

Comments:

Preschool age children

18. Do you use any of the following as childcare? please indicate hours of use for 
each.

Resource Daily hours Weekly hours

Brimpton House

Childminders

Family/friends

19. Do your preschool children receive free entitlement funding?

Yes No   

20. If you are not using your free entitlement could you say why?

Providing a good education for our village children is really important; ensuring there are 
places for the pre-school children, room to expand and develop for primary school children 
and a range of activities and opportunities for all. Your answers will help us understand the 
current needs for children of various ages, identify shortfalls and look at ways to meet new 
demands into the future.

16. Do you have children under 16 years?
       If none, go to section 5

Yes No   

17. What ages are your children? please insert ages below

   

Section 4 - Education -  If you have no children of school age, please go to Section 5

If you have children at preschool, please complete Q18-21
If you have children at primary school, please complete Q22-26
If you have children at secondary school, please complete Q27-28
For ALL school children, please complete Q29-31



Section 4 - Education -  If you have no children of school age, please go to Section 5

29. Transport for education – how do you usually get your children to and from 
school?

Mode of transport Pre-school
Primary 
School

Secondary 
School

Walk

Cycle

Drive

Bus

Train

23. If a sufficient number of houses were built in Kelvedon resulting in an increased 
demand for school places and expansion of school facilities, please tick your 
preferred option.

Option Tick for yes

The existing school site should be extended to accommodate more 
children

A second, perhaps smaller primary (KS1 and KS2) school be built 
elsewhere in the parish

A new school splitting KS1 and KS2, so that there would be a school 
for KS1 and another for KS2 across two separate sites

Other, please specify:

24. If a new school offered preschool education, would you be interested in using it?

Yes No   

25. Do you use the Alphabet Club in the grounds of Kelvedon St Mary’s Primary 
Academy?
Please tick all that apply

Before 
school

After school
Holiday 
provision

Don’t use

26. Would you like to use the Alphabet Club or similar ‘wrap around/holiday’ care?

Yes No   

27. Which school do your secondary school age children go to?

Secondary School Children- if you have no Secondary School children, go to Q29 

Primary School Children- if you have no primary school children go to Q27

22. How many children do you have at St Mary’s Primary Academy? 

ALL School Children

28. Would your secondary school children be interested in weekly managed youth 
club?

Yes, and I would be 
prepared to help run it

Yes, but I wouldn’t be able 
to help run it   

no



32. Which is your preferred way of moving around the village?

Driving a car Taking the bus Walking

Cycling Mobility scooter

Other, please specify:

33. How often do you use the following forms of moving around the village?

Mode Every day
At least once 

a  week
At least once 

a month
Less than

once a month
Never

Car driving

Car passenger

Mobility scooter

Walking

Cycling

Section 5 - Moving Around

Kelvedon village is here because of the road; it has been a major stopping off point since 
Roman times. In a recent poll, 60% of participants said one of the reasons they chose to live 
in Kelvedon was because of great transport links and a good commute. We need to know 
how you get around the village and the issues you face in doing that. We also need to find 
out which routes you use to leave the village so we can consider the effect that development 
might have on our ability to get where we need to go.

30. Which clubs, societies and facilities do your children use in the village?
        Please tick all that apply

Scouts Cubs Beavers

Guides Brownies Rainbows

Jo Jingles Little Stars
Kelvedon Dance 
Studio

Youth Forum disco
Youth Forum Cinema 
Club

Junior Kelvedon 
Players

Feering Falcons 
Bushido Ju-jitsu 
doJo 
(Martial Arts)

Feering  & 
Kelvedon Cricket 
Club

None of these Others, please specify:

31. Please list any clubs/activities that your children might like to see that are not 
currently available.

Section 4 - Education -  If you have no children of school age, please go to Section 5



Section 5 - Moving Around 

35. Do you think the current transport infrastructure has the capacity to support an 
increased population?

Yes No   

36. If you have answered no to question 35, what do you think the issues are?

37. If you own a car, where do you park your car when not in use? 

on the road in a public car park

in a private parking space/garage 
at your home 

in a private parking space away 
from your home

38. If you commute to work, please tell us how far you travel each way?
Please tick one

Less than 1 mile 1-5 miles 6-10 miles

11-25 miles More than 25 miles

39. If new homes are built in Kelvedon, what do you think the highest priority is 
regarding transport and moving around? Choose up to THREE.

Reducing congestion in the High 
Street

Reducing congestion at school 
pick up times

Adding access to A12 towards 
Colchester from London Road 

Adding access to the A12 towards 
London from Feering to reduce 
traffic using the High Street.

Increasing the number of trains Traffic calming

Traffic management at Station 
Rd/High St junction

Pedestrian crossing near the Co-
op

Pedestrian crossing near One 
Stop

Improving bus service

Providing more parking
Restricting parking at specific 
times to prevent non-resident 
commuter parking

Other please specify:

34. Which route/direction do you use most frequently when leaving the village?                 
Please choose ONE.

A12 towards Colchester
A12 towards 
Witham

Maldon 
Road

Over level crossing 
towards Silver End

Towards Coggeshall
Towards
Tiptree

Train towards London
Train towards 
Colchester



Section 6 - Environment and Heritage 

42. If you answered yes to question 41, please confirm which specific area you think 
is most important to keep as open countryside.  Please tick ONE.

North of the River Blackwater 
towards Feering

East towards Tiptree

South of the village towards 
Rivenhall 

West of the village towards 
Coggeshall  

43. How important is it to keep the open countryside between Kelvedon and Feering 
to stop them merging with each other?

Very important Important Neutral
Not 
important

Kelvedon and Feering are already merged.

44. Which ONE of the following views do you consider should be safeguarded if new 
development takes place in Kelvedon? 

Views towards St Marys Church from the London Rd entrance to the village   

Views towards Felix Hall looking from Rolley Bridge

Views across the Brockwell Meadows from Teal Way

Views towards Monks Farm and Coggleshall Hamlet from Observer Way

Views towards Bridgefoot from Maldon Road/A12 Flyover bridge. 

Other, please specify:

41. Is it important to keep the open countryside bordering Kelvedon to prevent any 
merging with other settlements?   

Yes No   

Taking care of our environment and protecting wildlife is an essential part of any 
neighbourhood plan. We have a wealth of character and wildlife in Kelvedon. There are over 
100 Listed buildings, including the house of a Bishop of Westminster that became an Inn in 
later years. There have also been at least 5 schools in the village over the centuries. We need 
to know which aspects of our environment and heritage are most important to you.

40. We have a number of  green open spaces in the village here are some examples:
• Allotments (two sites - Labour Club and off Church Hill)
• Recreation ground sites off The Chase and off Thorne Road
• Brockwell Meadows
• Lady Meadow between Kelvedon and Feering including the Packe Horse Bridge

Please tell us which THREE green open spaces within the parish boundary you would 
like to see protected? You can include the examples above, or choose other spaces 
that are important to you.  Please give a brief reason why you consider each one 
impozrtant: 

1.

Reason: 

2.

Reason: 

3.

Reason: 



Section 6 - Environment and Heritage 

49. If you have answered yes to question 48, please give brief details including 
location and nature of the pollution

50. Does noise pollution affect the quality of life of your family?

Yes No   

51. If you have answered yes to question 50, please give brief details including 
location and nature of the noise

47. If you have answered yes to any part of question 46, please use the box below to 
give details of the specific facilities you would like to see

48. Does air pollution affect the quality of life of your family?

Yes No   

45. A diverse wildlife is a sign of a healthy environment. Please tick if you have seen 
the following animals locally, adding when, how many and where you’ve seen them 
e.g. Fox 1, Brockwell Meadows Feb 2016

(a) Badger Where/when/how many:

(b) Fox Where/when/how many:

(c) Bat Where/when/how many:

(d) Hare Where/when/how many:

(e) Hedgehog Where/when/how many:

(f) Muntjac Deer Where/when/how many:

(g) Otter Where/when/how many:

(h) Owl Where/when/how many:

(i) Slow worm Where/when/how many:

(j) Kingfisher Where/when/how many:

(k) Other (please specify) Where/when/how many:

46. Would you like to see additional facilities at:

The Kelvedon Recreation ground Yes No

Thorne Road Open Space Yes No

Church Road Open Space Yes No

Brockwell Meadows Yes No

Other, please specify:

Facilities and Infrastructure



53. Which village services do you currently use and how 
regularly? Please tick all that apply

Business At least once 
a week

At least once 
a month

Less than 
once a month

Less than 
once a year Never

Food Shops

Post office

Newsagent

Pubs

Sandwich shop

Hairdressers

Beauty salons

IT services

Car repair/service

Takeaway food

Gym/sports venue

Community hall

Library

Playing Field

Churches

Pet walking

52. What would you consider are essential or desirable business/retail services to 
have in the village in addition to current businesses?
Please tick all that apply

Business type Essential Desirable Not needed

Shops e.g Greengrocer, baker, fresh food

Coffee shop/Restaurant

Gift/craft/card/flowers shop

Farmers/other market 

Hardware/key cutting/shoe repair

Domestic appliance repair

Professional advisers e.g solicitor

Section 7 - Business & Retail 

Kelvedon is a substantial community and has a wide selection of businesses from home 
workers to larger organisations. Business and retail is important to the community for 
supplying needs and providing local job opportunities. We have asked business owners what 
they need, we also need to know what you need to enable Kelvedon to continue to thrive. 



Section 7 - Business & Retail 

54. Do you use any of these health care services in Kelvedon or elsewhere?
Please tick all that apply

Service In Kelvedon Elsewhere

GP 

Dentist

Chiropodist

Osteopath

Physiotherapy

Optician 

55. Please tell us which services you would like to see in Kelvedon that are not 
mentioned in our questions above.

Thank you for taking the time to tell us what you think. 

Please encourage others in your household, and friends and family to take part. The 
Neighbourhood Plan is all about the community and ensuring that you have a say in 
shaping the future of Kelvedon. 

We will analyse the information from this survey and use your views and opinions to 
develop options for our Neighbourhood Plan. The options for the Neighbourhood Plan 
and results of the survey will be displayed at our public consultation meetings being 
held early in July. Look out for news on specific dates soon.

Please return the Survey as soon as possible but not later than 6th June 2016. You 
can place this form in one of the post boxes for the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) located 
around the village at:

• Brimpton House Surgery,
• Kelvedon & Feering Health Centre,
• Kelvedon Library, 
• Bhavani Stores & Post Office, 
• The Co-op 
• Kelvedon St Mary’s Primary Academy, 
• Catholic Church, 
• Railway Tavern,
• St Mary’s Church

If you would like to make any specific comments, that will help us understand your 
views better, please use the box below. 
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Braintree District Council (BDC) published its second draft Local Plan in December 2015, later revised 
in June 2016. A Local Plan is the basis for the future development of homes, employment and 
business sites without damaging the countryside. It is not just about new homes, for it must ensure 
that housing growth is supported by: 
 

 infrastructure  GP surgeries  

 jobs  roads   

 schools   public transport links to service not only 
residents to come but also those here already 

 
The Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan (KNP) team organised this survey to gather baseline evidence of 
the status quo and the possible aspirations of Kelvedon residents. The replies to it could determine 
the underpinning principles and overall direction of the Plan. 
 
At the time of devising the survey, the number of houses and the preferred sites were not yet 
known. On Wednesday 18th May 2016, Braintree District Council (BDC) released its 
recommendations for future housing sites including 300 houses for Kelvedon.  
 

This survey’s objectives were to: 

 Increase awareness and engagement with the community about the Neighbourhood Plan 
process 

 Ask residents to answer questions about Kelvedon, its positives/negatives, the things they 
value most about living here, what facilities they use, what they feel are lacking and areas 
that could be improved  

 Determine residents’ views and concerns about development by gathering comments 

 To find out what people living in Kelvedon believe is needed for the future 

 To enable the group to develop options and policies in line with BDC plan that will meet 
those needs 

 

The Neighbourhood Plan Team comprises a steering group and 6 topic groups: Housing, Education, 
Moving Around, Health & Social Care, Environment & Heritage, Business & Retail. Each group 
gathered data on what Kelvedon already has, then devised its own set of questions to gather 
evidence about the villagers’ needs, wants and their usage of Kelvedon. 
 
The survey also aimed to gather data about the respondents. The section entitled ‘About You’ asked 
for age range, house location, while that entitled - ‘Our Community’ asked villagers their likes and 
dislikes about living in Kelvedon and how they would like to see Kelvedon in the future.  
 
The printed surveys were distributed, 1 per household, by hand, between 12th and 15th May 2016. 
Residents had until 6th of June 2016 to complete them. They could complete the survey on-line or be 
fill them in by hand for return via one of 9 boxes placed around the village. Residents were also 
allowed to request further printed copies for other household members. The minimum age was set 
at 16 as being an age when residents were mature enough to complete the survey. This age group 
will be the generation that could potentially benefit from any additional housing in the next 17 
years, and any attendant facilities. 
 
According to the 2011 Census, Kelvedon had a population of 3,508 residents, and the 673 who were 
under 15 left a potential number of 2,835 eligible to answer the survey. However, these figures were 
5 years old in 2016 and so represent only the possible eligible population. That census reveals that 
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there were 1,485 houses in Kelvedon, but BDC planning data show that from 2011 to March 2016, 
41 more houses had been built, so there were 1,526 households to answer the survey.  
 

The report that follows provides details of the methodology and results. The facts are presented 
without inference; all comments received are appended to the report; the KNP Team presents the 
survey data as representative of the views of the participants.  
 
Of the 1,527 delivered 645 surveys were completed, which is around 42% response, based on 
households and 23%, based on the population that was eligible to complete it.  The following are the 
responses of the survey. 
 

Of the 609 people who answered the question whether they were aware of the Neighbourhood 
Plan, 82% (497) already were.  If any wished to be kept informed about future progress of the 
Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan they could give their email address; 300 people thus subscribed to 
the newsletter. 
 

Responses came from all age groups, but of the 645 surveys received 612 people answered the 
question on age range. 
 

Age 16-24 Age 25-44 Age 45-59 Age 60-74 Age 75 + 

4% (25) 28% (171) 27% (164) 31% (187) 11% (66) 

   
42% (260) of respondents were male, 56% (345) female and 2% (10) declined to say. 
The survey also asked how long residents had lived in Kelvedon. The 608 people who answered this 
question gave the following information:  
 

Less than 1 Year 1-5 years 6-10 years 11-25 years Over 25 years 

2%  (13) 17%  (101) 11%  (69) 33%  (203) 37%  (222) 

 
612 residents provided details of the area of Kelvedon that they live in: 
 

Area of residence Numbers 

Riverside Estate 25%  (150) 

High Street /Orchard Road/ The Chase / Bellingham Place/ Rolley Lane 16%   ( 97) 

Heron Road / Kingfisher Way 13%   ( 79) 

Church Street / Maldon Road / Brockwell Lane 11%   ( 67) 

Thorne Road / Glebe Road / Church Rd / Dowches Gardens 11%   ( 66) 

Outlying areas 7%   ( 43) 

Coggeshall Road/ Observer Way / Station Road 6%   ( 36) 

St Mary’s / Docwra Road / Easterford Road 5%   ( 34) 

London Road 5%   ( 34) 

Trews Gardens / Saxon Place   1%    (  6) 

 



5 
 

 
Questions 1 & 2: Residents were asked to give 3 choices of what they most valued and 3 of what 
they most disliked about living in Kelvedon. 645 answers were received to both questions and the 
data translated as follows: 
 

Amenities, 14%

Clean, 1%

Community, 19%

Environment, 8%

Family, 1%

Other, 3%
Quiet, 4%Rural, 7%

Safety, 5%

School, 4%

Transport Links, 23%

Village Life, 12%

What you like about Kelvedon

 
 
 

A12/Congestion/parking
56%

Badly behaved youths
2%

Lack of Doctors appointments
3%

Dog fouling
1%

Train service
3%

Expensive housing
1%

Lack of Shops/Banks/Cafes
7%

Over development
4%

Lack of affordable housing
1%

Lack of Childrens facilities
1%

Lack of Police presence
2%

Zebra crossing required
1%

Music Festival 
0%

Poor Bus Service
1%

Crime
1%

Internet service
2%

Litter Poor Maintenance
3%

Others inc 
Incinarator/Community 

Spirit

10%

What 3 things don't you like about Kelvedon?
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Question 3: From a choice of 22 words residents were asked to pick their top 5 as they would like to 
describe Kelvedon in 15 years’ time. These are listed in order of the number of votes received: 
 

Feature No. 

Village 360 

Safe 347 

Friendly 242 

Community Focused 219 

Clean 184 

Rural 180 

Conserving The Natural Habitat 157 

Accessible 119 

Tranquil 110 

Attractive 94 

Traditional 92 

Attractive 94 

Thriving 90 

Proud of our Heritage 83 

Affordable 83 

Social 81 

Connected 77 

Sustainable 72 

Caring 55 

Well Designed 40 

Prosperous 38 

Other 19 

Vibrant 19 

Lively 7 

 
The other suggestions were: 

 The same population as now  

 Child friendly 

 Village life maintained 

 You can’t just pick 5: it’s all the above 

 Balanced development needed to bring affordable housing into the village for our children 

 Family life 

 Not affordable for young people who have lived in the village all their lives: housing too 
expensive 

 Welcoming to outsiders new to the UK 

 Not as many cars parked on the High Street 

 Green environment, not a concrete jungle 

 A place where locals get priority over outsiders when buying properties 

 Christian; youth friendly provision 

 Forward thinking for the benefit of the village 

 An attractive mix of old and new housing 

 Unspoilt / not built up  

 Unspoilt / not built up, left alone 
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Question 4: From a list of 21 benefits that development could bring to Kelvedon, residents were 
asked to pick with sustainable development in mind the 5 they thought best. 
 

Feature/ benefits Nos 

Traffic Management/calming 251 

Medical and care facilities 249 

Protection of the countryside and local assets 220 

Shops and services 217 

Investment in infrastructure 178 

Village identity and sense of community 172 

Community with a balance of ages & incomes 163 

Local jobs and businesses 146 

Trains and buses 142 

Broadband speeds 131 

Facilities and services for young people 122 

Variety of housing 102 

Land for recreation (allotments, playing fields) 93 

Schools and childcare 89 

Parking 70 

Leisure facilities 61 

Footpaths 42 

Air quality 33 

Rental properties 22 

Energy production 6 

 
Question 5: Answers appended to this report. 
 

 
Question 6: Asked their opinion about the size and type of housing residents preferred to see built, 
the following replies were received: 
 

Size of 
home 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
No opinion Totals 

1 and 2 bed 8%  (44) 8%  (44) 45%  (239) 30%  (156)   9%  (46) 529 

2 and 3 bed 5%  (27) 6%  (33) 48%  (257) 32.5%  (175) 8.5%  (46) 538 

3 & 4 bed 7%  (37) 17%  (88) 45%  (232) 20%  (101) 11%  (57) 515 

4+ bed 19%  (98) 34%  (165) 22%  (109) 8%    (40) 16%  (79) 491 

 

Type of home Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

No 
opinion 

Totals 

Flat / apartment 23.2%(117) 23%(115) 32.3%(163) 12.5%(63) 9%  (47) 505 

Bungalows    8.0%  (45) 11%(57) 44%   (234) 25% (134) 12%  (62) 532 

Terraced Housing 12.0%     
(62) 

20%(101) 39%   (199) 9%    (49) 20%(100) 511 

Semi- detached 
houses 

5%    (26) 7%  (34) 56%  (292) 15%  (79) 17%  (91) 522 

Detached houses 8%    (42) 16%  (85) 42%  (215) 14%  (72) 20%(103) 517 
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Question 7: Asked about the importance of locality for amenities, garden sizes, outside open space, 
parking within the village and affordable housing, residents gave the following answers: 
 

Proposition 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
No 

opinion 
Totals 

Any major development should be 
within 10-minute walk of services 
e.g. shops, doctors etc. 

10% 
(55) 

18% 
(102) 

37% 
(203) 

26% 
(141) 

9% 
(52) 

553 

New Houses should have a 
minimum garden size e.g. 3 bed - 
100 m² 

3% 
(19) 

9% 
(48) 

46% 
(256) 

32% 
(177) 

10% 
(58) 

558 

Flats and apartments should have 
shared outside space 

4% 
(19) 

6% 
(35) 

51% 
(280) 

25% 
(139) 

14% 
(74) 

547 

Any new development must 
eliminate all day commuter parking, 
but allow for visitors and deliveries 

5% 
(27) 

4% 
(23) 

31% 
(173) 

51% 
(283) 

9% 
(49) 

555 

Affordable housing must first be 
offered, to people with a local 
connection, i.e. those living or with 
family in Kelvedon 

6% 
(34) 

6% 
(36) 

30% 
(166) 

53% 
(293) 

5% 
(30) 

559 

Any affordable housing included in 
a development should be dispersed 
in it. 

7% 
(41) 

7% 
(38) 

39% 
(215) 

37% 
(206) 

10% 
(55) 

555 

 
Question 8: Asked if any family members had moved away from Kelvedon in the past 5 years 
through not being able to find a suitable home locally, of the 560 residents who replied, 16% (87) 
said Yes and 84% (473) No. 
 
Question 9: Asked if anyone living in a household now needed to move elsewhere in Kelvedon, of 
the 556 residents that replied, 20% (111) said Yes and 80% (445) said No.  
 
Question 10: Of those that did need to move 81% (88) would need to move within the next 5 years 
and 19% (20) in more than 5 years. 
 
Questions 11 & 12: The survey then went on to determine, of the 20% that would need to move, the 
type of house they live in now and what they would require next. The responses were: 
 

What type of house do you live in now? 

Flat Bungalow 1-2 bed house 3-4 bed house 5+ bed house 

7%  (7) 5%  (5) 10%  (11) 65%  (70) 13%  (14) 

 

What type of home would you require in the future i.e. between now and 2029? 

Flat Bungalow 1-2 bed house 3-4 bed house 5+ bed house other 

5%  (5) 38%  (41) 18%  (19) 34%  (37) 6%  (6) 0% 

 
Question 13: To the question how such property would be acquired, these were the responses: 
 

Please choose which of the following you or the person looking for another home would want: 

Rent from council / 
housing association 

Buy on 
open 

market 

Shared ownership 
(part buy / rent) 

Rent from 
private 

landlord 

Sheltered housing 
or care home 

15%  (16) 69%  (75) 9%  (10) 4%  (4) 4%  (4) 
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Questions 14 & 15: 67 people work from home and 17 would be interested in live / work units. 
 

 
Question 16: Of the residents that responded 33% (181) have children under the age of 16. Those 
without children under age 17 were asked to omit this section.  Questions were divided into age 
groupings of pre-school, primary school and secondary school with a further section pertaining to all 
children. 
 
Question 17: What are the ages of your children 
 
 
 
 
Question 18: Use of child care facilities: 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Questions 19, 20 & 21: When asked if any of their preschool children receive free entitlement 
funding, 5 people responded Yes and 8 No. For those that answered No, the reasons given were: 

 Not eligible for 3 yr old funding -  5 

 Sessions are full on some days - 1       

 pay for extra hours elsewhere - 1 

 would like more choice/longer sessions - 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question 22: Those who responded have 107 children in Kelvedon St Mary’s Primary Academy. 
 
Question 23: Respondents were then asked to pick their preferred option if enough houses were to 
be built in Kelvedon to cause a higher demand for school places and expansion of school facilities. 84 
people responded as follows: 
 

Option % 

The existing school site should be extended to accommodate more children 42% (35) 

A second, smaller primary KS1 and KS2 should be built elsewhere in the parish 29% (24) 

A new school splitting KS1 and KS2 across two separate sites 20% (17) 

Other   9%   (8) 

 
Other comments were: 

 A new site where KS1 and KS2 were located together 

 1 larger school should be built to accommodate KS1 and KS2 

 St Mary’s Academy is too big already 

1-4 years: 5-11 years 12-16 years: 

8 25 20 

Resource Families that use it 

Brimpton House 37 

Childminders 79 

Family / friends 39 

Venue Attend Sufficient Sessions Insufficient Sessions 

Easterford pre-school 8 4 4* 

Kelvedon & Feering pre-school 32 23 12* 

other none   

*NB some families did not attend because of insufficient sessions 
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 Splitting KS1 and KS2 over 2 separate facilities but still one school so no need to apply: 
children just move up 

 Expand Feering School 

 Extend Feering school 

 Unsure 

 Would not want a split school 
 
Question 24: When asked if they would use a new school offering preschool education, of the 79 
replies 80% (63) were No and 20% (21) Yes. 
 
Question 25: Residents asked when they used the Alphabet Club in the grounds at Kelvedon St 
Mary’s replied: 
 
 
 
 
Question 26: When asked if they would use the Alphabet Club or Similar ‘wrap around/holiday care’ 
32 people (44%) replied Yes and 41 (56%) said No. 
 
Question 27: Of the 70 families that responded, their children attended these secondary schools: 
 

Honywood CRGS 
Colchester 

High 
CCHS Thurstable 

St 
Benedicts 

St 
Marys 

Gosfield 
John 

Payne 
Col VI 
Form 

53% (37) 14% 
(10) 

9%  (6) 7% 
(5) 

9% (6) 3% (2) 1% (1) 1% (1) 1% (1) 1% (1) 

 
Question 28: Residents were asked if their secondary school children be interested in a weekly 
managed youth club, 42 residents replied Yes and 17 said No. 
 
Question 29: Transport for Education – how parents get children to and from school: 
 

 Walk Cycle Car Bus Train 

Pre-school 50 0 10 0 1 

Primary 61 0 20 1 0 

Secondary 0 0 3 61 3 

 
Question 30: Clubs and Societies used 
 

Facility Users  Facility Users 

Scouts 16  Kelvedon Dance Studio  18 

Guides 17  Youth Forum disco 15 

Cubs 12  Youth Forum Cinema Club 10 

Brownies 14  Junior Players 6 

Beavers 11  Feering Falcons 22 

Rainbows 8  Bushido Ju-Jitsu doJo 10 

Jo Jingles 4  Feering & Kelvedon Cricket 
Club 

15 

Little Stars 13  None 59 

 

Before School After School Holiday Provision Don’t use 

4 4 4 9 
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Question 31: Desirable activities not yet available to children and number of replies per activity: 
 

 Tennis including request for 
Tennis courts / club x 6  

 Gymnastics x 6 
 

 Swimming x 6  
 

 Youth Club x 6  Trampolining x 1  Shooting x 1  

 Basketball x 4  
 

 More spaces at Rainbows as 
it is full x 3 

 Hockey club x 3 
 

 Gym or sports and leisure 
facilities x 2  

 Rugby x 2  
 

 Cycling / cycling club – x 2 
 

 Badminton x 2  
 

 Art – x 2   
 

 Drama club x 2 (older than 
little stars) 

 Athletics x 2  
 

 Choir – including rock/ pop 
choir x 2  

 More martial arts / Kick 
boxing x 2 

 4g pitch  x 1  Horse-riding x 1  Baby yoga x 1 

 Mother and baby local film 
showings x 1  

 Improved toddler 
playground x 1 

 Baby groups x 1  

 D of E x 1   
 

 More childcare options - 
shortage of nannies etc x 1 

 Model Railway Group x 1 

 Street dance x 1   Table Tennis x 1   Fresh air and countryside 
appreciation fund x 1 

 Film making club x 1  Netball x 1  Ballet x 1 
Skating x 1 and Skateboarding  
x 1 
 

 Music rehearsal space / 
Group musical classes (i.e. 
band / ensemble)/ Classical 
music for children/Playing 
musical instruments / More 
music x 6 

 Football club i.e. Kelvedon’s 
own, pre-school children 
and girls x 5 

 

 Any of the above as they are 
not well advertised 

  

 
Question 32: 536 residents responded to this question stating that their preferred way of moving 
around the village is: 
 

Driving a Car Taking the Bus Walking Cycling Mobility Scooter 

20%  (106) 0%  (0) 78%  (417) 2%  (9) 1%  (4) 

 
Question 33: The frequency of using each mode of transport is: 
 

Mode Every day 
At least once a 

week 
At least once 

a month 

Less than 
once a 
month 

Never 

Car driving 30%  (174) 36%  (210) 23%  (39) 16%  (29) 7%  (54) 

Car Passenger 6%  (32) 31%  (180) 41%  (68) 42%  (76) 9%  (69) 

Mobility Scooter 0%  (1) 1%  (5) 0%  (0) 1%  (2) 49%(376) 

Walking 62%  (357) 25%  (143) 10%  (17) 3%  (6) 1%  (6) 

Cycling 1%  (8) 7%  (43) 25%  (42) 37%  (66) 34%  (255) 
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Question 34: When asked which route/direction they used most frequently when leaving the village, 
549 residents responded: 
 

A12 
towards 

Colchester 

A12 
towards 
Witham 

Maldon 
Road 

Over level 
Crossing 
towards 

Silver End 

Towards 
Coggeshall 

Towards 
Tiptree 

Train 
towards 
London 

Train 
towards 

Colchester 

34%  (188) 35% (193) 1%  (8) 4%  (24) 6%  (34) 8%  (42) 10%  (55) 1%  (5) 

 

A12 towards Colchester, 34%

A12 towards Witham, 35%

Maldon Road, 1%

Over level crossing towards 
Silver End, 4%

Towards Coggeshall, 6%

Towards Tiptree, 8%

Train towards London, 10%

Train towards Colchester, 1%

Direction of Travel out of the village

 
 

Question 35: 546 residents answered this question with 90% (491) saying that they did not think the 
current infrastructure has the capacity to support an increased population.  
 
Question 36: The reasons given for why residents did not think the existing/present infrastructure 
could cope have been appended to this report. 
 
Question 37: Residents were asked where, if they owned a car, it was parked when not in use?  
500 residents answered as follows: 
 

On the 
road 

In a public car 
park 

In a private parking space / 
garage at home 

In a private parking space / garage 
away from home 

41 5 432 22 

 
Question 38: How far do commuting residents travel each way?  270 answered as follows: 
 

Less than 1 mile 1-5 miles 6-10 miles 11-25 miles Over 25 miles 

26 37 37 65 105 
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Question 39: Residents were asked to choose 3 priorities which they thought highest for transport 
and moving around, if new homes were to be built in Kelvedon. 526 replied as follows: 
 

Measure Response 

Reducing Congestion in the High Street 
 

25% (393) 
 
 Adding London-bound access to A12 from Feering to reduce high street traffic 21% (338) 

Adding access to the A12 towards Colchester from London Road 10% (164) 

Increasing the number of trains 7%  (116) 

Restricting parking at specific times to prevent non-resident commuter parking 7%  (115) 

Pedestrian crossing near the Co-op 6%  (93) 

Traffic management at Station Road / High Street Junction 6%  (89) 

Pedestrian crossing near One Stop Shop 4%  (70) 

Provide more parking 4%  (58) 

Improving bus service 3%  (49) 

Reducing congestion at school pick-up times 3%   (48) 

Traffic calming 3%  (44) 

 
 

71%

9%

30%

61%

21%

8%
16% 17% 13% 9% 10%

21%

29%

91%

70%

39%

79%

92%
84% 83% 87% 91% 90%

79%

Reducing 
congestion in 

the High 
Street

Reducing 
congestion at 

school pick 
up times

Adding 
access to A12 

towards 
Colchester 

from London 
Road

Adding 
access to A12 

towards 
London from 

Feering to 
reduce traffic 

using the 
High St

Increasing 
the number 

of trains

Traffic 
calming

Traffic 
management 

at Station 
Rd/High St 

junction

Pedestrian 
crossing near 

the Co-op

Pedestrian 
crossing near 

One Stop

Improving 
bus service

Providing 
more parking

Restricting 
parking at 

specific 
times, to 

prevent non-
resident 

commuter 
parking

If new homes are built in Kelvedon, what do you think the highest priority is 
regarding transport and moving around?

Yes No
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Question 40: 386 respondents answered the question on which Green Spaces they considered 
important and would like protected: 
 

Brockwell 
Meadows 

Recreation 
Ground 

Other Allotments Lady 
Meadows 

Packhorse 
Bridge 

31% (120) 26% (100) 16% (62) 14% (54) 11% (42) 2% (8) 

 
Question 41 & 42: 530 residents replied with 92% (489) saying it was important to keep the open 
countryside bordering Kelvedon to prevent it merging with any other settlements; the following 
were the replies in terms which open countryside was considered most important: 
 

South of the village towards Rivenhall 36%    (179) 

West of the Village towards Coggeshall 23%    (114) 

East towards Tiptree 22%    (106) 

North of the River Blackwater towards Feering 19%      (92) 

 

North of the River Blackwater 
towards Feering, 19%

East towards Tiptree, 22%

South of the village towards 
Rivenhall, 36%

West of the village towards 
Coggeshall, 23%

Area you think is most important to keep as open countryside

 
 
Question 43: How important is it to keep the open Countryside between Kelvedon and Feering to 
stop them merging with each other? 542 residents replied: 
   

Very Important Important Neutral Not Important 
Kelvedon & Feering already 

one 

149 58 74 23 238 
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Very important, 27%

Important, 11%

Neutral, 14%

Not important, 4%

Kelvedon and Feering are 
already merged, 44%

How important is it to keep the open countryside between Kelvedon and 
Feering to stop them being merged?

 
 
Question 44: 495 people responded to the question about which view should be safeguarded if new 
development took place. The replies were: 
 

Views across Brockwell Meadows from Teal Way 29%   (146) 

Views towards St Marys Church from the London Road 28%   (141) 

Views towards Monks Farm and Coggeshall Hamlet from Observer Way 14%   (71) 

Views towards Felix Hall looking from Rolley Bridge 13%   (62) 

Views towards Bridgefoot from Maldon Road / A12 flyover 12%   (61) 

Other     3%  (14) 

 

Views towards Felix Hall 
looking from Rolley Bridge, 

13%

Views across the Brockwell 
Meadows from Teal Way, 29%

Views towards Monks Farm 
and Coggleshall Hamlet from 

Observer Way, 14%

Views towards Bridgefoot from 
Maldon Road/A12 Flyover 

bridge., 12%

Other, 3%

Views you consider should be safeguarded if new development takes
place in Kelvedon
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Question 46: Diversity of Wildlife; the survey asked residents to list which animals they had seen, 
the date/time of year, the frequency and location of sightings. 
 

Animal Sightings When Where 

Badger 34 2012, 2013, 
2015 and 

2016 

Church Rd, Coggeshall Rd, Newtown, Church St, London Rd, 
Glebe Rd, High St, Observer Way, Cranes Lane, Felix Hall, 
Kings Gardens, Church Hill, Bridgefoot, Hannover Sq, Siggers 
fields, St Marys Rd 

Bat 170 2007, 2012, 
2014, 2015, 
2016 

Riverside Way, Hole Farm, Swan St, Curlew Close, High St, 
Greys Mill, Mallard Close, Easterford Rd, London Rd, Hollow 
Rd, Observer Way, Worlds End Lane, The Chase, Fullers 
Close, Felix Hall, Church Rd, Church St, Teal Way, Kings 
Gardens, Packhorse Bridge, Brockwell Meadows, Thorne 
Rd, Heron Rd, Railway Tavern, Kingfisher Way, Wigeon 
Place, Highfields Lane, Monks Farm, Cranes Lane, Park 
Farm, Orchard Rd, Ratcliffe Court, Glebe Road, Grays 
Paddock 

Fox 132 2003, 2006, 
2012, 2013, 
2014, 2015, 

2016 

Church Hall Farm, Blackhole Farm, Mallard Close, Brockwell 
Meadows, Riverside Park, Coggeshall Rd, Gren at Feering, 
Maldon Rd, Hollow Rd, London Rd, Observer Way, Felix 
Hall, High Street, Worlds End Lane, Pantings Lane, 
Kingfisher Way, Riverside Way, A12, Goldkey Industrial 
Estates, Cranes Lane, White Farm, Monks Farm, Orchard 
Road, Dowches Drive, Rolley Bridge, Deals, Tern Close, 
Ewell Hall, Swan St, Heron Rd, Church Rd, Bellingham Place, 
Feering Hill, Station Rd, Kings Gardens, Church Street, near 
railway 

Hare 103 2014, 2015, 
2016 

Church St, Prested Hall, Kings Gardens, Old Rd, Siggers 
Fields, Felix Hall, Ewell Hall, Kings Meadows, Inworth Rd, 
Monks Farm, Lady Meadows, Observer Way, Worlds End 
Lane, Braxsted Park, Brockwell Meadows, Silver End, 
Coggeshall Hamlet, Rolley Bridge, London Rd, Coggeshall 
Rd, Cranes Lane, Maldon Rd, Easthorpe Rd, White Barn 
Farm, School Rd Messing Fields between Feering and 
Tiptree. 

Hedgehog 265 1970’s and 
1980’s, 2010, 
2012, 2013, 
2014, 2015, 
2016 

Riverside Way, High St, Dunlin Ct, Swan St, Church St, 
London Rd, Feering, Brockwell Lane, Bittern Close, Mallard 
Close, Easterford Rd, Glebe Rd, Lady Meadows, Worlds End 
Lane, Heron Rd, Curlew Close, Thorne Rd, Fullers Close, St 
Mary’s Rd, Church Rd, Gadwell Reach,  Bellingham Place, 
Kingfisher Way, Coggeshall Rd, Observer Way, Dunlin Court, 
Felix Hall, Argyle Close, The Chase, Hollow Rd, Lapwing 
Drive, Monks Farm, Sherwood Way, Little Orchard, Orchard 
Rd, Bittern Close, Dowches Gardens 

Kingfisher 120 2000, 2001, 
2006, 2010, 
2011, 2014, 
2015, 2016 

Swan St, Hole Farm, Railway Tavern, Teal Way, Brockwell 
Meadows, Maldon Rd, Bridgefoot, Felix Hall, Worlds End 
Lane, Greys Mill, Feering Hill, Ewell Hall, Easterford Mill, 
London Rd 
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Animal Sightings When Where 

Muntjac 
deer 

182 2010, 2011, 
2013, 2014, 
2015 

Braxsted Park, Monks Farm, Felix Hall, Hollow Road, Church 
 Street, Rolley Lane, Hole Farm, Coggeshall Rd, Brockwell 
Meadows, London Rd, Newtown, Cricket Club, Heron Rd, Rd 
into village from Silver End, Coggeshall Hamlet, Observer 
Way, By Rail, Lady Meadows, Church Hall Farm, Maldon Rd, 
Old Rd, St Dominics, Station Rd, Cranes Lane, White Barn 
Farm, Highfields Lane, Prested Hall, Curlew Close, 
Packhorse Bridge. 

Otter 36 2012, 2013, 
2014, 2015, 
2016 

Blackwater river Station Rd, Swan St, Maldon Rd, 
Bridgefoot, Riverside Way, Greys Mills, Brockwell Meadows, 
Railway Tavern, Packhorse Bridge, Worlds End Lane 

Owl 144 2010, 2014, 
2015, 2016 

Stony Hill Allotments, Church Rd, Nr Station, Old Rd, 
Inworth Rd, Kings Gardens,  Church Hill Allotments, Cranes 
Lane, Hollow Rd, Elm Lane, Thorne Rd, Dowches Gardens, 
Kingfisher Way, Observer Way, Fullers Close, Felix Hall, 
London Rd, Worlds End Lane, Maldon Rd, Brockwell 
Meadows, Church Hall Farm, Hole Farm, Rolley Bridge, High 
Street, Coggeshall Rd, Braxsted Park , Glee Rd. 

Slow 
Worm 

23 2013, 2014, 
2015, 2016 

Railway embankment, Brockwell Meadows, Station Fields, 
Railway Tavern, Church Rd, Nr level crossing, Iron Bridge, 
Church Hill allotments 

  
Details of other animals spotted less frequently (as appended to this report) are: buzzards, egrets, 
herons, sparrow hawks, woodpeckers, adders, grass snakes and newts. 
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Question 46: 404 residents said they wanted to see additional facilities at the following places;  
 

The Kelvedon Recreation Ground 233 

Brockwell Meadows 101 

Thorne Road Open Space 35 

Church Road Open Space 35 

 
Question 47: Details of the facilities requested are appended to this report. 
 
Question 48: When asked if air pollution affected their quality of life, of the 527 people that 
responded, 20% (105) said Yes and 80% (422) said No. 
 
Question 49: Please see appendix for location and nature of air pollution. In summary, the majority 
mentioned traffic pollution in or near High street, Station Road and London Road appearing most 
frequently. Other specific issues were asthma, the smell of tar at Fosters and agricultural smells 
during crop spraying. 
 
Question 50: When asked if noise pollution affected their quality of life, of the 527 people that 
responded, 37% (197) said Yes and 63% (330) said No. 
 
Question 51: Please see appendix for location and nature of noise pollution. In summary, the 
following were often mentioned: train noise, A12 noise, traffic noise on the High Street, Station 
Road, London Road, Coggeshall Road and Maldon Road. Also noted were planes, helicopter and light 
aircraft noise, motorcycle/scooters/bike racing, noisy people (teens) in Glebe Road/Thorne Road. 
 

 
Question 52: The survey asked residents to consider which sorts of business services they regarded 
as essential or desirable in the village. The following responses were received: 
 

Business Type Essential Desirable Not needed 

Shops e.g. Greengrocer, baker, fresh food 61%   (315) 32%   (164)   8%     (40) 

Coffee shop / Restaurant 15%     (71) 66%   (320) 20%     (95) 

Gift/ craft/ card/ flower shop   6%     (28) 57%   (275) 37%   (181) 

Farmers / other market 11%     (53) 72%   (351) 18%     (86) 

Hardware / key cutting / shoe repair   6%     (29) 44%   (208) 50%   (239) 

Domestic Appliance repair   4%     (17) 36%   (168) 60%   (278) 

Professional advisers e.g. solicitor   3%     (14) 41%   (189) 56%   (255) 

 
Question 53: Residents were asked which village services they currently used and how regularly. The 
answers were: 
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Business 
At least 
once  a 
week 

At least 
once a 
month 

Less than 
once a 
month 

Less than 
once a 
year 

Never 
No. of 
replies 

Food shop 87% (460) 11% (56) 2% (9) 0% (1) 0% (0) 526 

Post Office 44% (235) 43% (230) 11% (57) 1% (3) 1% (5) 530 

Newsagent 61% (309) 20% (100) 10% 953) 3% (16) 6% (31) 509 

Pubs 28% (143) 36% (186) 24% (124) 7% (35) 4% (22) 510 

Sandwich shop 1% (6) 7% (33) 18% (90) 18% (86) 56% (272) 487 

Hairdressers 2% (12) 21% (106) 25% (128) 8% (42) 43% (216) 504 

Beauty Salons 0% (2) 7% (32) 13% (64) 12% (58) 68% (336) 492 

IT services 0% (1) 1% (3) 11% (54) 22% (106) 67% (326) 490 

Car repair / service 1% (4) 3% (14) 37% (187) 30% (149) 29% (145) 499 

Takeaway Food 6% (28) 23% (115) 40% (200) 9% (47) 22% (112) 502 

Gym / Sports 
venue 

15% (70) 2% (11) 5% (24) 9%(44) 69% (326) 475 

Community Hall 9% (45) 11% (53) 24% (117) 23% (115) 33% (163) 493 

Library 7% (33) 20% (102) 21% (105) 22% (108) 33% (152) 500 

Playing Field 24% (118) 22% (107) 20% (97) 13% (65) 21% (100) 397 

Churches 15% (74) 9% (43) 23% (111) 19% (95) 34% (170) 493 

Pet Walking 24% (117) 2% (8) 2% (12) 1% (5) 71% (346) 488 

 
Question 54: Residents were asked which of the following health care services they used in the 
village or elsewhere. The replies were: 
 

Service Kelvedon Elsewhere 

GP 90% (479) 10% (56) 

Dentist 62% (317) 38% (192) 

Chiropodist 29% (42) 71% (103) 

Osteopath 19% (26) 81% (114) 

Physiotherapy 25% (38) 75% (114) 

Optician 30% (135) 70% (310) 

 
Question 55: Services which people in Kelvedon would like to see, but are not mentioned above are 
attached in the appendix to this main report. Of frequent mention were; bank, bigger medical centre 
covering a wider range of services, vet, restaurant, sports leisure centre, bigger library, taxi service 
and more food shops. 
 

At the end of the survey, residents could add any other comments they wished to make. These have 
been appended to this main report under the heading additional comments not related to a specific 
question.  
 



20 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21 
 

Q5. With sustainable development in mind, residents were asked to state what single change would 

most improve their quality of life as a resident of Kelvedon. The following are the responses: 

Area Point Suggestion 

General  All above in general 

Access  Better access to farmland for walking, riding etc 

Centre  
A Village Hall run by a Community Association to provide a range of weekly 
facilities for all age groups and all gender/orientation groups 

Centre  
Give the village a better sense of identity if there was a better focal point to the 
village. 

Centre  
Needs to be a centre to the village needs things for younger people need to 
protect the open spaces around the village. We are a village not a town. You 
can't pick just five it's all above and more 

Community  
Building a community that is diverse and sustainable rather than an enclave of 
people who can afford to live here. 

Community  Community 

Community  Development of the High Street as somewhere to visit...restaurant / cafe 

Disabled  Wheelchair accessibility 

Ecology  Minimal building to maintain local wildlife 

Ecology  Protecting conservation areas and countryside 

Incinerator  No local incinerator 

Incinerator  To live without the threat of my air being polluted by the incinerator. 

Leisure  Green spaces 

Leisure  Leisure facilities 

Leisure  
More activities/classes etc held in village centre. More liaison between age 
groups 

Leisure  more leisure facilities 

Leisure  recreation facilities Increased 

Paths  
A footpath and cycle track running from east side of the station along the track 
to church road this would avoid having to use the High Street at its most 
congested point. 

Pavements  Improvements pavements-uneven and unclean 

Services Shops Improved shopping 

Services Youth Better facilities for children 

Services Youth Christian youth provision 

Services Youth Leisure facilities for teens 

Services Youth 
More facilities for young people. I’m not keen on them hanging around the park 
or streets. 

Services Youth More for teenagers to get involved with. 

Walking  More pedestrian crossings 

Walking  Walking distance to station to avoid parking in nearby residential areas 

Walking Paths More/improved footpaths 

Walking Paths Maintaining footpaths 
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Q5. With sustainable development in mind, residents were asked to state what single change would 

most improve their quality of life as a resident of Kelvedon. The following are the responses: 

Area Point Suggestion 

  Housing   

Affordable  Affordable housing  

Affordable  Affordable housing  

Affordable  Affordable housing  

Affordable  Affordable housing for grown up children    

Affordable  Affordable housing for my children to live in Kelvedon  

Affordable  
Having more homes within my financial limit, so I can rent and save to buy, 
or buy in the first place.  

Affordable  
variety of affordable housing for youngsters who have grown up in the 
village  

Affordable  
Variety of housing / knowing our children can continue to live in the village 
we always have 

Affordable Small 
A greater variety of smaller houses so our children don't have to move away 
when the time comes because they can't afford anything in the village. Just 
like I had to  

Affordable Small Affordable bungalows   

Detached  More detached family homes  

Downsizing  More property which would allow for downsizing in the private sector  

Downsizing  
Properties that can be down-sized to when large family homes no longer 
practical 

Downsizing  New Bungalows so I can downsize and stay in Kelvedon   

Eco-build  
Being able to buy a house designed to be energy efficient and with decent 
sized rooms & affordable.  

Exchange  More housing to exchange   

Fewer  less development  

Limited  
Limiting new houses until services are in place to look after additional 
population  

Location  
Less building in green land, more improvement to the buildings and facilities 
we already have  

Location  No building on farm land 

More  A lot more housing and the money that brings   

Planning  
carefully planned expansion as opposed to ad hoc building for the benefit of 
developers rather than the community  

Planning  
Knowledge that the village won't endlessly sprawl with the same relatively 
low-quality indenti-kit estates tacked on that you see everywhere else.  
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Area Point Suggestion 

Planning  

The council making the right decisions about development, which is NOT the 
Coggeshall road site as this would cause so many issues at the junction with 
High Street, the dangerous walk to the village under the railway bridge, the 
increase in traffic at the junction bearing in mind that Coggeshall and 
outlying villages come to the station as well. BDC cannot assume that the 
majority of new residents in the Coggeshall Rd development will use the 
station!! If this site is used it will make life in the centre of the two 
combined villages a nightmare! Our quality of life on a day to day basis will 
alter greatly.    

Renovation  
renovate all housing, not in the High Street area, which are currently not 
used/derelict 

Social  
more social housing for local residents with families here so our grown up 
children can stay local this will build family support network, economy and 
allow growing families to remain close  

Social  
Plots & land set aside for local people to build eco houses, not all owned & 
bought by massive developers.  

Social  social housing for the people of Kelvedon  

Special  
more bungalows with disabled access for younger disabled residents to live 
independently with carers 

Special Aged Housing for an ageing village population.  

Special Sheltered Sheltered housing  

Variety  A broad range of housing  

Variety  Greater diversity in the available housing stock.  

Variety  Greater range of housing types in sensitive well designed locations.  

Variety  Housing choice .   

Variety  More housing choice  

 

 

Q5. With sustainable development in mind, residents were asked to state what single change would 

most improve their quality of life as a resident of Kelvedon. The following are the responses: 

Key – BB = Broadband,  

Area Point Suggestion 

Infrastructure  ensure sufficient infrastructure for any future development 

Infrastructure  Improved infrastructure is roads, broadband etc  

Infrastructure  Improved road layouts and more sensible parking  

Infrastructure  Infrastructure  

Infrastructure  infrastructure first  

Infrastructure  investment in infrastructure  

Infrastructure  Investment in infrastructure   

Infrastructure  Investment in infrastructure (schools, roads, shops)  

Infrastructure  Investment in the infrastructure Reduce traffic    

Infrastructure  investment in village and surrounding infrastructure  
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Area Point Suggestion 

Internet BB Better broadband  

Internet  BB Better broadband  

Internet BB Better broadband   

Internet BB Better broadband   

Internet BB Broadband speeds  

Internet BB Faster broadband   

Internet BB 
Faster broadband really would make a difference. Oddly I didn't list this is 
the thing I liked or disliked about the village though!  

Internet BB Fibre broadband 

Internet BB Fibre optic connections to the entire village.   

Internet BB Installation of fibre optic cable to enable faster broadband  

Internet BB Superfast broadband  

Services  Facilities and services for retired persons who form a substantial group in 
the village Services  Gym   

Services  Helping current shops, medical services etc to survive.  

Services  More bottle banks throughout the village  

Services  More local businesses  

Services Children Childcare available from 6am to 7pm so could return to work  

Services Jobs local jobs, saves travelling to work     

Services Jobs 
More residents who work locally rather than needing to commute daily by 
train or car. 

Services Medic A medical centre where you could actually get an appointment  

Services Medic Better doctors  

Services Medic Better health facilities  

Services Medic 
Better healthcare in a growing village and the facilities kept to a realistic 
view without spooling the village  

Services Medic Decent medical facilities.     

Services Medic Easier way of making doctors appointment.  No computer system 
  Services Medic Having better facilities for health and social care.  

Services Medic Improvement in medical & care facilities  

Services Medic 
Improving the inadequate doctors’ surgery, more doctors, better doctors, 
the ability to book an appointment in advance. Also a more pleasant 
chemist (only about 50% of them seem friendly).  Services Medic Medical care    

Services Medic medical improvements    

Services Medic More doctors  

Services Medic New health large centre with good access and parking   

Services Medic Protection of our doctors and schools, they are already under too much 
pressure Services Phone Mobile phone coverage  

Services Police Greater local policing  

Services Police Permanent police presence for peace of mind   

Services Police Police station  
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Area Point Suggestion 

Services Schools Having a good secondary school  

Services shops A central hub, with varied independent shops  

Services Shops better selection of shops - clothes etc  

Services Shops Better shopping facilities  

Services Shops greater variety of shops and services  

Services Shops Increase in nature and quantity of shops in Kelvedon  

Services Shops More customers   

Services Shops More shops      

Services Shops more shops  

Services Shops More shops in the village; less of every building being turned into 
expensive houses  Services Shops new shops and traffic management  

Services Shops Shops and services  

Services Shops Shops etc  

Services  Shops weekly/fortnightly food market  

 

Q5. With sustainable development in mind, residents were asked to state what single change would 

most improve their quality of life as a resident of Kelvedon. The following are the responses: 

Area Point Suggestion 

Status 

quo 
 Any further development that substantially increases population will ruin what is 

left of its rural position 

Status 

quo 
 

Given the definition above regarding sustainable development, it is difficult to 

envisage how this and any proposals would improve the life of Kelvedon 

residents  
Status 

quo 

 Having less expansion to our village  

Status 

quo 
 I do not agree with sustainable development in or around the village. I value the 

green space around us at the moment I would hate to see more profiteering.  

Status 

quo 

 I do not think that sustainable development would improve my quality of life 

Status 

quo 

 I do not think there are any benefits from development   

Status 

quo 
 I don't think development of the area will bring "benefits" so question 4 is set up 

on a false premise and is misleading.  

Status 

quo 

 I don't think there are any benefits 

Status 

quo 

 I really like it as it is.  

Status 

quo 
 

I would be happiest if the village remained the same, most developments by 

their very nature, bring change and an increase in people, traffic and demand on 

resources. 

Status 

quo 
 

Is there such a thing as 'sustainable' development? Sounds like a central 

government buzz word! Most of the options in Q4 will suffer following the 

proposed excessive housing development.   
Status 

quo 

 no development required  

Status 

quo 

 No more development  

Status 

quo 

 No new housing development     

Status 

quo 

 None  
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Area Point Suggestion 

Status 

quo 

 none pretty good already     

Status 

quo 

 Not to have too much development  

Status 

quo 

 Nothing 

Status 

quo 

 Quite happy   

Status 

quo 

 That the structure of the village does not change  

Status 

quo 
 

The above are things I value about living in Kelvedon. These things will be lost if 

we overdevelop the village and surrounding villages.  Sustainable development is 

currently what we have.  Kelvedon and surrounding villages cannot support 

further development i.e. houses without massive changes to its infrastructure, 

changing village life and the sense of belonging to something unique Nothing; 

the village should stay as it is   
Status 

quo 
 There is no form of development sustainable or otherwise that would improve 

MY quality of life in Kelvedon    
Status 

quo 
 Very limited or no development. This village doesn't have the infrastructure to 

support any more houses.  More affordable rental options .  

 

Q5. With sustainable development in mind, residents were asked to state what single change would 

most improve their quality of life as a resident of Kelvedon. The following are the responses: 

Improved access to A12 —  121  Feering only     1  
     Feering & Kelvedon  20 
     Feering, Kelvedon & Inworth 57 
     Inworth specially  43 
High Street    —   96  Traffic Management  75 
     Parking     21 
Indeterminate                 —      5 
 
Key – 1J =1 junction. 2J =2 etc. T = Tiptree Road, U = Upgrade, M = Traffic Management, P = Parking 
 

Area Point Suggestion 

A12  A12 improvement  

A12  Improved infrastructure to reduce heavy traffic passing through Kelvedon  

A12  Improvement to the road infrastructure  

A12  Road infrastructure improvement  

A12 1J Access to London bound A12 at Feering Better traffic management  

A12 2J A12 access in both directions at south end and north end (at Feering)  

A12 2J A12 north and south junctions made bi-directional  

A12 2J A12 slip roads    

A12 2J Access to A12 at both ends of the village  

A12 2J Access to A12 at both ends of the village to ease congestion in the High Street.  

A12 2J Access to the A12 both north & southbound at both Kelvedon & Feering junctions.  

A12 2J Access/ exit from Kelvedon to A12, and Feering to A12 before anything else!  

A12 2J better access to A12 at either end of village to reduce traffic on High Street 

A12 2J Build the missing slip roads onto the A12 at BOTH ends of the village & get the 
unnecessary traffic off the High St A12 2J Diversion of through traffic with access to A12 in both directions at both ends of 
Kelvedon and Feering 
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Area Point Suggestion 

A12 2J Dual access to A12 in Kelvedon and Feering  

A12 2J Dual access to A12 to relieve congestion on the High St 

A12 2J Dual access to the A12 at each end of the village   

A12 2J Have entry and exit points to the A12 are both ends of the village  

A12 2J 
Reduction in through traffic by the provision of multi-directional junction(s)with A12 at 
Feering and Kelvedon  

A12 2J Slip road on to A12 at Feering end of village 

A12 2J Slip road on to A12 bypass at north end of Kelvedon  

A12 2J Slip roads for North and South bound A12 at both ends of the village.  

A12 2J Traffic calming and A12 access both ways at each end of Kelvedon   

A12 2J traffic management particularly A12 should be dual access both ends 

A12 3J A by-pass/new road  

A12 3J A reduction in through traffic on the High Street / Station Rd / Feering Hill.  

A12 3J 
A reduction in traffic flow through the village by provision of junction/sat one/both 
ends of the two villages Through traffic management. Inworth A12 access  

A12 3J 
Better access to A12 to reduce traffic through the village centre Reducing traffic on the 
roads even as size of community increases  

A12 3J Better access to A12, reducing through traffic in our village.  

A12 3J Better access to and from the A12  

A12 3J Better transport access instead of High Street and Station Road   

A12 3J 
Better tree management on High Street Better access to A12 to reduce flow of traffic 
through the village 

A12 3J Controlling the traffic through the Village  

A12 3J diversion of traffic away from the High Street  

A12 3J Full interchange junctions with A12  with Tiptree Road as priority   

A12 3J High Street traffic be reduced and slowed down A12 exit to Tiptree   

A12 3J Improve traffic links to A12 to reduce traffic through the village  

A12 3J Improve transport links to the A12    

A12 3J 
improved access to A12  2 way interchanges at either end of village and separate A12 
access for Tiptree  

A12 3J 
Improved access to A12 both northbound & southbound to reduce traffic through 
Kelvedon High Street.  

A12 3J 
Improved traffic management on A12 Kelvedon bypass & provision of cycle paths in the 
village.  

A12 3J Improvement in A12 junctions  

A12 3J Improvement in access to A 12 to reduce traffic through the village  

A12 3J Improvement of traffic flow by providing alternative access to the A12   

A12 3J improvement to A12 including additional junction for Tiptree traffic  

A12 3J Improvement to infrastructure and the problem of traffic in the village  

A12 3J 
improvements of junctions to A12 at Feering and Kelvedon will reduce traffic through 
High Street   

A12 3J Improving the road junction layouts with the A12 and Tiptree  

A12 3J 
Improving traffic flow in the High Street I fail to see how development would improve 
most of the above.  
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Area Point Suggestion 

A12 3J Improving traffic in the High Street.  

A12 3J 
Infrastructure improvements - road directly to Tiptree, stopping through passing traffic 
and congestion in High Street at peak hour (peak hours seem to increase each year with 
traffic volumes)  

A12 3J Investment in infrastructure particularity regarding A12 access  

A12 3J 
Investment in road infrastructure - particularly access for Tiptree traffic to A12 Traffic 
management - High Street and illegal parking near station   

A12 3J keeping traffic off the High Street     

A12 3J large lorries having an alternative route instead of thundering up the High Street 

A12 3J Less busy High Street  

A12 3J Less through traffic  

A12 3J Less traffic on High St. don't use it as a cut through from A12. Extra Police Presence. 

A12 3J Less traffic, bypass/traffic management A less busy main road through Kelvedon 

a12 3J Make case for additional A12 access overwhelming   

A12 3J 
Measures to improve traffic flow in the village by removal of need for through traffic to 
have to use the village. New A12 junction for Tiptree for example.  

A12 3J 
Measures to move traffic out of the village by the shortest route rather than 
encouraging it to go through the village.  This would probably mean improving access 
to the A12.  

A12 3J Minimising through traffic in the village 

A12 3J 
Quality of life is good now but if further development takes place, directing traffic from 
the High Street would be good  

A12 3J Reduce congestion on High Street and A12  

A12 3J Reduce High Street congestion by providing better A12 access for commercial traffic.  

A12 3J 

Reduced traffic flow through High Street. Hopefully making shopping/ walking/cycling 
a more pleasant experience. This would encourage investment in appropriate retail and 
regeneration/ maintenance in historic properties situated there. Direct access on 
and off A12 to Tiptree Road. 

A12 3J Reducing the amount of heavy traffic passing through the village from the A12.  

A12 3J Reducing traffic that has to go through the village   

A12 3J Reducing use of High St by heavy goods vehicles  

A12 3J Reduction in traffic through the village, better A12 links.   

A12 3J 
Slip road onto southbound A12 at east end of the village but also slip roads for north 
and south bound A12 at both ends of the village  

A12 3J 
Slip road onto southbound A12 at east end of the village.  But also slip roads for north 
and south bound A12 at both ends of the village  

A12 3J Sort out access to A12 at Feering end  

A12 3J Sorting out the amount of through traffic (High Street bottle neck). 

A12 3J Sorting the A12 junctions out to relieve traffic flow through the village  

A12 3J 
Sorting traffic nightmare in the High Street.  Development should be in harmony with 
the community which is already established  
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Area Point Suggestion 

A12 3J Traffic reduction  

A12 3J Traffic reduction in the High St and surrounding Roads  

A12 3J Traffic through the High Street being reduced or diverted.   

A12 3J Traffic through the High-Street needs to change  

A12 3J 
Two way access to the A12 at Kelvedon and Feering also direct access to and from the 
A12 for Tiptree.  

A12 3J 
Two way junction north of Kelvedon & Feering to take Tiptree and other surrounding 
traffic out of the High Street 

A12 3J We need a bypass for all the traffic.   

A12 T 
a bypass from A12 to Tiptree from both directions of the A12 to reduce lorries and 
traffic on the High Street   

A12 T 
A exit off the A12 in Feering for Tiptree and Coggeshall so less cars are driving through 
the village Traffic flow through the village    

A12 T A new A12 junction for Tiptree traffic.  

A12 T A12 access for Tiptree   

A12 T A12 access for Tiptree traffic  

A12 T 
A12 access from Tiptree removing much of the traffic coming through the High 
St/Village. 

A12 T A12 junction to Tiptree and Coggeshall to the east of the village    

A12 T Access to A12 from Tiptree  

A12 T Access to A12 from Tiptree  

A12 T Access to A12 other than through Kelvedon  

A12 T Access to the A12 at Inworth    

A12 T Additional access to A12 for Tiptree traffic  

A12 T Alternative routes for traffic to Tiptree and Coggeshall  

A12 T Alternative routes to prevent all traffic from coming through the High Street  

A12 T 
Better access from A12  by large vehicles going to and from Kelvedon to Tiptree 
without going through the village 

A12 T Better links to the A12 for Tiptree, would improve High Street Traffic  

A12 T Better/more roads through village and to Tiptree  

A12 T 
Building a new junction on the A12 to allow direct access to Tiptree To stop traffic 
coming through Kelvedon.  

A12 T Bypass to Coggeshall and Tiptree  

A12 T Create a link road from Tiptree to A12,by passing Kelvedon  

A12 T Direct access to Tiptree via slip road on A12 rather than through village   

A12 T Exit formed off A12 for Tiptree  

A12 T 
I cannot see that further development could benefit air quality, protection of 
countryside, village identity 
Traffic calming and A12 direct access for Tiptree Zebra crossing to help access medical 
centre and buses.  

A12 T Improving access to A12 Junction for A12 direct to Tiptree  

A12 T Less through traffic from Tiptree    

A12 T New access to A12 from the Tiptree Rd  

A12 T New junction on the A12 allowing traffic to access to Tiptree & Coggeshall.  

A12 T New slip road to A12 for Tiptree traffic.      
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Area Point Suggestion 

A12 T On off access to A12 stopping Tiptree traffic coming through the village   

A12 T reduction of Traffic by having slip road from A12 to Tiptree  

A12 T rerouting Tiptree traffic away from High St  

A12 T 
Rerouting traffic off the A12 northbound so it doesn't go through the village to get to 
Coggeshall, Tiptree, Tollesbury &c 
 
 
 
etc    

A12 T Road access to Tiptree off the A12 from the north of Kelvedon/Feering  

A12 T Road junctions on Inworth Rd    

A12 T Separate access to A12 for Tiptree.    

A12 T Separate exit off A12 for Tiptree traffic    

A12 T 
The removal of traffic passing through Kelvedon to reach Tiptree. Consideration should 
be given to a new A12 junction to deal with this.    

A12 T 
Tiptree having its own access  to the A12.  Being able to access the a 12 at both ends, in 
both directions.     

A12 T Tiptree having their own junction  

A12 T Tiptree route to A12 without going through Kelvedon and Feering 

A12 T Tiptree traffic not using Kelvedon High St for A12 access  

A12 T 
To have traffic from Tiptree to link with the A12, which will eliminate traffic through 
Kelvedon. This would make the High Street a more pleasant place to shop and walk 
along. 

A12 T Western bypass for Coggeshall/Stansted traffic to ease flow on the High Street   

A12 U upgrade A12 to provide safer, faster road links  

HS M a change to the road lay out where Station Road and Swan Street meet the High Street  

HS M Better quality Traffic Management and connections  

HS M Better traffic management   

HS M better traffic management  

HS M Better traffic management on an already busy High St  

HS M better traffic management, less crime, better healthcare facilities 

HS M better traffic measures  

HS M Easier traffic movement through the village  

HS M High Street traffic  

HS M 
If traffic calming measures were put in place I would feel safer, particularly as my son 
gets older  

HS M Improved access through the village  

HS M Improved traffic flow on High Street to reduce jams and pollution levels  

HS M Improvement to traffic/flow on High Street and safety for pedestrians   

HS M 
It is a nightmare getting through the High St as it is. And there is no way to widen the 
road. Parking is a problem, more development brings more social housing and more 
problems 

HS M Less cars   

HS M Less congestion in the High Street..  

HS M Less parking in the High Street 

HS M Less traffic   

HS M Less traffic 

HS M less traffic  
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Area Point Suggestion 

HS M Less traffic  

HS M Less traffic congestion  

HS M less traffic congestion Traffic and parking management  

HS M Less traffic in the High Street  

HS M Less traffic through the village  

HS M Less traffic through the village.   

HS M Less traffic.  

HS M Lower through traffic   

HS M Much less traffic  

HS M No bottle neck parking in the High Street  

HS M No parking in High Street  

HS M 
No parking on the High Street and proper (and free!) car parks provided to keep the 
High Street moving.   

HS M Reduce flow of traffic through High Street 

HS M reducing congestion in the High Street  

HS M Reduction in speed of vehicles. Notice taken of double yellow lines and zigzag lines. 

HS M reduction in traffic  

HS M Reduction in traffic congestion  

HS M Reduction of the volume of traffic through the village    

HS M Reduction of traffic levels through the village   

HS M remove bottle neck parking in the High Street (everywhere)  

HS M Remove some parking in the High Street to eliminate bottle neck congestion.  

HS M Road crossing(s)  

HS M Speed awareness, driving reasonable, safer speeds  

HS M the provision of a roundabout at the junction of Station Rd and High St  

HS M 
To reduce A12 noise as walking around the village will be destroyed or unpleasant very 
soon. 

HS M Traffic calming  

HS M traffic calming  

HS M Traffic calming and management  

HS M Traffic calming in High Street    

HS M Traffic calming measures  

HS M 
Traffic calming measures in High Street and Riverside. Additional slip road links either 
end of village to stop through traffic   

HS M Traffic calming on High St  

HS M Traffic calming on High Street  

HS M Traffic control  

HS M traffic management  

HS M Traffic management   

HS M Traffic management  

HS M Traffic management 

HS M Traffic management  

HS M Traffic Management  

HS M Traffic management  
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Area Point Suggestion 

HS M Traffic management   

HS M Traffic management   

HS M Traffic management  

HS M Traffic management  

HS M Traffic management  

HS M Traffic Management  

HS M Traffic management / calming  

HS M traffic management in the High St  

HS M traffic management on High Street    

HS M traffic management,   

HS M Traffic Management/Calming  

HS M 

Traffic management/calming in the High Street. It is dangerous, extremely loud and 
also means that the village High Street is used more as cut-through to other 
destinations - people will not stop to shop or spend their money/time in Kelvedon as 
long as it feels like an extension of the A12. 

HS M traffic management/enforcement if it is improved  

HS M Traffic management: Calming, Parking and enforcement   

HS P parking permit scheme  

HS P Reduce parking in High Street    

HS P reduce roadside parking  

P  Considerate parking  

P  Control of parking along the High St  

P  less parking in High St 

P  Less station and school parking    

P  More parking      

P  Parking controls on main roads       

P  Parking, parking, parking   

P  
Personally, I would like the option for visitor parking on the streets without the 
restriction from 10am-11am as this causes a regular problem for visitors to me and 
when I visit friends  

P  
Prevent commuter parking in residential streets, sometimes residents cannot even park 
outside their own homes 

P  
Prevent excessive parking on residential streets by commuters using the main line 
station. 

P  reduced on street parking  

P  Resident parking permits  

P  Residents parking for visitors and deliveries outside own home.   

P  Restricted parking on the High Street and a free car park for shoppers.  

P  Station parking Speed limit on Coggeshall Road More independent shops and 
businesses P  Sufficient free parking close to the High Street so that there can be no parking on it. 

P  
To reduce the stress caused by public house customer parking in a dangerous and 
inconsiderate manner. Better parking facilities (cheaper) in station. Consider resident 
parking permits to reduce parking issue.  
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Area Point Suggestion 

P  To remove parking along the High Street   

 

Q5. With sustainable development in mind, residents were asked to state what single change would 

most improve their quality of life as a resident of Kelvedon. The following are the responses: 

Area Point Suggestion 

Transport Both Better public transport!!!!  

Transport Both Better transport links  

Transport Bus Better bus service.   

Transport Bus local bus services to Maldon/Coggeshall/Braintree directions (not just A12 

corridor) 

Transport Bus More reliable bus service 

Transport Rail Additional trains  

Transport Rail Better train service   

Transport Rail  easier access to other places e.g. more regular trains  

Transport Rail Have a good quality of life so only minor point - more reliable train service to 

London  
Transport Rail Improved rail service  

Transport Rail More reliable train service for my husband's commute so he can see more of our 

children without being delayed by the poor train service.  

Transport Rail More space on train   

 

Q36. for those respondents who said they did not think the current infrastructure has the capacity to 

support the increased population, these are the reason given as to why: 

Cause Site Problem 

  Depends on the amount of total increase 

Flooding  increased impermeable surfaces and the potential to increase local flooding. 

Infrastr  No Infrastructure. The High Street is congested enough particularly at rush 
hours. More traffic would only increase congestion 

Jams  congested roads, overcrowded trains 

Jams A12 A12 over congested 

Jams A12 amount of traffic, road cannot cope with the traffic jams, especially when the 
A12 has problems 

Jams A12 High Street congested. Junction at the Blue Anchor congested in rush hour. 
Need to be able to access A12 in both directions at each end of the village. Too 
much traffic coming from other villages to join A12. Lack of parking. 

Jams A12 High Street congestion,  access to A12 

Jams A12 High Street will become badly congested due to insufficient slip roads off A12 
as well as lack of parking. 

Jams A12 If the site was allocated to London Road Kelvedon then commuters can access 
Witham station. They can also turn around at Rivenhall to access A12 to 
Colchester 

Jams A12 inadequate road access to A12 from/to Kelvedon, Feering, Tiptree, poor bus 
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Cause Site Problem 

services, train service at capacity 

Jams A12 No access to A12 for Tiptree residents causing 20-30 minute delays in getting 
from one end of High Street to the other. A12 congestion far worse in last 2 
years. 

Jams A12 One road in one road out if using A12. 

Jams A12 parking in High St and lack of alternative access to A12 

Jams A12 The roads are too busy already and any issues on the A12 create major 
problems on Feering Hill and the High Street 

Jams A12 Through traffic on High Street, parking on High Street causing jams, junction at 
Blue Anchor causing jams 

Jams A12 too much traffic on A12 exit from Tiptree might ease problem 

Jams A12 Traffic already at a standstill at times especially Chelmsford to Col through 
village- parking issues, but the road is just not wide enough to cope with more 
traffic . Strong suggestion for flyover at Chelmsford end of Kelvedon to relieve 
traffic e.g. to get to A 12 Colchester bound at Chelmsford end of Kelvedon 

Jams A12 Traffic coming through the village from A12 to get to Tiptree, Feering and 
Coggeshall 

Jams High St and High St can't cope with traffic now 

Jams HS and High Street too busy at rush hour. parked cars on the High Street are a 
problem 

Jams HS Build up of traffic at junctions and in the High Street. 

Jams HS Congested High Street 

Jams HS Congestion in High Street 

Jams HS Congestion in the High Street 

Jams HS Congestion on the High Street 

Jams HS High St will become a much bigger issue, not enough crossing for pedestrians 

Jams HS High Street too narrow to allow for decent flow of traffic. 

Jams HS It was not designed to take large volume of traffic 

Jams HS parking in High Street 

Jams HS peak time traffic in village and A12 

Jams HS Rush hour traffic on the High Street 

Jams HS The High Street.  Is a nightmare 

Jams HS Traffic congestion in the High Street 

Jams Parking Cars parked on High Street stopping the flow of traffic 

Jams Parking There is no parking for residents so they often park on the road. The traffic 
though the village is constantly blocked by this. 

Jams Schools Congestion at peak times around School and train station 

Jams Schools School locations and use of the car for school runs 

Parking  not enough places to park in the village 

Parking  On street parking and the use of garages for storage and not vehicles. 

Parking HS car parking 

Parking  Lack Car parking limited in village 

Roads  capacity 

Roads A1023 Congestion at Inworth road Junction in Feering  

Roads A1023 Traffic to and from Tiptree 

Roads A12 A12 and access to Tiptree for Lorries on High Street. 

Roads A12 A12 cannot take more cars, On/off slip roads too short 

Roads A12 A12 links and traffic from Tiptree/ Coggeshall directions 

Roads A12 A12 slip roads dangerous, too much traffic through village and parking on High 
Street 
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Cause Site Problem 

Roads A12 Access to A12 requires driving through the village 

Roads A12 Access to the A12 needs to be improved 

Roads A12 and need for multi directional slip roads off A12 onto Inworth Road" 

Roads A12 and the A12 needs to be 3 lanes the whole way between Chelmsford & 
Colchester. 

Roads A12 No access onto A12 for Tiptree or Coggeshall, poor parking on High Street. 

Roads A12 Review A12 interchange and to take Tiptree and Coggeshall traffic from the 
village 

Roads A12 Single access junctions to the A12. Roads unable to cope with current levels of 
traffic. Parking in village at a premium because of commuters coming to 
Kelvedon station from outside the village. Roads are not designed or suitable 
for HGVs. 

Roads A12 Through traffic from Coggeshall and Tiptree to access A12, single direction 
junctions to A12. Parking for station on High St causing further congestion. 

Roads A12 Too many heavy good vehicles and A12 at a crawl by 7am 

Roads A12 Too many vehicles Already- A12 at a crawl by 7am 

Roads A12 Too much unnecessary traffic going through Kelvedon due to  lack of necessary 
slip roads to Colchester & Chelmsford. 

Roads A12 Under capacity of A12, limited junction at Blue Anchor, need for A12/Inworth 
Road junction, bi-directional junctions needed on to A12 at Feering and 
Kelvedon, Under capacity of London Norwich rail line in light of Norwich in 
Ninety. Poor junction visibility at station and narrow road to ticket office, cost 
and availability of commuter parking, absence of dedicated cycleways 

Roads A12 Unworthy road. Need another exit from Feering to go to Chelmsford 

Roads Bridge Congestion at Station Road & High Street junction 

Roads Capacity Restricted road capacity. 

Roads Capacity The roads are not capable of supporting current traffic flows. 

Roads HS High Street too narrow.  Only one road in and out 

Roads HS High Street/ Station road junction 

Roads HS Not enough areas for resident parking. High Street congested during peak 
times. Congestion around Inworth Road at peak times. Nowhere to park if 
dropping child off at school - needs a drop off system of car park for short stay 
drop offs. 

Roads HS Poor junction layout at High Street/Station Road  

Speed HS Traffic speeds in High Street and people ignoring double yellow lines  

Traffic  Propensity for anyone over 17 to have their own car to drive “ "necessary” to 
go to work/ education outside the village." 

Traffic A12 If the A12 improvements, including direct access to and from Tiptree were 
introduced this would reduce the need for traffic calming measures." 

Traffic A12 Inadequate access to A12 at Kelvedon & Feering with through traffic for Tiptree 
causing serious congestion and air pollution. Bus and trains are not frequent 
enough to make the use of public transport viable. In addition there is to all 
practical purposes no public transport links to Tiptree, or Coggeshall. 

Traffic Excess too many cars, too little walking, too much ill health 

Traffic Excess Too much traffic already in the village 

Traffic HS capacity of High Street to accommodate additional road users & associated 
traffic 

Traffic HS too much traffic through High Street 

Traffic Law enforcement of traffic laws and parking restrictions 

Transport  public transport and roads vastly overcrowded already 
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Cause Site Problem 

Transport  Too few people using buses, overcrowded trains in rush hour, in frequent 
trains at Kelvedon.  Too few people car sharing. 

Transport  Trains are not frequent enough and are  frequently late/delayed. There are 
hardly any all day parking facilities for those without driveways. The High 
Street is already very busy and used as a through route from the A12. 

Transport  Trains too expensive and not extensive enough, buses slow unreliable and also 
expensive. A12 is continually choked. 

Transport Both intercity does not stop at Kelvedon, need smaller buses for Colchester and 
Chelmsford 

Transport Both No direct (i.e. fast) buses to Colchester or Chelmsford. Not enough trains 
especially in the evenings. 

Transport both Road and rail capacity 

Transport Both Trains ok- bus at bank holidays and Sunday's poor service. 

Transport buses More buses per hour 

Transport Buses Need better bus service to Tiptree for school. If first bus us missed the next one 
is not until much later. Bus does not run late enough in evening 

Transport Cogges More frequent transport to Coggeshall 

Transport Lack Capacity issues for trains buses and local road network 

Transport  Lack Only just enough buses to manage as it is. Not enough parking to support more 
vehicles 

Transport Lack The A12 is full to capacity out days there are accidents and hold ups, railway 
full to capacity 

Transport Lack Trains will become overcrowded during rush hour 

Transport  Public Not enough trains or buses 

Transport Rail Commuter trains are already crowded at peak times 

Transport Rail Insufficient number of trains. Station car park full. Roads congested. 

Transport Rail Lack of parking at station. Too few seats on trains. 

Transport Rail not enough trains at rush hour towards London  

Transport Rail not enough trains to London 

Transport Rail Over crowded trains -frequency in off peak times 

Transport Rail Railways not enough trains running 

Transport Rail The trains are overcrowded at rush hour  

Transport Rail Too few rush hour trains 

Transport Rail Trains already at full capacity 

Transport Rail trains from  the station are unreliable a lot of the time.  Not enough parking for 
station either 

Transport Rail Trains to London are close to full when they arrive at Kelvedon during the rush 
hour, and packed when they get to London as they fill up further down the 
line. At present there is sufficient parking in Kelvedon, in my opinion, but little 
spare capacity. 

Transport Trains better train service, ie. more frequent needed.  

Transport Trains Overcrowding on trains/lack of frequency  
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Other wildlife spotted and where 

Adders , 2 Brockwell over the last year Heron, one this year Swan Street  

All seen occasionally over 25 year period    

Buzzard 1, Cranes Lane Feb 2016, Heron 1, Cranes Lane May 2016, Ground Woodpecker 1, 

Cranes Lane June 2015, Jay 1 Cranes Lane May 2015  

Buzzards (6), Egret (1) flying over garden in May 2016   

Buzzards 1-3 at a time earlier this year - around Easterford Mill, Brockwell Meadows and 

Ewell Hall   

Buzzards 2 , Ewell Hall March 2016  

Buzzards 6, flying above garden, May 2016  White Egret 1, flying above garden, May 2016 

Buzzards Kelvedon Hall, Felix Hall regularly  

Buzzards often above our garden  

Buzzards sparrowhawk 

Chickens - Observer Way 10      

Cuckoo 1-Brockwell meadows May 2016  

Duck and rabbit, all the time around the village  

Ducks 50+daily & Swans 4+ regularly   

Ducks and Swans in river, sparrow hawk 2 in garden, grey squirrel in recreation ground 

several 

Egret  

Egret  Grey’s Mill and Station Road / 2016 / 2. Red kites above house 2016 / . moles various 

locations 2015;. Stoat, Curlew Close, 2014 x 1.  

Egret (Blackwater near Bridgefoot) and heron (Canonium Mews)    

Egret 1 - River 2015    

Egret and herons May 2016        

Egret in river at Bridgefoot   

Egret, Bridgefoot          

Egret, Bridgefoot   

Egret, Jays, Heron? And other garden birds    

Egret, May 2016    

Enter , Grey’s Mill, often   
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Fallow Deer - 2, farmland by Pantlins Lane, April 2016    

Frogs and toads in garden all the time Buzzard A12 bridge May 2016  

Frogs and toads in garden Buzzard 30.5.2016 A12 bridge near Maldon Rd  

Frogs and toads... Brockwell meadows. Healthy collection of butterflies, dragon flies, damsel 

flies at Brockwell meadows. Egret in river at Bridgefoot. Firecrest in my garden!  

Frogs in garden      

Game birds  

Garden birds daily occasionally woodpecker, pheasant in garden    

Garden birds of all sorts skylarks nesting in fields on London rd, Pheasant, partridge, kestrel, 

buzzard, heron, egret, red bunting, long tailed tits   

Garden birds often in my garden        

Goldfinches 2 in our garden most days, flock of 10 in the winter almost weekly, Egret, 1.  

May 2016, Nr school, Herons, 2     

Grass snake, rat, peahens and pheasant       

Grass snakes, ducks, pheasant  

Grey heron in garden 2016 

Grey Heron, 1 - Church Street April 2016       

Hawk, Heron Stoats, Woodpeckers, Field mice in the garden    

Heron - 1, Cranes Lane May 2016, Buzzard - 1, Cranes Lane Feb 2016, Peewit x 1 Cranes Lane 

Aug 2015  

Heron - regular visitor, Egret by bridge from Angel pub towards Highfields in the river by 

Mill, Woodpeckers at Hole Farm Greater Spotted twice Green intermittently, Moorhens reed 

regularly at Hole Farm pond     

Heron - various points along the Blackwater in last 2 months   

Heron & White Egret by the bridge on Maldon Rd.   

Heron 3, Cranes Lane May 2016;   Buzzard 3 Cranes Lane Feb 2016  

Heron 3,Cranes Lane May 2016;  3 Buzzard Feb 2016     

Heron eating my fish      

Heron in back garden 2015, Sparrow Hawk, pheasant, partridge, back garden 2  

Heron last summer     

Heron, Feering 2016, Stork (Egret?) 2016     

Heron, on the river near the watermill, once   

Jay in garden           



39 
 

Kestrel - 4 - in garden Kestrels - regularly - Brockwell meadows  

Kestrels/Buzzards  

Little egret – Grey’s Mill   

Little egret - occasionally at Bridgefoot     

Little Egret, a pair, river Blackwater near Maldon Road     

Little egret, Bridgefoot     

Little egrets Maldon Rd 2016   

Mink, all around Kelvedon and Feering      

Mink, Buzzards, Peregrine Falcons (nesting), Newts, Swifts.    

Miscellaneous small birds garden 2016 grey squirrels in garden annually Egret 3 

Bridgefoot may 2016   

Newts - 4 or more - garden pond - every year,  

Newts 3/4, grass snake - every year in garden pond  

Nightingales on the river in the reeds on the bank opposite Teal Way March/April 2016. 1 

Heron, rear garden. Rabbits ,rats, ducks, swans, in local fields and rive r 

Numerous bird species the garden, including Pheasant and Sparrowhawk  

Numerous birds e.g. woodpecker 2015/6  

Numerous birds including thrushes, swallows, wrens, deer, newts    

Partridge, near Braxted Park, Apr 2016 Red Kite flying overhead (Heron Road) last year.  

Pheasant -1  2016  

Pheasant pretty well every day   

Pheasant, egrets swans peacock Egret Bridgefoot 2015   

Pheasant, quail, in our garden, 2015   

Pheasant, swan, mallard, moorhen, water rat, egret, cuckoo, vole, mole, wren, tits, finches, 

grouse etc  

pheasants - everywhere      

pheasants 1 male 2 female /1 male 5 ducks daily for feeding in garden  

Pheasants regularly, meadows pair of moore hens - fields of Monks Farm  

Pheasants, at least 3 by Monks Farm, deer, by Monks Farm    

Pheasants, ducks, various birds in garden 

Rabbits, birds of prey, heron, egret, dragon flies, swans, ducks, moor hens, ferrets, frogs, 

toads, water voles, fish, peasants, loads of varieties of birds.   



40 
 

Rabbits, many, always, on various running routes through the village - too many to list!  

Rabbits, regularly, behind Kings gardens in fields, lots     

Rat - Stony Flint allotment, swans, ducks     

Rat, 1, Brockwell meadows, 2016    

Rats ... Loads by the river where the ducks are fed .. See then daily   

Regularly see, Little Egrets on the River, also regularly see Buzzards circling above the village 

and towards Tiptree direction.       

Roe deer fields near station, several, 6  

Roe deer, 2, footpath between Kelvedon and Coggeshall  

Several - Egret           

Several - Egret - Blackwater - Bridgefoot   

Skylark 1 over Park Farm fields  

Skylarks noting in field north off London Road, pheasants, partridges, fieldfares, kestrel, 

buzzard, sparrow hawk, heron, egret, long-tailed tits, reed bunting, short tailed field vol  

Snake, Brockwell Meadows, 1, Aug 14       

Sparrow Hawk 1, A12 slip road  May 2016      

Squirrel   

squirrel 1  Mallard Close   

Squirrel 2008   

Squirrels - in both gardens    

Squirrels and heron riverside estate    

Squirrels, daily     

Squirrels, Spring 2016, Fuller's Close, 3       

Squirrels/wild birds daily        

Starlings, swallows, swifts, house martins, finches. Numerous bird species  

Stoat-allotments 2016   

Stoats, woodpeckers, shrews, field mice, all in our garden  

Swans - Swan Street - 8 - 2015       

Swans, Egrets     

swans, woodpecker   

Swifts nest in our eaves in May each year, peregrine falcon, buzzards  

Swifts nesting/breeding in buildings due to be demolished on Church Road, also seen nesting 
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around High St near the Angel (every spring/summer)   

There's quite a lot! But highlights... yellowhammer and skylark breeding regularly if sparsely 

in almost all farmland around us, more numerous in winter; common lizards, wasp spiders, 

breeding linnet, lesser and common whitethroat, all in long grass / railway cutting between 

Church Road footbridge and station   

Toads 2, in garden 2015, egret usually one most days along the river  

Toads, several in our garden, 2012-2016   

Variety of bird life in garden  

Woodpecker        

 

 

Q47. additional facilities which would like to be seen are as follows: 

Field Sector Wants 

  dependant on what these improvements are and that they will not harm the 
village.  

  Don't know     

  fairs and carnival etc  

  I don't think the open spaces should be any more 'developed'.  

  Just  manage it like it once was. Just look at Google satellite maps. 
  

  Just believe if Kelvedon is to inevitably grow, we need more shops, toilets, 
recreational facilities 

Attractions  Farmers market, community event. Any site within the village.  
  

Centre Pool Leisure centre including swimming pool. Provision of toilet facilities
  

Church Parking Parking for Church      

Community  Community Centre   

Community  community centre, somewhere for young adults 

Community  Maybe a nice hall like the new hall 

Community Hall Kelvedon needs a community centre  

Disabled  Disabled access  

Ecology  Brockwell Meadows used to be a well managed area, now it is unkempt and 
views of the river are obscured by plant growth   

Ecology  Hides for watching wildlife  

Ecology  Important to maintain natural environment for walks and nature play 
  

Ecology  It would be nice to have some nest boxes installed and to see it generally 
maintained 

Ecology  maybe bird hides at meadows and more information boards  

Leisure  Family picnic area with BBQ facilities 

Leisure  Feering Park is nicest park in both villages, the multiplay equipment that was 
removed needs to be replaced.    

Leisure  Feering park needs more play equipment  

Leisure  Grassed open area with picnic tables  
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Field Sector Wants 

Leisure  improved park facilities - tennis/table tennis etc   
  

Leisure  Improved parks   

Leisure  More family facilities- tables and bbqs  

Leisure  Nature trail on Brockwell meadows  

Leisure  Picnic Picnic benches on Rec & Brockwell Meadows     

Parking  Underground parking      

Paths  Better walkway round Brockwell meadows  

Paths  Continuing footpath on Church Rd, not having to use steps for ,Derby at 
Spurgeons Place and dropped kerb badly needed in front of bungalows, for 
wheelchair and mobility scooters  

Paths  Footpath  

Paths  path clearance during the summer for walkers and runners, fitness circuit
  

Paths  Paths around Brockwell to make more accessible  

Pets  Dog park allowing dogs to freely socialise whilst keeping them away from 
children’s play areas 

Pets  Dog Park at Recreation ground,  

Pets  Dog Park at the Recreation Ground,  

Pets  Dog park, gives safe place for dogs to socialise and keeps them away from  
children and playing areas.     

Pets  Fenced off dog park  

River Piers Brockwell Meadows to have pier stands over the river  

River Piers Wooden piers for standing on over the river at Brockwell Meadows  

Seating  A couple of benches would be good for  dog walkers and older people. 
  

Seating  A seat  

Seating  A seat  

Seating  Bench for elderly dog walkers! Access (bridge?) so that you can do a long 
circular walk from Brockwell meadows.     
  

Seating  benches  

Seating   Benches for people to sit on 

Seating  couple of seats    

Seating  couple of seats would be useful for elderly    
  

Seating  More seating would be good,  

Seating  More seats   

Seating  more secure benches       
  

Seating  One or more places to stop and rest or simply to sit a while and enjoy the 
view.  

Seating  planting shrubs, seating 

Seating  Seating      

Seating  Seating    

Seating  Seating  

Seating  seating made from structures that blend with the environment  
  

Seating  Seating shelter for poor weather and more organised sport  
  

Seating  seating to sit and enjoy the space  
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Field Sector Wants 

Seating  Seating, environmentally friendly areas  

Seating  Seating, picnic tables      

Seating  Seats  

Seating  Seats by river        
  

Seating  seats would be welcome maybe just logs to rest on. I appreciate it’s a flood 
plain area.  

Seating  Some seats at Brockwell meadows overlooking the river  
  

Seating Seniors More seating away from the playground for older people to enjoy the area
  

Seating Shelter Sheltered seating area 

Seatng  2 seats somewhere with a view   

Security CCTV More cctv at recreation ground boardwalk at meadows    

Seniors Gear Old peoples' exercise equipment     
  

Seniors Gear Older people exercise equipment    

Services Refresh Coffee, ice cream. Soft drinks hut   

Services Refresh Refreshments facilities/ ice creams all for villagers to mingle  
  

Services Refresh Tea room / coffee hut   

Signage  Updated/cleaned signs at Brockwell Meadows    
  

Sport  A sports hall.      

Sport  Adult fitness equipment   — any suitable   

Sport  adult gym at Thorne Rd 

Sport  All weather playing surface   

Sport  All weather sports facility for everyone to use     

Sport  AstroTurf (most ball sports)      

Sport  badminton courts  

Sport  Basketball goal to be rested at recreation ground  

Sport  Better upkeep of recreation grounds  

Sport  Exercise/resistance park     

Sport  Football pitch Forest school at Brockwell meadows   

Sport  football posts  

Sport  More recreational facilities  

Sport  Nature and bike trail      

Sport  Skate park   

Sport  Sports equipment  

Sport  Sports facilities    

Sport  table tennis tables, basketball hoops, gym trail   

Sport  Tennis Court     

Sport  tennis courts  

Sport  Tennis Courts  

Sport  Tennis courts   

Sport  Tennis courts  

Sport Fitness gym equipment     

Sport Fitness Gym trail   

Sport Fitness Outdoor gym       

Sport Fitness Outdoor gym   
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Field Sector Wants 

Sport Fitness outdoor gym at rec seats to enjoy the view at Brockwell    

Sport Fitness Outdoor gym to all three spaces Tennis courts, netball back  

Sport Pavilion A better less embarrassing pavilion  

Sport Pavilion A new sports changing facility      

Sport Pavilion Improved clubhouse/changing facilities and public toilets  
  

Sport Pavilion improved toilet and changing facilities   

Sport Pavilion Improvement of tennis courts and better use of club building there 

Sport Pavilion new sports changing rooms, club rooms    

Sport Pool I would love an outdoor swimming pool.....Tennis perhaps?  
  

Sport Pool Public Swimming pool  

Sport Primary More play equipment and outdoor gym. Another goal at the meadows  

Sport Senior Outdoor gym (particularly the new type for older people) 

Toilet  A clean working toilet   

Toilets  A new changing/toilet facility    

Toilets  A public convenience is desperately needed!    

Toilets  A public toilet and baby change facility that is open and kept clean. 
  

Toilets  and TOILETS. 

Toilets  Clean public toilets  

Toilets  Clean, open public toilet  

Toilets  Community toilets.  

Toilets  improved public toilets       

Toilets  Improved public toilets  

Toilets  Improved toilet provision     

Toilets  Loos open and serviced 9am to 8pm , close earlier in the winter  
  

Toilets  Provision of toilet facilities    

Toilets  Public toilets   

Toilets  Public toilets     

Toilets  public toilets  

Toilets  Public Toilets accessible during the day even if for a small fee  

Toilets  Public toilets reopened   

Toilets  Public toilets,     

Toilets  Reinstate the public toilets  

Toilets  toilet facilities  

Toilets  toilet facilities    

Toilets  Toilets 

Toilets  Toilets       

Toilets  Toilets  

Toilets  Toilets  

Toilets  Toilets   

Toilets  Toilets    

Toilets  Toilets   

Toilets  toilets in Kelvedon recreation ground picnic tables in Brockwell meadows
  

Toilets  toilets open daily       

Toilets  Toilets Flatter & seat & more user friendly  

Toilets  Toilets, exercise equipment  
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Field Sector Wants 

Toilets  working, clean public toilet facilities    

Toilets disabled BETTER WC FACILITIES FOR DISABLED    

Walks  Open space. Walks   

Waste  additional litter bins   

Waste  More bins   

Waste Bins also rubbish bins  

Youth  Activities to keep kids getting into antisocial behaviour drugs, arson etc.
  

Youth  and natural play provision  

Youth  Anything for the younger generation to use    

Youth  anything is good for children to get fresh air     

Youth  better football pitch   

Youth  Facilities for both young children and young adults   

Youth  kept up to date and safe for children and young people  

Youth  More play equipment for all age groups 

Youth  Regular upgrade of equipment and facilities.    
  

Youth Club Youth club for young people to have their own space and not walk streets
  

Youth Clubs youth clubs  

Youth Primary and children's equipment 

Youth Primary apparatus to keep kids amused  

Youth Primary Better children play equipment   

Youth primary better maintenance of current. more swings, climbing frames, slides, 
pathways 

Youth primary Better play area       

Youth primary Better play equipment   

Youth primary Better play equipment    

Youth Primary better playground equipment    

Youth primary Better young children play equipment    

Youth Primary Children’s activities    

Youth Primary Children’s equipment  

Youth Primary Children's play facilities    

Youth Primary Children's playground could be modernised  

Youth Primary Extra playground facilities      
  

Youth Primary Improve play equipment. More seats.   

Youth Primary Kids equipment      

Youth Primary More activity apparatus for children     

Youth Primary More and updated play equipment   

Youth Primary More apparatus for children to use  

Youth Primary More children's facilities and perhaps an improvement in toilets but have not 
used them recently 

Youth Primary More outdoor play equipment -natural/wood  

Youth Primary More play area  

Youth Primary More play facilities for children     

Youth Primary Natural space for children to play     

Youth Primary New playground equipment better footpaths   

Youth Primary Park Equipment for kids and picnic benches    
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Field Sector Wants 

Youth Primary Play area for children  

Youth Primary Play equipment        

Youth Primary Play equipment  

Youth Primary Play equipment, basketball/netball hoops    

Youth Primary recreation ground swings should be kept better   

Youth Primary Something for the kids to do    

Youth Primary Stuff for children to play     

Youth Primary Update play equipment,     

Youth Primary Update the children's play equipment.    

Youth Primary update to some of the small children's play equipment. other facilities are 
very good at the rec. Toilets may be useful   

Youth Primary Updated play equipment, particularly for younger children  

Youth Primary Children’s play area,   

Youth Primary Climbing frames   

Youth Primary more children playground amenities   

Youth Teens A nice, covered area with a light and a bin for teenagers to hang around in 
when the weather is cold and wet. The light is important.  
  

Youth Teens additional adventure playground type activities for older children at the rec
  

Youth Teens Equipment for early teens    

Youth Teens More facilities for teenagers to go.  Youth club etc   
  

Youth Teens More for young people   

Youth Teens More play equipment for older children    

Youth Teens More play equipment or seating area for older kids/teenagers away from 
toddler park  

Youth Teens More sports facilities for the young     

Youth Teens nothing particular other than providing more for youths  

Youth Teens perhaps something for teenagers, AstroTurf pitches, hard court, football 
goals  

Youth Teens Physical challenge type structure for teenagers    
  

Youth Teens Something for young adults/teenagers. Maybe a free outdoor gym?  

Youth Teens The new skate park was a great idea but far too young/small for older 
children. Football goals would be. Good addition.   

Youth Teens The spaces and the facilities are pretty tatty.  Black Notley country park is 
superb - whilst we don't need the same scale, having a cafe and organised 
activities makes these places more than teenager hangouts.  Integrating 
Cubs/scouts/guides with recreational areas is a start  

Youth Teens Tidied up and something for young people. The old Hall looks so run down.
  

Youth Teens Updated playground with table tennis concrete/fixed; put back basketball 
goals. More for older children   

Youth Toddlers Toddler playground is really old and not will designed i.e. the double sided 
slide is dangerous, the mat area around the equipment is tatty  

Youth Toddlers Additional play equipment, toddler area equipment inadequate. 
  

Youth toddlers and toddler facilities 

Youth toddlers better facilities for play for younger pre school children at rec.   

Youth toddlers Better modern equipment for under-5s. Outdoor gym. Football goals 
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Field Sector Wants 

reinstated. 

Youth toddlers Better play equipment for toddlers/primary school and perhaps toilet 
facilities  

Youth Toddlers Better/cleaner playing facilities for toddlers at the play park.  
  

Youth Toddlers Improve toddler park - cut the grass, remove dog excrement more regularly 

Youth Toddlers Improved toddler play area     

Youth Toddlers Improved toddler playground       

Youth Toddlers Improved toddlers play area, a shelter type building , new pavilion!!  

Youth Toddlers Improvements to toddler play area   

Youth Toddlers more play equipment suitable for toddlers and pre school age children 
  

Youth Toddlers Much better equipment for pre school age children. Current equipment is 
old, dangerous and limited in what it offers.    

Youth Toddlers new play equipment for kids at rec especially younger/pre school.   

Youth Toddlers New toddler play area at the park   

Youth Toddlers New toddler playground, so many kids fall from the climb to the slide 
  

Youth Toddlers newer facilities for toddlers  

Youth toddlers Revamp under 5s play equipment Clearer footpaths  

Youth Toddlers The play equipment at the recreation ground is in dire need of replacement, 
especially the toddler area  

Youth Toddlers The small park (toddler play area) needs a re-vamp.   

Youth Toddlers Toddler area at Kelvedon Recreation Ground is in a poor state and requires 
attention. Area would benefit from more frequent grass cutting and litter 
collection.  

Youth Toddlers Improve playground for under 5s  

Youth Toddlers Toddler play area in almost urgent need of repair, update   

 

 

Q49. If yes, pollution does affect your quality of life, please give brief details including location and 

nature of pollution: 

E = Vehicle Emissions   E&N = Emissions and Noise 

What Where Problem        

  Rush hour traffic 

  Asthma          

  asthma        

  Asthma         

  Asthma and allergy        

  asthma and eczema  

  Asthma in the family        

  Asthma- son and grandson.      

  Doesn't everyone want clean air??     
   

  not currently but additional traffic will not doubt change my answer.  

  Obviously it affects every home      
  

  thinking of the future   
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What Where Problem        

  Want cleaner air   

Down Trees "snow" every June from willow trees   

Dust  Intermittent dust in the wind    

Dust HS Dust from traffic, tires on the High Street.    

Dust Railway We live behind the railway line which is very dusty    

E  Asthma everyday  

E  Asthma sufferer.... Air pollution makes this worse.    

E  Diesel fumes from buses. Fumes from HGV however any increase 
would affect asthma 

E  Diesel pollution       

E   have asthma - concerned over increase of traffic thro' village and incinerator 
going forward 

E   My son suffers from car pollution      

E  Our son has weak lungs and additional pollution would be detrimental to 
him.  

E  Respiratory issues spring and summer, pollution general, location all around 

E  Traffic pollution.  I only lose my cough when I visit other counties - e.g. 
Scotland, Norfolk etc 

E  traffic, Maldon road  

E  We have asthma.  Copd Asthma   

E A12 From A12 on summer days   

E A12  Fumes from A12   

E Cogg Rd Asthma Coggeshall Road due to pollution  

E Foster’s Foster contracts diesel fumes       

E Garage Fumes from adjacent car repair garage at station  

E High St along the High Street especially in peak hours - walking to and from station 

E  HS currently air pollution from A12 plus traffic using Kelvedon to bypass A12 
large trucks coughing through High Street to get to other villages  

E  HS Fumes from High St traffic. Especially around rush hour and Saturdays.  

E HS Fumes High Street        

E HS Heavy traffic on the High Street.   

E HS Heavy vehicles through village, especially noticeable when out with 
Grandchildren in pushchairs 

E HS High St - fumes   

E HS High St fumes    

E HS High Street  peak hours asthma      

E HS High Street - traffic pollution      

E HS High Street and Feering Hill when taking my son to pre school.   

E HS High Street at rush hour        

E HS High Street in rush-hour (or at any other times when someone's parked at 
the narrow bit by the Con Club and traffic backs up...)    

E HS High Street traffic, especially lorries  

E HS lorries along the High St        

E HS Petrol fumes in High Street due to heavy traffic     

E HS Petrol fumes, High Street,   

E HS Polluted air from traffic in High St, as cars/ lorries queue in hold ups  

E HS Pollution from car traffic affecting houses parallel to High Street ... eg 
asthma etc  

E HS Pollution from traffic on High Street      

E HS Station Car Park Walking through the High Street at school run times  
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What Where Problem        

E HS The amount of cars coming through the village and from the A12 pollution 
through the air and unbeknown to us aggravates asthma sufferers and other 
chest problems. 

E HS traffic fumes affect breathing somewhat if busy     

E HS Traffic fumes in High Street means we usually walk along back paths.  

E HS traffic fumes on and around the High Street     

E HS Traffic fumes on High Street so use back paths  

E HS Traffic High Street      

E HS Traffic pollution from end of my road in High Street    

E HS Type of hay fever fumes in High St   

E HS Walking along High Street when it is congested Junction of Station Rd/High 
St  

E HS Walking in the High St at busy times fumes can be irritating  

E HS When traffic is heavy through Kelvedon High St     

E Incinerator Concerned about the Airfield rubbish burner as have breathing problems 
already.  

E Incinerator It is strong concerns re the Rivenhall incinerator. We left London to move 
back to Essex, and a driving factor was regular respiratory infections linked 
to air quality. The incinerator is of grave concern to us..    

E Main Rd Diesel fumes main road Lorry, bus and car    

E Main Rd Passing traffic in London road and High Street   

E Main Rd traffic using London Rd   

E Station Rd Increased traffic on our road moving towards the station   

E & N  Road noise and fumes from A12       

E & N  Traffic    

E & N HS Amount of traffic on High Street causes a lot of traffic pollution  

E & N HS Car and noise pollution keep us up at night  

E & N HS Heavy traffic in High St pollutes the air at all times    

E & N HS High St resident - traffic pollution from stationary vehicles   

E & N  HS High Street and close to A12       

E & N HS HIGH STREET NOISE AND FUMES      

E & N HS traffic pollution from High Street      

E & N HS Traffic pollution from the High Street    

E & N HS We live on the High Street. There is too much non-village traffic, especially 
lorries joining/leaving A12, often stationary in rush hour    

Odours  outdoor cooking smells, occasional industrial/agricultural smells, traffic 
fumes (High Street) and A12 (wind prevailing)     

Odours Asphalt Obnoxious tarmac odours from Foster’s    

Odours Asphalt Smell of burning tar at Foster Contracts Ltd    

Odours Farming agricultural sprays when walking dog. Fields towards Felix Hall  

Odours Farming and Agricultural fields manicuring means we can't use the garden days at a 
time.   

Odours Farming Do get headaches when the fields have been sprayed  

Odours Farming Pungent smells from agriculture and occasionally Witham industry can 
prevent use of garden in fine weather  

Odours Farming Spraying of fields - terrible smell      

Odours HS takeaway smells, High Street  

Odours Incinerator worried about pollution from incinerator    

Speed HS Speeding on the High Street  
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What Where Problem        

Tobacco  Cigarette smoke into our home from next door neighbour; there should be 
law against this 

Tobacco  Neighbours smoke    

 

 

Q51. If Noise pollution does affect your quality of life, please give a brief description of location and 

nature of noise: 

Traffic Non-traffic Complaint 

A12  A12  

A12  A12   

A12  A12   

A12  A12   

A12  A12  traffic    

A12  A12 (especially in winter)     

A12  A12 background noise when atmosphere conditions increase 
volumes.  

A12  A12 continual background noise  

A12  A12 Grey’s Mill area, Maldon Road    

A12  A12 hum     

A12  A12 noise     

A12  A12 noise      

A12  A12 noise,    

A12  A12 on summer evenings   

A12  A12 when wind blows from the east  

A12  A12... Constant noise day and night   

A12  always hearing A12     

A12  Close to A12      
  

A12  Constant drone of noisy A12...24/7    

A12  Constant hum of A12 disturbing the peace and tranquillity of 
the garden Speeding traffic down London road. 

A12  constant noise from the A12     

A12  From A12 to the village, there are no sound baffles, e.g. 
Hedges, trees, glass partitions as per the continent. 

A12  Intrusive traffic noise from A12   

A12  Motorway noise especially at night in Heron Road  

A12  Noise from A12 24 hours a day  

A12  Noise from A12 bypass   

A12  Noise from A12 in garden  

A12  Noise from A12 in Greys area, Maldon Rd  

A12  Noise from A12 needs quiet surface  

A12  noise from A12 when sitting in back garden   

A12  Noise from A12 when wind is blowing in the right direction 

A12  noise from bypass at night    

A12  Noise of traffic from A12   

A12  Not bad but there is noise from A12 depending on wind 
direction  

A12  Ongoing background noise from A12  
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Traffic Non-traffic Complaint 

A12  Road noise from the A12   

A12  Road traffic from A12 but used to it. You only get silence in 
heavy snow.  

A12  Sometimes able to hear A12 traffic but it is something you get 
used to  

A12  Traffic A12    

A12  Traffic noise from A12   

A12  traffic noise from A12  

A12  Traffic noise from A12      

A12  Traffic noise from A12; however, any increase would affect it 

A12  traffic noise from High Street and motorbikes very loud also 
when A12 is shut - extremely noisy 

A12  Traffic noise from the A12   

A12  Traffic on A12 bypass  

A12  We are constantly bombarded by police sirens from the A1 

A12  we’ve enough noise from increased traffic on A12, we dont 
need any more! 

A12 Aircraft Aircraft and A12 traffic  

A12 Aircraft + Dog Dependent on wind direction, traffic noise from A12. Some 
persistent aircraft noise at times (and neighbours dog barking, 
usually at 5.30am  

A12  Dogs A12 noise annoying but dependent upon wind direction. 
Neighbours dog barking at 5.30am 

A12 Lighting A12, also light pollution      

A12 People A12 traffic, Domestic power tools, pets barking, Earls Colne 
Flying occasionally  

A12 Sirens car noise and sirens from the A12   

A12 Trains A12 & train noise      

A12 Trains Trains & A12 traffic   

A12 Trains We live on Church Street, so are affected by trains and traffic 
on the A12   

A12 + HS  From Canonium Mews we can hear A12/some noise from High 
Street 

General  But traffic noise could become a serious problem if housing 
development and Rivenhall incinerator go ahead 

General  Cars and motorbikes with U baffled exhaust.  

General  heavy traffic daily    

General  Most days we get a very noisy motorbike from times to time
  

General  Noisy racing cars!!  

General  Noisy small motor cycles      

General  not currently but if plans top develop land in and around 
Kelvedon are passed noise pollution will affect quality of life for 
everyone   

General  Rush hour traffic   

General  Speeding cars, motorbikes droning    

General  Traffic        

General  Traffic noise     

General  Traffic on main road can be noisy in evening   

General  Traffic twice daily morning and evening   

General  Want peace and quiet   
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Traffic Non-traffic Complaint 

General ? Cars/ bikes racing late at night usually Fri. or Sat.   

General ? traffic        

General ? While not an issue at the moment I am very concerned with car 
parking and housing to be built behind my property 
  

General Aircraft A12 background noise southern/eastern areas of village. 
Aircraft noise - all areas  

General Aircraft Aircraft doing aerobatics over Kelvedon    

General Aircraft Airplanes from local airdrome.  

General Aircraft Low flying helicopters, police and army at night   

General Aircraft Mostly aircraft from Stansted.     

General Aircraft Planes    

General Aircraft Small piston - engine aerobatic aircraft 

General Aircraft Traffic noise, plane noise, helicopters, dogs  

General Aircraft Traffic related noise and helicopters at night   

General Mus Fest Music festival       

General Mus Fest The local music festival needs to be brought to an end.  

General Music Fest Kelvedon music festival at Recreation Ground  

General People Road noise from high volume of traffic and screaming children. 

General Trains Not enough noise barrier/ fencing from rail track to Glebe Rd 
homes  

General Trains Too many trains, particularly goods trains. Plant more trees to 
reduce noise as understand trains have to run 

General Trains train and road noise late evening/early morning As above 

General Trains Train noise  

General Trains Trains   

General Trains + Aircraft Trains and weekend plane enthusiasts!    

High St  Again, living on High Street - noise from traffic, especially HGVs 

HS  AS above, we live on the High Street. There is too much non-
village traffic, especially lorries joining/leaving A12, often 
stationary in rush hour  

HS  At times noisy cars & motor scooters racing through the village 

HS  Big noisy lorries on High Street  

HS  Car traffic on London Rd passing London Rd garage area.  

HS  Cars speeding & traffic on the High Street  

HS  Cars speeding down London Rd late at night. Too many big 
lorries booming down the High St on way to/from Tiptree and 
Commodity Centre.  

HS  cars/HGVs/motorbikes using High Street 24/7   

HS  Children on motorised scooters and drivers with fast cars 
revving engines unnecessarily  

HS  Difficulty sleeping, car noise from the High Street  

HS  Fast cars on the High Street and Station Road   

HS  Heavy goods lorries speeding through High Street in the middle 
of the night 

HS  Heavy Lorries trundle through the village    

HS  Heavy traffic and congestion in High Street  

HS  HGVs using the High St as a through route  

HS  High St resident - HGV traffic     

HS  High St traffic  
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Traffic Non-traffic Complaint 

HS  High St Traffic   

HS  High St, have to sleep with ear plugs due to traffic noise and 
can't imagine how loud it will be during the summer when i will 
need the windows open because of the heat. 

HS  High Street - heavy vehicles  

HS  HIGH STREET NOISE AND FUMES     

HS  High Street throughout the day. But especially in mornings & 
evenings.  

HS  High Street traffic noise on occasion   

HS  High Street traffic, especially lorries   

HS  High Street traffic, particularly mopeds with noisy engines 

HS  High Street, constant traffic, all hours of the day and night.... 

HS  In front room and bedroom can hear traffic from High Street 

HS  Just annoying - cars revving up towards S-E & A12 road noise 
always audible 

HS  Large lorries driving along the High Street  

HS  Limited to boy racers going through the village   

HS  living near the High Street noise of speeding cars   

HS  Lorries from Tiptree using village for access to the A12. 
Delivery Lorries running engines outside the shops on corner of 
Stn Road from 5am (surely there must be a bye law for shop 
deliveries in residential areas). 

HS  Lorries on the High Street. Speeding Motorbikes on the High 
Street. Increased traffic on the High Street during rush hour, or 
A12 closures.  

HS  Loud speeding cars along the High Street by Co-op Funeral 
Directors   

HS  Loud traffic noise in High Street mainly from motorbikes 
revving   

HS  Noise from buses, lorries, modified street cars and some 
motorbikes/quad bikes on High Street. 

HS  Noise from Cars speeding on London road   

HS  Noise from main Kelvedon road High Street - traffic noise 

HS  noisy road surface, traffic heavy, London Road,  very fast 
driving  

HS  On High Street, at corner of Angel Inn   

HS  Only speeding vehicles along the High Street. If this was 
completely clear, this would become a drag race strip.  

HS  Road traffic noise from High Street  

HS  Sons house on High Street  

HS  Speeding cars on High Street  

HS  Speeding traffic especially at quieter traffic times  

HS  Speeding traffic noise around St Marys Square to and from 
London Road  

HS  The Chase can be noisy from motor cycles but not that 
frequently  

HS  The speed that traffic goes up and down Feering hill makes 
furniture rattle sometimes  

HS  Traffic in High St       

HS  traffic in High Street.      

HS  Traffic in the High Street, especially at rush hour.   
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Traffic Non-traffic Complaint 

HS  Traffic noise along the High Street   

HS  Traffic noise form the High Street, especially of large trucks 

HS  Traffic noise from High Street through to Orchard Road  

HS  Traffic noise from the High Street.    

HS  Traffic noise in London road     

HS  traffic noise on the High St  

HS  Traffic noise throughout the village    

HS  Traffic noise when walking in the High Street.   

HS  traffic through village is too fast and loud  

HS  Traffic using London rd  

HS Aircraft 1. Late night/V. early morning (police?) helicopter.  

HS Dogs 3. Yappy little dog with no sense of when normal people sleep. 

HS People 2. Kids with very noisy motor bikes/scooters, up & down the 
High Street. 

HS People Day and night traffic noise in High St  Night time use of Co-op 
ATM (engines running/radio) 

HS People Heavy traffic on the High St and occasional anti-social behavior 
from Angel pub.  

HS People High Street - occasional noise pollution from people walking 
late at night Occasional loud shouting and arguments in the car 
park behind the Con Club  

HS People High Street traffic at night - people leaving the pubs late at 
night, cars with loud exhaust pipes and racing through the 
village in the early hours, motorbikes who rev their engines 
whilst waiting in traffic.   

HS People Ice cream van is very loud! Very loud motor bike driving down 
St Mary's road and High Street. 

HS People Live on High Street, expect a level of noise anyway  

HS People Noise from cars and ignorant people in the village  

HS People One Stop early morning deliveries   

HS People people sitting by the ducks on the river late at night or early 
morning boy racer noisy cars/bikes going past my house and on 
the High Street  

HS People Teenagers in the bus stop on the High Street!   

HS People Traffic noise form the High Street and impatient drivers using 
horn  

HS People  Traffic noise from High Street & noise from The Angel on warm 
evenings  

HS People Traffic noise from High Street.  Anti-social behaviour from 
recreation ground  

HS People + Aircraft Late music, speeding cars (Thorne road). Motor bikes, late 
night helicopters 

HS Sirens Ambulance/police sirens through village - due to blocked High 
Street - day and night 

HS Sirens Antisocial drivers using London Road & Maldon Road (this 
includes Police & Paramedics) 

HS Sirens Boy racers screeching types on junction of High St and station 
road, sirens on High St because of inconsiderate parking  

HS Trains High Street traffic and railway   

HS Trains Traffic in High St / trains and horns  



55 
 

Traffic Non-traffic Complaint 

HS Trains We live on the High Street - traffic noise A12 traffic/trains late 
at night   

Local  Cars parked at St Mary’s school with engines running whilst 
parked. 

Local  Commuter traffic on Coggeshall road   

Local  Excessive speeding in Church Street.    

Local  noise from neighbouring properties at night/ worry about 
noise we produce bothering neighbours.   

Local  noise from path due to children on skateboards etc  

Local  Road outside our house - constant traffic  

Local  road surface on Heron Rd is noisy    

Local  speeding cars from level crossing  

Local  Speeding cars on Coggeshall Road    

Local  Traffic using Glebe Road as a rat run to Silver End  

Local  traffic, Maldon road  

Local  Train Station      

Local Dogs Dogs barking in the area of home  

Local Dogs neighbours barking dog   

Local People Cars, motorcycles racing in Glebe Rd, swearing, screaming from 
teenagers on Thorne Rd open space after dark   

Local People Local youths on motorbikes riding across the fields and parks 

Local People Noise from playing field in Thorne road as parish council put 
seat in the most stupid place near houses and the local youths 
sit on it    

Local People Teenagers on seat at Thorne road playing field  

Local People unnecessary load music from new "squeezed in" neighbours 
and increased car entrance and exit noise 

Local People Youth gangs roaming the streets and footpaths around Gadwall 
Reach. Police never interested. 

Local People + Dogs traffic, and noise from neighbours, and their dogs  

Local Trains Trains passing through village is loud during the night along 
Heron Rd  

 

 

Q 55. Services which people in Kelvedon would like to see, but are not mentioned in the services 

listed under Q. 54 are as follows: 

Field Wish-list items 

Comment better chilly  

Auto petrol station  

Auto Petrol Station  

Auto Petrol Station 

Community Better council office with information  

Community Charity shop (1 only )    

Community Clearer public foot paths and available walking/running routes.    

Community Community Centre with a wide range of activities     

Community Facilities for young people i.e. youth centre  

Community I think there is a need for small groups of units for small businesses i.e. that employ a 
few people each; do that, it reduces people's need to travel to work. 



56 
 

Field Wish-list items 

Community If I had to buy a house, I would not buy one next to social housing, as it has not worked 
in other places: they cannot resell. 

Community Improved library, , ,  

Community It is mentioned, but a bigger library please!      

Community Large properties e.g. Scope site should be developed as sheltered housing enabling 
residents to stay in the village  

Community Larger museum about our heritage 

Community Leave Kelvedon as it is nice tranquil village   

Community Leisure Centre      

Community Lovely village but I feel the cars are being allowed to take over. This changes the 
atmosphere of any town, traffic control must be implemented.  

Community n/a    

Community None  

Community  none  

Community None        

Community none  

Community None    

Community None      

Community none           

Community None that I can think of!   

Community Personally none. Kelvedon has the major services in place.    

Community Sorry that Bank was closed and also Deli cafe but can see parking a problem on High 
Street. Kelvedon shops generally provide most essentials.    

Community Sports and leisure      

Community There should be no more building on flood plains. the healthcare systems - the GPs 
can barely cope as it is.  this is a village not a town.     

Community traffic wardens as parking is awful and they would make a small fortune  

Community Would be good to have a gym  

Eaterie A traditional quality restaurant not pub/bistro  

Eaterie better Chinese takeaway Indian takeaway restaurant is good. 

Eaterie Café  

Eaterie Café with seating area that welcomes young people     

Eaterie Chinese restaurant 

Eaterie coffee shop 

Eaterie coffee shop as a meeting place 

Eaterie French/Italian bistro     

Eaterie I'm a professional mum of 3 and my fellow mums that live here need a little cafe/ 
bistro where we can sit and have coffee or a light meal. The sandwich shop is dismal 
and soulless. Why not use the space where the bank used to be in the High St we don't 
need any more newsagents! We need to get some character into this village,  

Eaterie More takeaways,    

Eaterie Restaurant   

Eaterie Tea room/ 

Eaterie Wine bar/restaurant 

Eatrerie more restaurants and coffee shops  

Eco High Street/path  cleaning  + weeding + litter + tidy up outside some shops e.g. post 
office. 
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Field Wish-list items 

Eco We chose to move to this village for its quiet, beautiful natural state over 14 years ago. 
Over the years it has changed, there is litter everywhere and the streets unkempt; 
there seems to be a lack of care evolving, and development is not going to make any 
improvements, especially when nature is forced from its habitat.   

Education A new school with the development  

Education Adult education / U3A     

Food bakers 

Food Bakers for fresh bread daily   

Food bakers shop making quality fresh bread on a daily basis None  

Food Bakers,  

Food Bakery  

Food Bakery   

Food bakery 

Food Fast food outlet - e.g. pizza 

Food greengrocer 

Food Greengrocer,  

Food Greengrocers  

Food I would like to see a real bakers  

Food Jerk Chicken shop!    

Food M and S food hall!!!!! 

Food M&S Food Store!     

Food Maybe a bakers     

Food More variety of food shops,   

Food Vegetable shops- fresh not packaged.    

Foodshop+ Better equipped supermarket 

Foodshop+ Larger supermarket; shops closer together not spread along the High Street;  

Mail Better Post Office     

Mail Royal Mail post box east of High St (Heron Road/Riverside development)  

Medic A doctors surgery that offered a wider range of health services to prevent hospital 
appointments for simple procedures       

Medic A good GP practice.    

Medic A proper Health Centre with good parking  

Medic Additional doctors surgery opening hours      

Medic Additional GP services - shortage of doctors for size of existing population  

Medic Bigger doctors     

Medic Blood testing, Mobile xray, mobile GUM, mobile breast screening, advocacy mobile, 
mental health/primary car mobile.  all once a month or two weekly 

Medic Chemist,  

Medic Chemists as part of one stop health centre. 

Medic Clinic to work surgeries e.g. dealing with minor ailments and stitches save going to 
Colchester or Chelmsford.  

Medic Defibrillators placed in other locations like school 

Medic Extended medical facilities.....extra medical clinics and small day ops facilities 

Medic GP services united on one site with capacity to provide extended community services 

Medic Greater availability of GP services   

Medic I only go for doctors and dentist to Coggeshall - so not far.....Some of the services are 
only available a couple of times a week.  I need them to be more available, which is 
why I don't use them locally (Physio and osteo and podiatrist)  

Medic improved GP services, particularly as the village grows 
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Field Wish-list items 

Medic Kelvedon and Feering medical centre needs improving. Struggle to get an 
appointment, mainly locum doctors, sometimes have to wait up to 2 hours after 
appointment time.  

Medic maybe a drop in centre for minor injuries and health queries - would consider a small 
fee as dentists and opticians request, also all therapies. reserve doctors for more 
serious concerns and A&E departments  

Medic More up to date healthcare facilities       

Medic Proper large medical centre, able to undertake the challenge of a larger number of 
extra people  

Medic we own Kelvedon Physiotherapy and would like to open a clinic with multiple 
treatment rooms - but struggling to find an appropriate site  

Medic X Ray Clinic      

Meic A walk-in centre for out of hours and minor injuries.     

Moey Bank  

Money A proper bank       

Money bank 

Money Bank 

Money Bank    

Money Bank  

Money Bank   

Money Bank 

Money Bank  

Money bank           

Money Bank  

Money Bank       

Money Bank     

Money Bank  

Money Bank   

Money Bank  

Money Bank          

Money Bank very important 

Money Bank,  

Money Banking facilities 

Money Return of a bank!     

Nonfood a hardware store 

Nonfood a shop like Staines in Tiptree, pet food and bird seed, health food shop   

Nonfood Children's clothes shop         

Nonfood Drycleaners with more extended opening times than those by station  

Nonfood electric goods shop 

Nonfood electrical appliances, 

Nonfood Hardware Shop    

Nonfood Hardware shop,  

Nonfood Harrod's in the High Street!  

Nonfood Kwik Fit      

Nonfood Parcel collection point. 

Nonfood Shoe shop, ,    

Nonfood Would love to see a sports/ bicycle shop in the village.   

Police  A better police presence and parking monitoring throughout the day and evening. 

Police more permanent police patrols on foot. It in car  

Police Police        
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Field Wish-list items 

Police Police station      

Service Co-working space        

Service High Speed Broadband 

Service Solicitor    

Service Solicitors   

Shopping and lots more shops so we didn’t have to go to Colchester or Chelmsford  

Shopping more shops      

Sport Gym           

Sport Gym, ,  

Sport Swimming pool,       

Toilets loos 

Toilets Public toilets  

Transport Improve bus services between Kelvedon Tiptree and Coggeshall    

Transport More taxi firms    

Transport reliable taxi service  

Transport Taxi   

Transport Taxis at the station.   

Vet A VET     

Vet Vet 

Vet vet     

Vet Vet   

Vet Vet vet vet. 

Vet Veterinary service        

Vet Veterinary surgery     

Vet Vets surgery      

 

 

 

Additional comments not related to any specific question 

Due to health problems we do not leave the village too often. 

There are existing dwellings that Braintree planning fight against being used for residence 

favouring the rural outbuildings to be used as workshops and for light engineering or 

possibly holiday stays when they should listen to national policy directives that the 

countryside needs to be lived in and viable not preserved as an historic artifact frozen in 

time.  

It's a great survey!  

It is essential that the Library/museum services are retained in Kelvedon perhaps with 

another time perhaps a morning.     

Although we must have housing for our out of control growing population, it is economically 

essential that our country is self sufficient at least in basic foods to protect our population in 

the event of a global crisis. Agricultural land must NEVER be used to build houses!  

I don't live in the village, we reside midway, though I use local shopping facilities. If it 

weren't for the butchers and the co-op I probably wouldn't bother going there at all. 

Kelvedon which has an amazing history is sadly nothing more than a corridor. It needs a 
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

central hub that will create a sense of a village. This needs to be addressed, it would be a 

shame to see the place become nothing other than a dormitory.    

  

We live on the outer edge of the village but value the village community and resources  

The station road/high street junction is a huge concern. I have seen such dreadful driving at 

this point, so much so that despite using it everyday I often turn left onto the HS and turn 

around in Trews Gardens rather than cross from Swan St to Station Rd. Visibility is poor in 

both directions from swan street and I have often seen 2 cars turning right from swan street, 

either side of the bus stop at the same time. The bus stop is not a safe place to stand and 

wait for a bus. I know it has been thought about before and everyone locally is aware of the 

issues. I think it is only local awareness that has prevented bad accidents at this point. Thank 

you for giving me this forum to express my concerns.   

Would prefer no more development in the village its already too big.   

Kelvedon needs a bank. Parking On pavements should not be ignored as it is now by police, 

forcing pedestrians into the road.  

More social housing needed.   

Living in the edge of the village gives us a slightly different perspective I.e. It's tricky to walk 

which we would do if nearer and use more of the amenities    

Do not build more housing in the area, it will lead to crime and violence and will ruin local 

beauty 

A village is a freestanding community   

You have a question for me to choose the 5 benefits of development (which I declined to do) 

but none for the 5 problems of development. This is likely to colour your results. I want 

Kelvedon to stay a village not become a small town.  Thankyou for all you are doing and 

keeping us informed. 

Keep 2 GP surgeries 

The village is already suffering from traffic and associated problems by being a thoroughfare 

for other villages.  Tiptree at the very least should have direct access to the A12 north and 

south to relieve congestion in Kelvedon. More would be disaster ours.   

Kelvedon is a VILLAGE and I would like it to remain so, rather than a sprawling mass of 

additional housing estates and congested roads.   

My main concern is that central government simply does not understand/want to address 

the cost of the essential infrastructure needed to maintain essential services - schools, 

medical facilities, upgrades to rail and road services. Especially what about the need to A12 

slip roads off the Tiptree Road.        

Extend no parking for commuters by more double yellow lines and redoing the existing ones. 

Recognise the need to expand the village to help meet the housing crisis and provide for our 

children, but needs to be done thoughtfully.  
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

Kelvedon is a lovely place to live, if it becomes too cosmopolitan it will lose its very essence 

as a desirable place to live.         

Expanding the village would have benefits but if there is nothing for teens to do this will 

increase anti social behaviour and the already apparent drug use amongst the youth.  

As previously said we are a village not a town we are struggling now we need to have a lot of 

infra structure put into the village that is suitable to all ages and all abilities and not just for 

new people but for families that have lived here for generations.   

I moved here to live in a village with beautiful character cottages and scenic walks. A place of 

beauty to raise my son and be safe and around nature. The village is losing its village feel and 

becoming like a town, with all the new builds we will begin to look like Witham. The housing 

is cheaper there so if we become over developed many local people that are here for the 

same reasons I am will move on. We do not need more 3-4 bed properties the whole of 

easterford road and Thorne road is full of 3-4 beds. Station road and Ratliff court have ample 

2 beds being a mix of both rentals and owned. The cloisters offers accommodation for those 

on housing benefit. The heart of this village is slowly being ripped away with every new 

house that takes up what was an open green area enjoyed by many. I would like to be proud 

to be in a true village that preserves nature rather than destroying it.  

I believe that the current plan to introduce 1000 houses to Feering and less in kelvedon is 

unsustainable with current infrastructure, will spoil the countryside and destroy the village 

feel. 

Be mindful that Kelvedon is a village, and should remain so- it has arch history and a thriving 

and diverse social life  

With the risk of sounding like a cracked record, the biggest issue that prevents  Kelvedon not 

being congested with traffic, noise, pollution, have safe roads is the fact that Tiptree does it 

have its own access to the A12, without this any development plan will just exacerbate the 

problem I am. Dry unhappy that my quality of life is going to change dramatically 

when building takes place behind my property. Where there have been gardens will now be 

a car park and my back door is only 8 feet from the fence  

Lady Meadow and the Pack Horse Bridge are not within this Parish  

If the village is to grow then any new development should blend in with the existing 

community and not overburden already stretched infrastructure    

  

I’m very sorry my writing is very poor - old age. I wish you luck with this exercise and suspect 

the replies will be small as I found the questions are long and a touch complex.  

We love the village as it is. Any development must not destroy the community feel and must 

give A12 access avoiding the High St I'm pleased to say we have no charity shops in the 

village and that premises that come vacant are restored back  

Many of us have never seen the village handyman around Church Rd we didn't even know 

him. The alleyway between us and the High St is absolutely disgusting and many children use 

it for school and the brown broken bottle has been outside Western House since Christmas ( 

where does he work?) Before ANY new development, the access/ exit fromA12 MUST be 
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

sorted. If not the High St will grind to a halt. Schools and surgeries must be able to cope with 

an influx of people - they are not big enough now.     

  

Yes, Kelvedon needs to expand but not so it gets swallowed up.also traffic is already a 

problems.  If expanding {village] needs new road structure to to take it to A12, not using 

High Street. Access London Road and Feering to accommodate both ways for A12 

    

I love the village just how it is although I would love another crossing in the High Street plus 

maybe a greengrocer and bakery.  could do with a postbox between sandwich shop and one 

stop to accommodate this end of the village      

I moved back to village in January however I grew up here and have many fond memories.  

I’ve lived in towns and would hate the village to become too much larger  

Illegal parking outside the One Stop is an accident waiting to happen. Measures should be 

put in place to ensure that those parking illegally here are prosecuted.   

Any development should have as little effect on our wonderful village as possible and should 

maintain its separation from other built up areas. The last thing we want is just to become 

another part of the A12 corridor sprawl. Something needs to be done about the lorries going 

through the village to Tiptree. Dangerous & clogs up the High Street. Will only get worse as 

the village gets bigger.     

Don't ruin the community, village feel of Kelvedon. A large development would ruin the 

small, friendly feel    

This is a very comprehensive document. "Well done"     

I would like to keep a mixture of village location with some new housing but not enough to 

turn this village into a small town as I would then move away as traffic would be unbearable

  

At housing crisis the refurbishment of derelict pre existing buildings etc would help as has 

been done in Kelvedon Iceni House, (wimpy homes office block) do not agree with the use of 

farmland/green belt land for housing.     

I moved to Kelvedon to be in a village environment with a small population surrounded by 

green fields but that was an easy commute to London. I am concerned that this will all 

change if mass development occurs and will strongly consider moving out. 

A village centre with a variety of shops and service providers in one location with adequate 

parking facilities and access for those walking or cycling would be safer and would benefit 

the local businesses.      

Stop parking in Station Road so traffic don't keep getting held up when the rude commuters 

come home at peak times.     

Thank you for doing this, it's a lot of work on our behalf  

This is a VILLAGE, that's why most people live here. To increase the size is saying to the 

people who live here that you DONT CARE, and growth is all about money.  The 
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

infrastructure can't cope why let a few people make some money whilst ruining life for 

thousands? GREED! We will see an increase in road accidents, crime, congestion, pollution 

and anger. A decrease in village life, wildlife, community spirit good education.  

     

We would like to see sleeping policeman or traffic calming in St Marys Road going past the 

school. Also parking when dropping & collecting from school. Is an accident waiting to 

happen!  

Despite yellow lines in Heron Road offenders are not addressed. The Railway Tavern 

customers need to be made aware of anti-social parking, usually across my driveway and 

leaving vehicles overnight in Heron Way. Chaotic in summer months.  

Not against new houses as long as they come with the necessary infrastructure. Road, rail & 

schools etc  

I can see Kelvedon turning into an extension of Witham & Marks Tey. It is a village now and 

it is in danger of loosing this designation.   

Kelvedon is a great place to live that can cope with limited expansion if new residents can 

walk to the station, but volume of traffic including heavy lorries needs to be managed 

better.  

Mobile MHS units would be great for adverse population. with little parking for Drs surgery 

we must clear the High Street of commuter parking and lazy resident parking.  Limit High 

Street parking to 2 hours/resident parking only.  You have forgotten older children returning 

from/away at Uni   

These answers represent my opinions at this moment. As I approach retirement during the 

next few years, my answer may change.   

parking lower part of High St - Fish and chip shop - congestion very bad - also parking at One 

Stop is very dangerous       

This questionnaire is heavily biased in favour of development. We do NOT support 

development; we have the perfect balance NOW. develop other areas to improve 

imperfection don't ruin areas that have it right. See the bigger picture NOT the short term 

policy 

No further development    

Please ensure that that all scenarios are considered before approving the Coggeshall road 

site for development. the London road site is a much more viable option and would cost far 

less in changing the infrastructure. If the alterations to the access onto the A12 are approved 

as discussed at the meeting and as a condition of the crown estates development, then the 

traffic from the London road site would not have come through village to go in either 

direction, surely this makes more sense than a massive increase in congestion at the 

junction to the station. 

When I first came to Kelvedon we had more shops in the village 

(baker,greengrocer,hardware), unfortunately these all closed- I presume from lack of use or 

high rates?   
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

"I am an OAP I live alone I no longer drive or have a car"     

  

I would like to see the toddler park upgraded as it is very out dated and bordering on 

becoming dangerous. I also would like the council to trim the stinging nettles back on the lon 

footpath running from st Mary's road to Easterford road as this is used by many children and 

animals. 

We would love more housing choice for a family of 4. At the moment the Riverside estate 

seems the only suitable option and the houses are quite small and expensive. 

"1.The age & mobility of responders will affect answers to this quiz. 2. Rubric after Q.9 

needed a semi-colon before the second 'if'"     

I would like to see parking restricted on the High street to prevent congestion and danger to 

pedestrians  

Further development within the village is inevitable and this exercise is vital in seeking to 

ensure that such development is accompanied by improved infrastructure. However as a 

'transport hub' Kelvedon will be impacted upon even more by increased development 

elsewhere. This needs to be factored in by the planners if Kelvedon is not to be submerged 

under a flood of additional traffic, both parking up or passing through.  

"Lots more bungalows required in village to house older generation who do not wish to 

leave village but require ground floor living. Affordable houses for younger generation to 

encourage young rsidents to remain in village"    

"I understand that development to a degree is inevitable. Also understand that Inworth 

Road/A12 is outside the parish... but I think a junction there should be added. Land between 

railway and London Road makes most sense for large scale dev."   

I would like to see double yellow lines on corner of Heron Rd near Railway Tavern as very 

dangerous there with cars parked.  

Infrastructure improvements must come before further substantial development. It is 

difficult to look at that without considering the needs of Feering (same traffic issues etc.). It 

would be interesting to know what the waiting list is like for affordable housing in Kelvedon. 

I doubt that it is long enough to justify enforcing a policy that stock should be made available 

to existing local residents as a priority.     

I am I favour of development.  I would like to have more jobs, services, transport links, 

leisure activities and shops locally so I have to drive less.  It's the how that matters.  I am not 

in fact of rejecting all development as it threatens 'village life'.  We must adapt..or the village 

will just be a dormitory and everyone will drive elsewhere for everything.....happy to discuss 

more!   Thanks for arranging this questionnaire.  All the best, Caroline Ford 

New housing is inevitable and needed in the village as long as the necessary infrastructure 

and services are put in place as well. Whilst some green field sites seem easier targets for 

development, there are other areas within the village that should be redeveloped first. For 

example, the site opposite the post office which is also an eyesore and a massive waste of 

valuable land   
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

No one in our household wants to see any further housing development in Kelvedon as it is 

already big enough and would risk losing the quaint historical village it is now, plus we would 

lose farming land. Development should focus on existing towns.  

Very concerned about increase in traffic. Want Kelvedon to remain a peaceful village.  

Thank you for this work which is important. My greatest concern is the lack of affordable 

housing. I have lived in many places where people have to move away from areas they were 

brought up as they cannot afford rents or to buy causing distress. The crazy housing market 

and lack of affordable homes will simply leave Kelvedon with an aging population and 

thereby unsustainable. I constantly see 'ruining our village' comments and in my view this 

sort of NIMBYism belongs to a different age. I hope that we build a lot of new homes and 

reinvigorate our community.  

if any more development NEED BETTER SEWAGE SYSTEM  

Kelvedon should be encouraged to grow as a village and community with less focus on being 

a commuter village. Commuters, locally known as roosters, rarely have an interest in local 

life and have little or no interest in preserving the village's history and integrity, the 

exception being, people who have moved into the village, into the older properties 

  

Would help if there was access to a12 at Tiptree to reduce traffic through Kelvedon  

We moved to Kelvedon because it had a nice community feel, good range of services and 

was convenient for family and services/facilities in nearby towns. We should work very hard 

not to allow Kelvedon to become just a suburb of Witham/Marks Tey and maintain it's own 

individual identity. This is especially important with the proposed increase in housing and 

also the huge proposed enlargement of Feering which I understand is in the region of 1000 

houses.  

Kelvedon is a village and i would like it to remain so. Any expansion to the village would 

effectively ruin where my family lives. Expansion would mean an increase in transport which 

the village cannot sustain. Kelvedon must remain a small village, thus protecting the rural 

areas of Essex. 

As someone who wanted to raise a family in Kelvedon, being able to find an affordable 

home that isn't tiny has been impossible. one of the things we need is smart design of any 

new development so people have eco friendly, sensible spaces and somewhere to park (new 

development could have parking at front and decent back gardens). It would also be great to 

make Kelvedon a hub for people - investment in child friendly services, young adults and 

connections with the elderly. e.g. creative indoor play area(s), low cost family events, 

wildlife gardens that encourage and allow young people, elderly & disabled to get involved, 

be outside or with the wider community.  

Neighbourhood watch might help with small crimes. We could invest in alternative energy 

sources for village. Wrt school drop offs, a way for parents (who have no alternative but to 

drive) to drop off children (short stay car park or drop off point at school) would help 

congestion in morning.  

Should have put this in earlier section but: would be nice if there were an enclosed area for 
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

safe off lead dog exercising :)  

Concerned that this questionnaire presumes that development is both desirable and 

beneficial and that the results will be used to endorse development. The attractiveness of 

living in the village is precisely that - it is a village. Planning policy should encourage the 

move of demand to other areas of the country not cram supply into areas that are already 

under strain.   

Access to doctors appointment is getting more and more difficult. If more houses are built, 

we will need more doctors.  

I would like to see my doctor easier and I am concerned re: increased numbers of families in 

village can this difficulty ever improve.     

We moved to Kelvedon 32 years ago.  It was quiet, air quality was fresh.  The traffic was 

light.  There were open spaces dotted about.  We liked the airyness of the village.  All these 

qualities have changed.  Double yellow lines needed between Doucecroft and Conservative 

Club, southside of High Street; and outside Coop cash machine to prevent chaos caused by 

parked cars when people use the machines      

   

Excellent survey. Thank you for taking the time to compile it. Such an important exercise in 

trying to retain the identity of the village and shape responsible development.   

Keep the village as small as possible  

I don't want any new development in Kelvedon. I moved here from London to get away from 

suburban life. However I reluctantly accept that with the ever spiralling population, that 

some development is inevitable. I hope it can be assimilated without an increase in HGV 

vehicles on the High Street. I am very concerned for the damage they do to the large 

number of listed buildings. 

Question was 8 not applicable as we have no other family in the village.  Question 34 was 

unanswerable as I use multiple routes equally. One answer questions do not always give a 

true reflection of the facts.  

No major developments or out of place developments. Developers should be made to give 

50% of their profit to the village as a 28 house development could yield approx. £4.2 million 

e.g. 28 X £150K profit  

Very impressed that Kelvedon is conducting a community survey   

Green space within the village especially fields etc are essential to prevent flooding and to 

maintain ecosystem stability within the area   

We moved from London to live in a village.   This is how we want to live.   Kelvedon is special 

we shouldn't change it.     

The green countryside is good for our mental and physical health   

We are very keen to keep the village spirit going in Kelvedon. I understand the need for 

more housing, but am very concerned at the rumours of a traveller community.  
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

Not enough travel links to justify new houses in the village    

Please bear in mind flooding issues as any housing will be built on possible areas which 

would take water from the river when over flows.     

This is a great idea, I hope you get many responses  

Majority of growth should be focussed in existing towns - that is what they are designed for. 

villages should be distinct settlements not developed into suburbs or dormitory commuter 

housing estates. Small/large surrounding green spaces are essential to maintain this 

distinction to a village can maintain its individual charter/identity. Major development could 

be located on Silver End Airfield with access to A12 or similar isolated settlement location to 

create a new village with its own central services shops etc   

Control stupid parking       

I am in my 80's and not very mobile - I am therefore not able to take advantage of all the 

facilities in the village.    

We plan to move into a town in a few years on retirement to have a smaller garden. Do not 

believe the roads around the village will be adequate with further housing  

  

I feel it is very wrong to turn our beautiful countryside into an urban spread because the 

government has allowed too many immigrants to enter the country  

the wider context that Kelvedon & Feering sits is so critical going forward e.g. if we have 

100's more houses + Feering + West Tey on top the impact is enormous as everyone is 

focusing on the same trains, A12 etc etc. It's too much. I moved here as it was a village I 

don't want to live in a town.  

Need to keep Kelvedon being a village not a town through over population   

opticians prescribed incorrect prescription also denied any wrongdoing. should not be 

practicing 

overall the Kelvedon valley is a pleasant area to live.  I would be unhappy if a major housing 

project was to be built in the valley     

need a service that looks after the village, works to keep it a village and stops the spread of 

huge builds that will destroy village life of all that it offers. A service that is brave enough to 

say NO to property developers.  I have made additional notes as I work through the 

questionnaire i feel that I have made my feelings clear about how I value village life and all it 

involves.  I was not comfortable with many of the questions as it felt that I was being 

coerced into agreeing to expansion and large redevelopment of Kelvedon and surrounding 

villages.   

We do not need to increase parking restrictions on High Street, residents struggle enough. 

we should not discourage commuters by increasing parking restrictions - we should embrace 

them for keeping our trains running.  we should have local planning guidelines on garden 

grabbing, taking away gardens from older properties  

I was born in Kelvedon and my mother before me.  I have seen many changes, few for the 
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Additional comments not related to any specific question 

better. It has become a commuter village and the shops we used to have have gone and 

some houses are now offices. my and my children's playgrounds have been built on or 

ploughed up.  

It would be good to see redevelopment of the area near the station/Deal etc with 

appropriate parking and footpath to Trews Gardens. Need to do something about visibility 

for traffic turning at station on London bound side. Chemist is an essential village service.

    

I don't think that parking in Kelvedon is a problem, it's the through traffic that's the problem. 

IT'S RUINING OUR VILLAGE! Infrastructure to be in place prior to any housing and retail 

development Please don't make it too big.  Better route for traffic going so Tiptree so it 

doesn't come through the village.  Please keep Kelvedon a village   

It is ridiculous that Kelvedon and Feering have separate plans. They should be combined as 

all facilities and infrastructure are shared.    

Kelvedon needs a better GP practice. The current practice is 'dated' and not fit for purpose 

for the size of the village  

Articulated Lorries and cars speeding in high street  6-7am 50mph+. Increased antisocial 

behaviour, crime, burglary arson being reported.      

Kelvedon is surrounded by beautiful fields and meadows which are delightful. To build on is 

would be a travesty.  We need to have somewhere to walk on our days offend enjoy the 

views, we love Brockwell meadows and surrounding areas up to Tiptree and Coggeshall. It's 

what makes Kelvedon desirable and people desperately want to live here!!   

Life would be better without the traffic we frequently get  

Keep the village as small as possible but interesting to live in. Protect the history and health 

of the community  

We understand that Kelvedon has to expand but without improving access to the A12 and 

reducing High street traffic it will make life difficult.     

  

 
 

 



SUPPORTED BY 

KNP

Kelvedon Parish Council applied for us to create a   
neighbourhood plan in March 2015

  The Steering Group was set up to review our   
  needs and gather evidence under 6 headings:
      
  Housing 
  
  Education
  
  Business & retail  
    
  Health & social care
  
  Environment & Heritage
  
  Moving around

Neighbourhood Planning - 

What have we done so far?
•	 Engage	with	the	public,	find	out	residents’	views	and	keep		 	 	
 them informed.
• Research using BDC and other data, surveys and meeting    
 community groups.

Where are we now?
•	 Share	information	and	take	feedback	(	NOW)
• Liaise with other local plans, Feering, Coggeshall, Tiptree, etc.   
	 (NOW)

What do we need to do next?
•	 Develop	options	and	policies	(in	line	with	the	BDC	plan)	that		 	
	 will	meet	Kelvedon’s	needs
• Consult the community on policies and options
•	 Develop	draft	NP	and	have	it	scrutinised	by	independent		 	 	
 planning consultant
•	 Make	any	changes	recommended	by	consultant
•	 Exhibit	final	plan	to	community	and	hold	referendum	where		 	
 residents vote.

How will we know if we succeed?

• Public vote YES – our plan becomes legally binding on    
 zplanners and developers.

• Public vote NO   - BDC and others decide our future.

We can’t do this without the community – 
we need your help to shape our future!

Kelvedon-np.co.uk

began with the Localism Act in 2012

Why? - 
to devolve power to communities to plan development to suit their needs

July consultation vs5.indd   1 05/07/2016   01:28:48

FreeText
Appendix 3: Community Survey Results Consultation Event Display Boards, July 2016…



SUPPORTED BY 

VISION
Our vision for our village

In our survey, we asked which words you would like to be able to use to 
describe Kelvedon. We used your answers to draft some vision statements. 

Option 2
Kelvedon will continue to be a rural village conserving the natural habitat 
while remaining accessible to places of employment and leisure so everyone 
can thrive. Our friendly community spirit makes Kelvedon a safe and 
attractive place for the whole community to live in and enjoy.

Option 1
Kelvedon will continue to be a community focused rural village where we 
respect and conserve the natural habitat and our heritage. The clean, safe, 
friendly environment with attractive housing and services that meet our 
needs, will allow everyone to thrive and have easy access to employment and 
leisure activities now and in the future. 

Option 3
Kelvedon will continue to be a rural village, proud of its heritage and 
conserving the natural habitat for the benefit of the whole community. Our 
growth will be sustainable, well designed and attractive so that the village 
remains a friendly, safe and tranquil place with easy access to places of work 
and leisure for everyone.

Which one best represents your vision for Kelvedon?
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Option 2

Option 1

Option 3

Our vision for our village

Please vote for the one you prefer….

STATEMENT
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THINKING ABOUT 
KELVEDON

SUPPORTED BY 

Amenities, 8%
Amenities, 16% Amenities, 19% Amenities, 14%Clean, 1%

Clean, 1%
Clean, 1%

Clean, 1%

Community, 28% Community, 15%
Community, 14% Community, 19%

Environment, 5%
Environment, 10% Environment, 9% Environment, 8%

Family, 2% Family, 1% Family, 1% Family, 1%Other, 2% Other, 2%
Other, 5% Other, 3%

Quiet, 4% Quiet, 5%
Quiet, 3% Quiet, 4%

Rural, 7% Rural, 6% Rural, 6% Rural, 7%
Safety, 5% Safety, 4%

Safety, 5% Safety, 5%
School, 3% School, 5%

School, 4% School, 4%

Transport Links, 17%

Transport Links, 27% Transport Links, 26%
Transport Links, 23%

Village Life, 20%

Village Life, 8% Village Life, 8% Village Life, 12%

1st Choice 2nd Choice 3rd Choice Total

What You Like About Kelvedon
A	‘sense	of	community/community	spirit’	-	most	frequent	first	
choice.

Other	words	used	to	describe	what	you	liked	include:	
• Amenities, shops, services 14%
• Village life 12%
• Surrounding countryside 8%
• Location 7%
• Feeling of Safety 5%
•	 School,	and	peace	and	quiet	each	scored	4%
• Family ties 1%

And	the	winner	is…		Transport	Links,	road	and	rail	23%	-	the	
main	reason	people	like	Kelvedon.

The aspects of Kelvedon you dislike
Overwhelmingly	the	answer	is	traffic	-	so	what	attracted	most	
people to Kelvedon is also the root cause of what most people 
don’t	like!	

Specific	comments:

•	 Congestion	due	to	High	St	parking
•	 Commuter	parking	in	High	St	and	side	roads
• Heavy goods lorries from Tiptree to A12 
• Speeding cars especially on London Rd
• Using Kelvedon as a bypass for A12 congestion

Other	points	included	lack	of	shops,	bank	and	concern	about	
over development.

A12/Congestion/parking
56%

Badly behaved youths
2%

Lack of Doctors 
appointments

3%

Dog fouling
1%

Train service
3%

Expensive housing
1%

Lack of Shops/Banks/Cafes
7%

Over development
4%

Lack of affordable housing
1%

Lack of Childrens facilities
1%

Lack of Police presence
2%

Zebra crossing required
1%

Poor Bus Service
1%

Crime
1%

Internet service
2%

Litter Poor Maintenance
3% Others inc 

Incinarator/Community 
Spirit
11%

What 3 things don't you like about Kelvedon?

Every household received a copy of Community Survey, which ran from 
z15 May – 6 June.

•	 We	received	645	responses	representing	43%	of	householdszz	
• 69% of respondents have lived in Kelvedon for over 11 years
• 81% respondents had read about the neighbourhood plan
•	 342	people	signed	up	for	our	newsletter

The geographical spit of surveys was: 
• 24% Riverside
• 17% High St and roads off
•	 13%	Heron	Rd,	Kingfisher	Way
• 11% Thorne Rd, Glebe Rd area
•	 11%	Church	St,	Maldon	Rd,	Brockwell	Lane
• 6% Coggeshall Rd / 6% London Rd
•	 6%	St	Mary’s	Rd	area	/	6%	Outlying	areas

Age ranges:
16-17	–	2%	 	 	 18-24	–	3%	 	 25-44	-	28%	 	
45-59	–	30%	 	 	 60-74	–	30%	 	 75+					-		10%
  

How we gathered our data
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HOUSING

SUPPORTED BY 

What types of housing should 
Kelvedon have in the future?
Kelvedon needs 
•	 1,	2	and	3	bedroomed	houses
• Semi-detached 
• Bungalows 

Kelvedon does not need: 
•	 4+	bedroomed	houses
• Flats and apartments

How should new housing look?

The	next	phase	of	the	NP	process	involves	looking	at	design	
criteria for new homes.

Design criteria covers:
• How far new development should be from the centre of  
 the village?
•	 How	will	new	homes	look?
•	 What	roads	will	the	new	houses	need?
•	 What	proportion	should	be	affordable?

Affordable housing is providing homes for people who cannot 
afford	to	buy	or	rent	on	the	open	market.	It	includes	options	
such as:
•	 Renting	from	a	housing	association	e.g.	Greenfields
•	 Affordable	rent	at	80%	open	market	rates
• Shared ownership
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In	our	survey	we	asked	some	specific	questions	about	new	
homes and what the essentials would be:

Here are the design criteria that we gained from the survey:

•	 Minimum	garden	sizes	e.g.	3	bed	house	10x10m
•	 Shared	outside	space	for	flats	and	apartments
• Affordable housing be offered to people with local    
	 connections	at	first	occupancy
•	 New	development	must	eliminate	all	day	commuter			 	
	 parking
•	 Being	able	to	walk	to	the	centre	of	the	village	isn’t		 	 	
 essential
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Flat, 7% Flat, 5%

Bungalow, 5%

Bungalow, 38%

1-2 Bed house, 10%

1-2 Bed house, 18%
3-4 bed house, 65%

3-4 bed house, 34%

5+ bed house, 13%
5+ bed house, 6%

What type of house do you live in now? What type of home would you require in
future, i.e. between now and 2029?

We asked .... 

Do you need to move to alternative accommodation?
•	 130	people	-	20%	of	respondents	said	‘yes’
• these, 105 people – said in the next 5 years.

The	most	common	need	is	downsizing	from	3-4	bedroomed	
houses without needing to move away from Kelvedon.

This could create a supply of larger homes for those who need 
them.

HOUSING

Do you need to move to alternative accommodation?

Rent from 
council/housing 
association, 15%

Shared ownership 
(part buy/part 

rent), 9%

Buy on the open 
market, 69%

Rent from private 
landlord, 4%

Sheltered housing 
or care home, 4%

Types of housing required in future by respondents

Housing- our future needs.

What type of alternative accommodation is most urgently needed?
The 105 people that need to move in the next 5 years….

•	 69%	want	to	buy	on	the	open	market
• 15% need to rent from housing association
•	 9%	would	like	part	ownership
• 4% want to move to sheltered accommodation

Our	NP	must	consider	these	needs…

The government also recognises the need for housing appropriate for our 
aging population and has set up HAPPI – Housing our Aging Population: 
Panel for Innovation.

We	will	be	reviewing	their	ideas	to	ensure	our	proposals	are	relevant,	
suitable and appropriate when we prepare our design guide.
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MOVING AROUND

SUPPORTED BY 

Car driving, 30%
Car driving, 36%

Car driving, 20%

Car passenger, 6%

Car passenger, 31%

Mobility scooter, 0%

Mobility scooter, 1%

Mobility scooter, 1%

Walking, 62%

Walking, 25%

Walking, 78%

Cycling, 1%
Cycling, 7%

Cycling, 2%

Every day At least once a week Preferred

Modes of transport in the villageHow do you prefer to move 
around the village?
An	overwhelming	majority	of	people	prefer	to	walk,	with	only	
20% driving to get where they need to go within the village.

Which route is most commonly 
used when leaving the village?
•	 34%	respondents	most	frequently	travel	on	A12	towards		
 Colchester
•	 35%	travel	on	A12	towards	Witham/Chelmsford
• 10% use the train towards London
• 8% drive towards Tiptree
• 6% drive towards Coggeshall

A12 towards Colchester, 
34%

A12 towards Witham, 
35%

Maldon Road, 1%

Over level crossing 
towards Silver End, 4%

Towards Coggeshall, 6%

Towards Tiptree, 8%

Train towards London, 
10%

Train towards 
Colchester, 1%

Direction of Travel out of the village

What are the transport issues for 
new development?
90% respondents said they do not believe our infrastructure 
can cope with new development.

The top priorities for improvement:

• 25% reduce congestion in High St
• 21% add new A12 junction at Feering allowing travel   
 towards Chelmsford.
• 10% add junction to A12 at London Rd allowing travel   
 towards Colchester.
•	 10%	pedestrian	crossings	at	Co-op	and	One	stop	
•	 7%	restricting	parking	to	prevent	all	day	commuter		 	 	
	 parking.

An	interesting	fact	is	that	86%	respondents	park	their	cars	in	
their	drive	or	garage	with	only	6%	parking	on	the	street.

Reducing congestion in 
the High Street, 25%

Reducing congestion at 
school pick up times, 3%

Adding access to A12 
towards Colchester 

from London Road, 10%

Adding access to A12 
towards London from 

Feering to reduce traffic 
using the High St, 21%

Increasing the number 
of trains, 7%

Traffic calming, 3%

Traffic management at 
Station Rd/High St 

junction, 6%

Pedestrian crossing near 
the Co-op, 6%

Pedestrian crossing near 
One Stop, 4%

Improving bus service, 
3%

Providing more parking, 
4%

Restricting parking at 
specific times, to 

prevent non-resident 
commuter parking, 7%

If new homes are built in Kelvedon, what you thought the highest priorities are regarding 
Transport and Moving around
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Which areas should be kept as open space?

•	 36%	respondents	believe	the	most	important	space	to		 	
	 keep	as	open	countryside	is	between	Kelvedon	and			 	
 Rivenhall

•	 23%	would	prefer	to	keep	the	open	space	between		 	 	
 Kelvedon and Coggeshall

ENVIRONMENT

Favourite three green spaces are: 
•	 Brockwell	Meadows
• The Recreation Ground at the Chase
• The allotments

The countryside and green spaces around Kelvedon

Others	mentioned	in	our	survey	are:	
• Lady Meadows
• Fields behind the Railway line towards  
 Coggeshall
•	 Packe	Horse	Bridge
• Thorne Road open space
• The river corridor
• Footpath from Swan St to the Library

North of the 
River Blackwater 
towards Feering, 

19%

East towards 
Tiptree, 22%

South of the 
village towards 
Rivenhall, 36%

West of the 
village towards 
Coggeshall, 23%

Most important to keep as open countryside

High Street-(inc Canonium Mews
& Bellingham Place)

Church Street-St Marys
Sq-Maldon Rd

Easterford Rd-St Marys
Sq-Docwra Rd

London Road

Glebe, Thorne, New, Church
Roads and Dowches Gdns

Trews Gardens- Saxon Place

Riverside Estate

Heron Rd-Kingfisher Way

Swan Street

Station Road

Coggleshall Road

BUILT FORM CHARACTER ASSESSMENT - KELVEDON
MARCH 2016

We	have	undertaken	a	‘Built	Form	Character	
Analysis’	of	the	village	and	found	11	different	
areas.
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ENVIRONMENT

Very important, 
27%

Important, 11%

Neutral, 14%
Not important, 

4%

Kelvedon and 
Feering are 

already merged, 
44%

How important is it to keep the open countryside between Kelvedon 
and Feering to stop them being merged

Should there be space between 
Kelvedon and Feering?
• 44% respondents believe Kelvedon and Feering are    
 already merged
•	 27%	think	it’s	important	to	keep	the	space	between			 	
 Kelvedon and Feering.
•	 18%	are	neutral	/	don’t	believe	it	is	important

Views towards St 
Marys Church from 

the London Rd at the 
entrance to the 

village, 28%

Views towards Felix 
Hall looking from 
Rolley Bridge, 13%

Views across the 
Brockwell Meadows 
from Teal Way, 29%

Views towards 
Monks Farm and 

Coggleshall Hamlet 
from Observer Way, 

14%

Views towards 
Bridgefoot from 

Maldon Road/A12 
Flyover bridge., 12%

Other, 3%

Views that should be safeguarded 

Which views should be safeguarded?
•	 29%	respondents	favour	the	views	across	Brockwell		 	
 Meadows.
•	 28%	chose	views	towards	St	Mary’s	Church	at	the		 	 	
 entrance to the village.
•	 Equal	split	of	votes	for	views	towards	Felix	Hall,	Monks			
 farm and  Bridgefoot Maldon Rd area.
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Feedback from the young people.

SUPPORTED BY 

EDUCATION
What about the children?
33%	of	respondents	had	children	under	the	age	of	16	
 
We	spilt	our	questions	into	three	categories
• Pre-school
• Primary School 
• Secondary School

Preferences for school places when Kelvedon is developed            
•	 46%	would	prefer	to	see	St	Mary’s	Primary	Academy	extended
•	 32%	would	like	an	additional	new	smaller	school	within	the	village
•	 22%	would	like	a	new	school	making	a	split	site	for	infants	and			 	
 juniors.

We	held	meetings	with	local	groups	of	young	
people	to	ask	them	what	they	like	and	dislike	about	
Kelvedon. Here are their views…. 

There are over 15 clubs and activities for young 
people	in	Kelvedon	every	week
•	 37%	respondents’	children	don’t	attend	any	of		 	
 these activities.
• 72% said their secondary school children would   
 be interested in a youth club.
• 21% parents said they would be interested in   
 helping to run the youth club.
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Kelvedon St Mary's School - Yr 5
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SUPPORTED BY 

EDUCATION
Feedback from the young people.
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Guides

We	asked	the	various	groups	of	children	to	think	about	
what	they	liked	and	disliked	about	the	village	as	a	part	
of	a	‘Planning	for	Real’	exercise.

By	asking	one	group	at	a	time	for	their	top	answer	
and	then	asking	the	other	groups	if	they	had	similar	
answers we could determine how important the issues 
were.

The results are fascinating- partly because they seem 
to	reflect	those	issues	raised	by	the	adults	in	the	Village	
Survey.
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•

COMMUNITY
 SERVICES

Buisnesses you would like to see
We	have	lost	several	retail	outlets	in	Kelvedon	from	bridal	and	
antique	shops	to	a	deli.	An	attractive	and	varied	High	St	with	a	choice	
of shops encourages more people to shop locally and support local 
businesses.	We	asked	you	what	additional	businesses	you	would	like	
to see in our High St…

• 61% respondents said food shops with particular reference to a  
	 bakery.
• 66% said a coffee shop or restaurant.
•	 57%	said	florist,	gift,	card	shop.
•	 72%	were	in	favour	of	a	farmers/other	market.

Not needed, 8%

Not needed, 20%

Not needed, 37%

Not needed, 18%

Not needed, 50%
Not needed, 60%

Not needed, 56%
Desirable, 32%

Desirable, 66%

Desirable, 57%

Desirable, 72%

Desirable, 44%

Desirable, 36% Desirable, 41%

Essential, 61%

Essential, 15%
Essential, 6%

Essential, 11%
Essential, 6% Essential, 4% Essential, 3%

Shops e.g Greengrocer, 
baker, fresh food

Coffee shop/ 
Restaurant

Gift/craft/card/flowers 
shop

Farmers/ other market Hardware/ key cutting/ 
shoe repair

Domestic appliance 
repair

Professional advisers 
e.g solicitor

Essential or desirable additional business/retail services to have in the village

Kelvedon, 90%

Kelvedon, 62%

Kelvedon, 29%
Kelvedon, 19%

Kelvedon, 25%
Kelvedon, 30%

Elsewhere, 10%

Elsewhere, 38%

Elsewhere, 71%
Elsewhere, 81%

Elsewhere, 75%
Elsewhere, 70%

GP Dentist Chiropodist Osteopath Physiotherapy Optician

Where you use health services: in Kelvedon or Elsewhere

Which healthcare services do you use and where?
The	majority	of	respondents	use	the	village’s	two	GP	services	(90%)	and	Dentists	(62%).

A	number	of	responses	go	Elsewhere	for	Chiropodists	(71%),		Osteopaths	(81%),	Physiotherapists	
(75%)	and	Opticians	(70%).

Healthcare
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BUSINESS OWNERS 
VIEWS
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Where should any new commercial space be 
located within the village? 

On	the	15th	March	the	Kelvedon	and	Feering	Business	Networking	
Group	hosted	a	workshop	along	with	KNP	for	local	businesses	to	discuss	
the	issues	they	face	working	in	the	Village.

A	questionnaire	and	on	line	survey	was	also	distributed	to	those	that	
attended and others.   

The results are shown in the graphs below.
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Monks	Farm	Site	
(Parcel	335)

Other	sites	offered	to	
BDC for development.

SUPPORTED BY 

BDC’s PROPOSALS
On	May	25th	Braintree	District	Council	chose	Monks	Farm	
(Parcel	335)	as	the	most	suitable	site	to	develop	300	houses	
over	the	next	15	years.		Other	sites	were	also	considered	at	
the	time	(Parcels	333	and	337	with	338).

Kelvedon	can	propose	alternative	site(s)	within	the	Parish,	for	
the same number of houses because we have a neighbourhood 
plan.

PARCEL 333 PARCEL 
335

PARCEL 
337

PARCEL 
338
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SUPPORTED BY 

Where would you 
choose ?

The	Neighbourhood	Plan	team	having	been	reviewing	where	new	
homes	could	be	built.	We	have	used	factors	such	as	distance	from	
the	village	centre,	avoiding	the	flood	plain	and	‘Landscape	Capacity’,	
as used by Braintree District Council.

The	‘capacity’	of	a	particular	parcel	of	land	is	defined	as	follows:

HIGH	CAPACITY:	
• Housing would blend successfully into the current village fabric  
 without lots of extra boundary planting or negative effect 

MEDIUM/HIGH	CAPACITY
• Some visibility of housing from beyond the village because it   
 already has a well contained visual boundary. 

15	minutes	walking	
time from the Village 
Centre

Kelvedon	St	Mary’s	School

Location Key
Centre	of	Village	-	Co-Op	area

Railway Station

10	minutes	walking	
time from the Village 
Centre

MEDIUM	CAPACITY
•	 Blending	into	the	existing	landscape	would	require	only	a		 	 	
 small amount of boundary planting and would be an     
 acceptable place to develop. 

MEDIUM/LOW	CAPACITY
•	 Would	require	a	substantial	amount	of	boundary	planting	to		 	
 blend development into the existing landscape. 

LOW	CAPACITY
•	 It	would	not	be	acceptable	at	all	to	develop	in	that	land	as	it	is		 	
 a visually sensitive area. 

Kelvedon is surrounded by Low, Medium-Low, and 
Medium landscapes capacity types. 

Flood Zone 

Parish Boundaries
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Your chance to influence BDC decision 
on Kelvedon housing site selection
Braintree District Council has proposed 300 new homes for Kelvedon between now and 2033. The Neighbourhood Plan survey results and 
statistics on population growth show that this number is in line with our community’s needs. The number may not be negotiable, but the 
location is.

In our recent Neighbourhood Plan survey and consultation, you told us that you….
• like living here because of transport links but traffic congestion is your greatest concern  
• want smaller properties for older people to downsize and starter homes for young families
• would like a greater variety of shops and improved amenities e.g. doctor’s surgery
The need for, and location of services and infrastructure are important factors in choosing the most appropriate site location.

BDC will be finalising its Local Plan in the next 2 months, so we now have a major opportunity to influence the site location for Kelvedon.  
Public opinion is one of the many factors BDC needs to consider.

This leaflet sets out the pros and cons of 4 different options for site locations, using the same criteria BDC will use.
TO MAKE SURE YOUR OPINION COUNTS - RETURN THIS SURVEY BEFORE 11 NOVEMBER 2016

Alternatively you can complete this survey online at: https://kwiksurveys.com/s/TCuYrizE

FreeText
Appendix 4: Site Selection Survey Form, November 2016



Ewell HallA Monks FarmC1London RoadB Monks Farm AlternativeC2

Please vote for ONE site location overleaf Railway Station Village Centre



Ewell Hall
This site could potentially provide 600 houses

Able to accept new development without detriment to wider 
countryside (Medium Landscape Capacity)
No known archaeology on the site
Access to possible new A12 junction at Feering1 towards London and 
Colchester (69% Kelvedon residential traffic2)
Coggeshall and Tiptree bound traffic will not need to travel along the  
High Street (14% Kelvedon residential traffic2)
This site is within a 30min walk of the High Street and railway station
The site is not within 800m of an existing bus route
The western boundary of the site is within the flood zone
Restricted access to the site across Bridgefoot Bridge and Maldon Road
Land rises to the east and new houses would overlook the eastern 
edge of Riverside Way

A London Road
This site could potentially provide 600 houses

Easy access to A12 towards London (35% Kelvedon residential traffic2) 
The majority of the site is within a 30min walk of the High Street and 
railway station
The site is within 800m of an existing bus route
No known site access restrictions
Identified as having a detrimental effect on the setting of the village 
(Low / Medium Landscape Capacity)
Known archaeology within the site and a restrictive covenant on part of 
the site
The northern edge of the site is within the flood zone
Colchester, Coggeshall and Tiptree bound traffic would travel along the 
High Street (48% Kelvedon residential traffic2)
The site is significantly higher than exisiting houses on London Road, 
which will be overlooked

B

Monks Farm
This site could potentially provide 300 houses

Able to accept new development without detriment to wider 
countryside (Medium Landscape Capacity)
No known archaeology on the site
The site is not within the flood zone
Colchester, Coggeshall and Tiptree bound traffic will not need to travel 
along the High Street (48% Kelvedon residential traffic2)
This site is within a 30min walk of the High Street and railway station
The site is within 800m of an existing bus route
London bound traffic would travel along the High Street (35% 
Kelvedon residential traffic2)
Access to Monks Farm via Coggeshall Road is narrow, winding and 
floods. Access via Station Road/High Street junction is congested with 
residential parking
The land gently rises above the adjacent houses off the south side of 
Observer Way and Coggeshall Road, which will be overlooked

C1 Monks Farm Alternative (Moorings, Watering Farm, Seven Seas  
and part of Monks Farm) This site could potentially provide 300 houses

The majority of the site is able to accept new development without 
detriment to wider countryside (Medium Landscape Capacity)
No known archaeology on the site
Colchester, Coggeshall and Tiptree bound traffic will not need to travel 
along the High Street (48% Kelvedon residential traffic2)
This site is within a 30min walk to the High Street and railway station
The site is within 800m of an existing bus route
Highways infrastructure could possibly be improved through the site
Part of the site is within a Low Landscape Capacity Area
Access via Station Road/High Street junction is congested and 
Coggeshall Road is narrow, winding and floods
The land gently rises above the adjacent houses off the south side 
of Observer Way and Coggeshall Road. Some of the houses may be 
surrounded by the new development
Sites flood along eastern boundaries
London bound traffic would travel along the High Street (35% Kelvedon 
residential traffic2)

C2

1 This junction is not guaranteed, but there is a likelihood it will happen given the nature and numbers of 
development in Feering and Tiptree. This junction is referenced in BDC current draft local plan (policy LPP 20). 
2. All Kelvedon residential traffic percentages are taken from the May Kelvedon Community Survey produced 
by the Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan. The main results of the survey can be viewed here:  
http://kelvedon-np.co.uk/consultation-9-17-july



  twitter.com/kelvedon_npfacebook.com/kelvedon.npkelvedon-np.co.uk  

Please tick only ONE of the sites listed below as your preferred option for housing development in the village.  
IMPORTANT NOTE: if you choose more than one option, your response will not be counted.

Site A  
Ewell Hall

Site B  
London Road

Site C1  
Monks Farm

Site C2 
Monks Farm 
Alternative

Completing your survey  - Paper version

You can return this survey to one of the post 
boxes for the Neighbourhood Plan located 
around the village at:
• Bhavani Stores & Post Office
• Brimpton House Surgery
• Catholic Church
• The Co-op 
• Kelvedon & Feering Health Centre
• Kelvedon Library
• Kelvedon St Mary’s Primary Academy School
• Railway Tavern
• St Mary’s Church

Completing your survey  - Online

https://kwiksurveys.com/s/TCuYrizE

You can complete your survey 
online if you prefer. Please  
either scan the QR code or visit 
the link above.

IMPORTANT NOTE:
When you access the online survey, you will be 
asked to enter the unique reference code on the 
front of this leaflet to validate your response.

TO MAKE YOUR OPINION COUNT
please reply by 11th NOVEMBER 2016.

Please tell us why you chose your preferred option.  
Tick all that apply

Least impact on traffic and congestion Least damaging to the environment and 
landscape.

Best served by existing local amenities Maintains village character

Please tell us your post code

To keep up to date with the latest infomation and to stay in touch, please provide your email address.

If another member of your household aged 16 or over would 
like to take part in this survey, please email  
info@kelvedon-np.co.uk or call 01376 572 298 and we will 
deliver the form to your address. 

Did you participate in our survey in May? 

Yes No

Other factors that influenced your decision?

The reason we are suggesting a single site is to maximise potential for infrastructure and services 
improvements that might be lost if development is spread over several small pockets of land and dotted 
around the village.
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The Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan (KNP) team carried out this survey for Kelvedon residents to give 
feedback to BDC on its site selection. It was important to do so due to the significant increase in 
alternative sites submitted after the BDC consultation exhibition in Kelvedon on 6 July and before 
the consultation period ended on 19 August 2016. Evidence suggested that many residents may not 
have seen data on the new sites or had access to the internet where it was published.  
 
These new additional sites presented options that could be significant for Kelvedon and to the BDC 
decision. The combination of all sites provides substantially more capacity than BDC requires for this 
plan period. Also it is clear that infrastructure improvements, particularly related to easing traffic 
congestion are necessary for any of the sites to work in order to avoid detriment to the village. It 
was within the KNP Team remit to give the community input into these new alternatives, before a 
final decision was taken by BDC.  
 
In the short time available, the team obtained the data on each site and established a robust 
protocol for ensuring every resident had an opportunity to respond and only residents could 
participate. Checks were also put in place so that voting could be rigorously monitored to avoid 
potential abuse. 
 
The report that follows, provides details of the methodology and results. The facts are presented 
without inference. All comments received are appended to the report. The KNP Team presents this 
survey data as representative of the views of the participants. The data and comments provide BDC 
with useful feedback in coming to a decision on their chosen site for Kelvedon.  
 

Braintree District Council (BDC) published its draft new Local Plan on 26th June 2016. This was 

followed by an eight week consultation period, which closed on the 19th August. During the 

consultation landowners and their representatives submitted a number of additional sites within the 

parish for consideration as Alternative Sites by BDC.  

The table below shows the full list of sites submitted for consideration for development. Those 

submitted between 26 June and 19 August 2016 are marked *: 

Site 
Reference No 

Site Name Proposed Use 

KELV 331  St Dominics Residential Care Home Residential Appts and bungalows 

KELV 332 St Dominics Residential Care Home Residential Care home 

KELV 333 Land at Park Farm, Hollow Rd Note 1 Null 

KELV 334 Former Polish Camp Employment 

KELV 335 Monks Farm, north of railway Residential Care home Employment 

KELV 336 Seven Seas- Coggeshall Rd Residential 

KELV 337 London Road Mixed 

KELV 338 Land south of London Road Country park assoc with KELV 337 

KELV 605* Adj Ewell Hall Cottages, Ewell Hall Chase Residential 

KELV 606* Moorings, Coggeshall Rd Residential 

KELV 615* Land southeast of Kelvedon (Ewell Hall) Residential 

KELV 616* Land north of Crabbs Barn, London Rd Residential 

KELV 626* Land at Watering Farm, Coggeshall Rd Residential 
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KELV 627 * Land at Windmill Farm, Coggeshall Rd Residential 

KELV 628* Land at Bridge Farm, Coggeshall Rd Residential 

 

NOTE: Park Farm  

The area of land at Park Farm, off Hollow Road was not included in the Site Selection Survey in 

November 2016.  At the BDC meeting on 25th May 2016, Planning Officers made the following 

comments and recommendations for refusal: 

 

“The site is a large, separated from the village by the railway line. It is proposed to take 

access to the site from Hollow Road, however this is a rural country lane and is a protected 

lane around the point at which this site would access the road and then continuing west 

away from the village. As such officers would not wish to put additional traffic onto this part 

of the road. In addition when travelling east into the village, traffic along this road must 

cross the railway line via a level crossing before entering the village.  

 

Whilst a site of this size would be expected to provide some level of facilities on site, it is 

distant from the main facilities in the village and with only three potential crossing points of 

the railway line, it is not very convenient for walking access into the village. The site is 

situated in a medium to low landscape capacity area to accommodate development and 

there are some open views to be gained from the site from Hollow Road and other points. 

As such it is not proposed to allocate the site for development.” 

Therefore, Site Kelv 333, has not been considered by KNP for possible residential development. The 

site fell short of a number of key site assessment criteria due to its location beyond the level 

crossing, having no pavements and appropriate points of access. It is also only Medium to Low 

Landscape Capacity and would have a disjointed relationship with the existing village. 

The Former Polish Camp (Kelv 334) and the land associated with St Dominics Care Home (Kelv 331 

and 332) have not been the subject of further consideration by the KNP Steering group.  This is 

because KNP is primarily concerned with determining a preferred site for the development of the 

300 homes that BDC have stated are required in Kelvedon during this plan period. 

The submission of additional sites, which residents could not have seen and commented on at the 

BDC exhibitions in July 2016, prompted the KNP to consider inviting residents to participate in a 

survey that could form collective feedback to BDC. The KNP Steering group met on 19th September 

2016 and took advice from Jan Stobart at the RCCE. It was decided that the Steering Group had 

sufficient time to gather data through a survey before BDC made its final site selection for the Pre-

Submission Local Plan. To enable this data to be collected, BDC confirmed that it would schedule the 

Local Plan Sub Committee meeting for Kelvedon on 15th December 2016. BDC also stated that any 

evidence gathered by KNP would form part of its considerations for site selection, but would not be 

the only aspect guiding its decisions. 

The objectives of this survey were to:  
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 Increase awareness of new site options which had been submitted for consideration by BDC 

 Ask Kelvedon residents to choose their preferred site for new development for the plan 

period 2018-2033  

 Determine residents’ views and concerns about development through gathering comments 

and offer a choice of core issues identified in our May 2016 survey 

 Increase engagement with the community about the Neighbourhood Plan process 

The Steering Group set up a working party to develop and design the survey, determine which 

available data to use and in what form it should be presented.  In addition, they were asked to 

consider how and when the survey should be distributed, how returned votes would be collected 

and how to restrict participation to eligible members of the community. 

BDC had chosen one site in the draft plan. Therefore, KNP decided it was appropriate to ask 

residents to choose one preferred site to provide all the housing requirements for the plan period. 

Choosing one site would ensure sufficient housing volume so that any offsite infrastructure 

improvements needed could be delivered to successfully mitigate those issues.  It was also felt that 

the scatter gun approach might lead to all possible sites around the village being started. This could 

give rise to an over provision of houses for considerably more than just one plan period and an 

elongated construction period. 

Choice of sites 

The survey presented four site options: 

 Site A Ewell Hall 

 Site B London Road 

 Site C1 Monks Farm  

 Site C2 Monks Farm Alternative 

Site A Ewell Hall - this site consists of two parcels of land; the Land Adjacent to Ewell Hall Cottages 

(KELV 605) and Land South of Kelvedon (KELV 615).  It was agreed to combine these sites on our 

survey map, as both sites have access to the same road, namely Ewell Hall Chase. Site Kelv 605 is 

considerably smaller than Site Kelv 615 and was submitted separately, although it is effectively a 

part of the same land parcel. In addition, if the larger site were to be submitted for development 

then it is considered likely that the smaller site would be developed as well. 

Site B London Road - this site also consists of two parcels of land, London Road (KELV 337) and Land 

North of Crabbs Barn (KELV 616).  These sites both have access to an adjacent road network. As with 

Ewell Hall, if the larger site were to be developed then it would be likely that the smaller site would 

also be developed in time, being part of the same geographical parcel of land.  It is acknowledged 

that there are two separate landowners for these two sites who could, independently of each other, 

submit planning applications.  The reason for amalgamating the two sites for our survey was 

because we believed it is unlikely that Site KELV 616 would be granted planning approval on its own. 

The site is removed from the current village envelope, and would be set apart unless the other ‘main 
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site’ is developed first, or at the same time.  There was also the issue of the capacity of Site Kelv 616, 

which, on its own could not deliver all the houses required. 

Site C1 Monks Farm - this is BDC’s preferred choice.  It was important to allow residents the option 

to choose this site, as it is currently presented in the draft Local Plan.  The site has been deemed 

suitable to provide the required 300 housing units for Kelvedon. It was agreed by the KNP survey 

working party not to include the new sites of Windmill Farm (KELV 627) and Bridge Farm (KELV 628) 

within the survey. Both sites are land-locked and could only be accessed across third party land or 

via the original  Monks Farm site (KELV 335). Therefore, they were not viable stand alone sites as 

they do not have direct road access.   

Site C2 - Monks Farm Alternative - this site consists of various parcels of land located either side of 

the Coggeshall Road.  There are three landowners involved. This option was put together by the KNP 

survey working party as the sites are adjacent and have boundaries with Coggeshall Road, close 

proximity to the railway station and local amenities.  It was recognised that the sites of Moorings, 

Waterings Farm and Seven Seas combined would not be able to provide sufficient land between 

them to deliver 300 houses, because of the extent of the Flood Zone. Therefore, part of the Monks 

Farm site would be needed to make up the shortfall.  As the Monks and Watering Farm sites are 

both owned by Parker Strategic Land Ltd, the KNP survey working group took the decision that this 

option was viable.  However, the decision to combine the sites in this way to generate an 

‘Alternative’, was not discussed with the landowner or their agent.  The option has been described 

as ‘Monks Farm Alternative’ in recognition that is uses a part of the Monks Farm site. 

The KNP survey working party decided to highlight the number of houses that sites could deliver in 

recognition that some sites are considerably larger than others.  It was decided to ignore any 

submission statements of landowners, covering what they believed their sites would deliver. This 

decision was taken because it may not be the landowner that applies for either Outline or Detailed 

Planning Permission as this may be done by a housing developer instead. As none of the figures 

stated by landowners within their submissions are based upon detailed master-plans, at this stage 

such exact figures cannot be relied upon.  Furthermore, BDC has not indicated a need in the Draft 

Local Plan for retail, educational or mixed use land within the parish. (Mixed use includes anything 

from office buildings to ‘crinkly tin’ sheds, as well as mixing retail units with residential properties 

alongside or above.)   

KNP aimed to give residents a tangible means of site comparison and what development could mean 

for the various areas in addition to the visual areas on the map. KNP survey working party decided to 

use the 30 units/ha rule, up to a threshold of twice as many houses as BDC currently require for the 

Plan period.  The Ewell Hall and London Road sites are each capable of delivering many more than 

double the number of houses required, assuming a total carpet covering of these sites.   However, 

KNP recognised that although feasible, the requirements of good design, SUDS and public open 

space provision would curtail such high density development. 

With the submission of ‘Alternative sites’ during the summer 2016 consultation period, the collective 

capacity of the sites can deliver considerably more than the 300 houses that BDC have currently 

specified.  
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It is also worth noting that all four options on our survey are open green-field sites and share 

boundaries with countryside beyond.  As the population grows, the pressure to build yet more 

houses increases, so the countryside comes under threat of further development.  This site selection 

survey is wholly concerned with the forthcoming 15 years or so, although it is acknowledged that 

development started in one location could potentially be extended beyond the current site 

boundaries in subsequent plan periods.   

For each site there is a list of site characteristics presented as positive (green tick) or negative (red 

cross) statement so residents can make an informed choice.  These site characteristics come directly  

from BDC’s Site Assessment Form and are used by BDC to assess sites.  A copy of the form is 

appended to this report.  KNP have also undertaken site assessments using the same form and these 

will be published as a part of our documentary evidence in due course.  The site assessments are 

therefore, consistent and objective, and the results are factual for each site.  The survey working 

party selected the following elements from the site assessment forms to make statements on each 

site: 

 Landscape Capacity - taken from The Landscape Partnership’s  ‘Evaluation of Landscape 

Analysis Study of Kelvedon and Feering’ adopted by BDC in July 2015. This is a key document 

referenced in the current Core Strategy of 2011.  Geographical areas have been classified 

into five types of Landscape Capacity from High Capacity (i.e. able to easily absorb new 

development) to Low Capacity (i.e. development would be very difficult to successfully 

integrate into this landscape). There are various grades in between the extremes and 

Kelvedon only has a range of Medium, Medium to Low and Low capacity areas.  

 Presence or absence of known Archaeology sites.  

 Within a Flood Zone.  All the sites have a portion of land within flood zones. This has been 

stated and the extent of the flood zone is also evident on the map hatched in blue either 

side of the river and tributaries as applicable. 

 Topography and an indication by description of site elevation relative to adjacent 

properties.   

 Distance from existing bus routes and bus stops.   

 Walking times to Kelvedon Railway Station - BDC has designated a time of 30 minutes as 

being an acceptable walking distance to amenities. 

 The direction and flow of traffic - taken from KNP’s Community Survey results conducted in 

May 2016. We asked residents which route they used for the majority of journeys when 

leaving the village.  KNP are currently waiting for the latest traffic data from surveys 

commissioned by BDC on the various junctions in and around Kelvedon and Feering.  When 

this data is available, KNP will determine whether any further data gathering needs to be 

commissioned. Our survey in May 2016 highlighted traffic movement and congestion 

especially at peak times, is the greatest concern for residents. 

 Ease of access to the two directions of travel on the A12.  The London Road site is obviously 

very close to the southbound slip road to the A12 providing ease of access at this point.  

However, traffic would have to pass along the High Street and the generally more free-

flowing Feering Hill to join  the A12 towards Colchester.  Similarly, traffic leaving the C1 and 

C2 sites to travel toward Chelmsford would also have to use the High Street via the Station 
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Road junction to join the A12 towards Chelmsford or travel along Feering Hill to the A12 

towards Colchester.  

 

Both the local planning authorities of BDC and Colchester DC agree that improvements are 

sorely needed to the A12 junction arrangements to allow greater access. These views are 

also strongly echoed by residents of Kelvedon, Feering, Tiptree, Coggeshall and beyond. BDC 

has stated in its Draft Local Plan (LPP 20) covering Kelvedon and Feering, that they would be 

expecting a new junction to be built at Feering to serve the new Strategic development site 

as part of the imminent A12 improvements planned by Highways England. An improved 

junction at Feering would also negate the need for Tiptree traffic needing to access the A12 

to pass through Kelvedon.  Any development at Ewell Hall could also make use of this 

improved junction as could the traffic generated by the new Strategic Development site.  

The KNP team has been advised there is more political will behind improving the A12 

junction at Feering, than there is to provide additional access to the A12 towards Colchester 

at Kelvedon south.   

 

 The site comments include some that are specific to each site e.g. the nature of Coggeshall 

Road, the junction of Station Road and High Street, the capacity of Bridgefoot Bridge and 

Maldon Road for increased traffic, and whether highways infrastructure could be improved.  

This last point was made regarding the C2 Monks Farm Alternative site in recognition that 

when a site is developed, new access roads are required. In this case, there is the 

opportunity to provide an alternative route for the Coggeshall Road within the bounds of the 

site that would also serve the new development. 

The survey form also provided the opportunity for KNP to ask residents why they had chosen a 

particular site by ticking all that applied from the following selection: 

 Least impact on traffic and congestion 

 Least damaging to the environment and landscape 

 Best served by existing local amenities 

 Maintains village character 

Respondents could also make additional comments in a free-text box printed on the page. The 

online version of the survey did not restrict the number of characters so people were free to add as 

much comment as they wished.  Some respondents included additional notes attached to their 

paper survey.  These comments are appended to the survey results and under the heading of the 

chosen site.   

We received a number of queries and requests for further information via the KNP email address. 

These were dealt with in as timely a manner as volunteers’ availability allowed.  All emailed 

comments and responses are collated separately from survey comments.  Personal details have 

been removed to ensure residents’ anonymity; respondents are referred to as Person A, Person B 

etc.   
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We also asked respondents for their post codes and an email address, if they wished to be added to 

the newsletter distribution list for future updates.  Finally, we asked if residents had participated in 

the previous Community Survey held in May 2016. 

Between 24th and 30th October 2016, we delivered a survey form, by hand, to each address within 

the parish boundary.  Each survey included a unique code allowing replies to be tracked to broad 

areas of distribution.  The KNP survey working party prioritised use of these unique codes to control 

eligibility and minimise the chance of duplicate voting. Regulation of voting was intended to result in 

a fairer representation of opinion. Residents aged 16 and over in any household could express 

differing views by requesting an additional survey form. To do this, they had the option to call a local 

landline telephone number with a voice-mail facility or email info@kelvedon-np.co.uk.  Additional 

survey forms were either delivered by hand to the resident or if they had been requested by email, 

in some instances, supplied by return and a note of the name and address taken.  In all instances, 

where we received requests for additional surveys, we noted the name and address as well as the 

unique codes on each form issued. 

Respondents had the option of responding online using a link to our survey on the Kwiksurveys 

website, or returning the original paper survey to one of nine collection boxes. The collection boxes 

were located at Bhavani Stores, Brimpton House Surgery, Catholic Church, Co-op, Kelvedon and 

Feering Health Centre, Kelvedon Library, Kelvedon St Marys Primary Academy School, The Railway 

Tavern PH, and St Mary’s Church.  The  boxes were regularly emptied by volunteers and all the 

responses entered using the link to our survey on Kwiksurveys website. This allowed for swift and 

consistent data analysis. 

The closing date for the survey was Friday 11th November. All survey collection boxes were removed 

from their locations no later than Monday 14th November (depending upon opening times of the 

various collection points). All survey responses were entered by 15th November 2016. 

We asked if residents had participated in our community survey in May 2016. 

 298 (61.7%) respondents had completed our community survey in May 2016 

 166 (34.4%) had not participated previously in our survey 

 19 (3.9%) did not respond to this question 

We asked people to provide email addresses if they wished to be kept informed about future 

progress of the Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan. As a result, we have 76 new subscribers for our 

newsletter which now has a distribution list with a total of 486 subscribers. 

In total 1541 surveys were distributed to households, including 62 additional surveys requested.  We 

received 483 responses in total.  All of these responses where a site was selected are included in 

Table 1 below - these are the total number of votes received per site.  Any comments made to 

support the chosen  site by the respondents is tabulated in  Appendix 1 along with details of email 
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and website correspondence.   Two votes were returned with no preferred site selected but with 

comments-these are also detailed in Appendix 1 after the other Site Selection comments.   

From these total responses of 483 votes,  the following votes were removed from subsequesnt data 

analysis for the following reasons, leaving a total of 455 votes in the subsequent tables. 

 Two responses had duplicate unique numbers.  Rather discount all four responses, from 

each pair, we chose the first code’s answer.  This was to reduce any attempt to unfairly 

change the result.   

 18 were submitted with no code at all and no other means of validating.  If votes were 

submitted without a code but with an email addres then contact was made and if a code 

could be supplied then the vote was validated and included in the 455 total votes. 

 8 votes were entered with an invalid code such as a series of dashes or other similar 

notation.  Again, without recourse to validation via email, these were also discounted. 

The final votes are listed below: 

Site A Ewell Hall 157 32.5% 

Site B London Road 128 26.5% 

Site C1 Monks Farm 163 33.7% 

C2 Monks Farm Alternative  35 7.2% 

Totals 483 100% 

 

Table 2 below shows the reasons for the site selection; respondents could choose as many as they 

believed relevant to their choice. Please note that an error was made when this data was first  

published on the KNP website- this table shows the corrected data.  These minor amendments do 

not in anyway affects the total votes per site. 

Least impact on 
traffic and congestion  

41.4% 
(135) 

 

28.5% 
(93) 

25.5% 
(83 

4.6% 
(15) 

100% 
(326) 

Least damaging on 
the environment and 
landscape 

26.5% 
(69) 

26.5% 
(69) 

40% 
(104) 

6.9% 
(18) 

100% 
(260) 

Best served by 
existing local 
amenities 

10.8% 
(15) 

19.4% 
(27) 

63.33% 
(88) 

6.5% 
(9) 

100% 
(139) 

Maintains Village 
character  

31.6% 
(96) 

25.0% 
(76) 

35.5% 
(108) 

7.9% 
(24) 

100% 
(305) 
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The following Table 3 shows the distribution of votes in accordance with the geographical area of the delivery rounds of the survey.  The unique codes were 

noted for each  batch of the delivery area and thus allows the votes to be collated in this way.   

Bellingham place, Station Rd, Coggeshall road, Kings 

Meadow Court, Observer Way, Pantlings Lane 

56.3 40 35.2 25 8.5 6 0 0 100 (71) 

High Street from No2 to as far north as The Chase 

including Easterford Road and Fullers Close 

46.2 6 15.4 2 30.8 4 7.7 1 100% (13) 

Church Rd inc Western House, Dowches Garden and 

Dowches Drive, Spurgeon Place, New Road, Braddy  

Court and Rolley Lane 

33.3 5 33.3 5 26.7 4 6.7 1 100% (15) 

Church Street, Church Hill, Felix Hall, Hollow Road, 

Woodhouse Lane 

27.5 11 7.5 3 60.0 24 5 2 100% (40) 

Croft Road, Glebe Road, Thorne Road 30.4 7 21.7 5 30.4 7 17.4 4 100% (23) 

Heron Rd, Mallard Close, Kingfisher Way, Tern Close, 

Swan Street, Bittern Close, Avocet Close 

33.3 22 36.4 24 25.8 17 4.5 3 100% (66) 

High Street northwards from and including The Chase, 

Argyll Court, Ratcliffe Court and Trews Gardens and 

Saxon Place. 

32.7 18 29.1 16 29.1 16 9.1 5 100% (55) 
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Lapwing Drive, Gadwall Reach, Teal Way, Curlew Close 10.5 2 47.4 9 36.8 7 5.3 1 100% (19) 

London Road, inc St Dominic's, including A12, St Mary's 

Sq, Cranes Lane, Snivellers Lane 

39.3 22 10.7 6 42.9 24 7.1 4 100% (56) 

Maldon Road, Brockwell Lane, Ewell Hall Chase, 

Highfields Lane 

7.4 2 25.9 7 51.9 14 14.8 4 100% (27) 

Riverside Way, Godwit Court, Wagtail Place, Widgeon 

Place, Dunlin Court 

12.2 6 28.6 14 51.0 25 8.2 4 100% (49) 

St Mary's Road, Docwra Road and Docwra Place, 

Canonium Mews 

38.1 8 19.0 4 28.6 6 14.3 3 100% (21 

Grand Total 32.7% 149 26.4% 120 33.8% 154 7.0% 32 100% (455) 
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We asked residents to provide comments on other factors that influenced their decision, in a free-text box on the survey form. The comments received  are 

listed below. 

We have noted from these responses, that some residents made reference to the housing capacity of the options. In particular, we noted comments on the 

housing numbers for sites with a capacity for 300 houses compared to those with a capacity for 600. 19 of the 92 comments for C1 Monks Farm and 9 of 

the 16 comments for C2 Monks Farm Alternative, specifically mention these sites being smaller and having capacity restricted to 300 houses.  In addition, 5 

of the 106 comments for Site A Ewell Hall, expressed a positive opinion that this site could deliver more houses than currently needed and would cope with 

future expansion opportunities. 

No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

    

1 Has to be near to station or else commuters will drive adding to congestion 

2 Too many bends in the road for Monks Hall to cope with increased traffic flow particularly near the station 

3 Least disruption in village while development is ongoing 

4 Site A could join up with the Feering development and use their A12 access and amenities. This would then have no impact on 
Kelvedon 

5 Lowest risk of increasing traffic through the village. 

6 Site A is the best option but would need access to the A12 from Feering to ease traffic through the village 

7 The only site with a possible a12 junction which is needed to redirect both Coggeshall and Tiptree traffic without which you will 
only add to an already congested High St. Which comes to w standstill when redirected following an accident a12 

8 Least damaging to the environment and landscape 

9 None of the above apply. All proposed building is damaging to then iron net (never go back to Greenland), local amenities are 
stretched already, traffic impact will be regardless. It's not a village anymore if it keeps expanding 

10 Potential A12 access road- should be made condition of planning permission 



16 
 

No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

11 This will be the best option only if the a12 junction for London and Colchester inbuilt. Station road/ High St junction is an absolute 
nightmare as it is now! 

12 Far larger site, if a Kelvedon 'Hamlet' is to be built anywhere then preferably a lot of people would like to see this a slightly 
separated development unlike with all the others which are all attached and crowded. 

13 Ensure the access to the A12 is built BEFOREHAND the housing is built. we don't need any more traffic through our village 

14 Potential for more homes within the one site so less overall disruption for more accommodation hopefully 

15 Avoids overdevelopment of existing village.  With access to A12 this would be a great site 

16 please put the infrastructure inn place before building any housing 

17 No known archaeology site 

18 Dual access to A12 for new development and Tiptree would be greatly beneficial, less HGV / large lorries travelling through the 
village to access Tiptree. 
Keep village feeling more contained as a place. 
Joins up with proposed housing development in Feering and would give a critical mass to improve local services and amenities 
there. 

19 Avoid traffic problems with Monks Farm site. 
Avoid flood plain by building 300 instead of 600 homes. 

20 New access road to A12 

21 Avoid flood plain by building 300 instead of 600 houses.  Avoid traffic problems with the Monks Farm sites 

22 Must be accompanied by a new junction on and off the A12 in both directions. This would also help by greatly reducing the amount 
of traffic from Tiptree having to come through the village. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

23 If you ask anyone in a rural village if they want site A/B with 600 houses or site C with 300 houses on it you are pushing towards 
site C as most people are against more housing as our resources are very tight, and stretched. THIS SITE IS APPEALING FOR THAT 
ONE REASON. Re A Ewell hall. I think this is a good site because putting a new junction on the A 12 would relieve congestion in the 
village, and also coming from Tiptree.  
C1 & C2 is not my chosen site because residents get cut off by car/footpath from the village in high water and heavy rain, causing 
huge traffic problems. Cars having to turn around in a very narrow and winding road. The congestion is already really bad with 
commuter traffic and the footpath is also very narrow. NOTE also there is Japanese Knotweed on this site and the owners of the 
land are aware. 

24 Prepare for gridlock and air pollution 

25 Direct links to both carriageways of A12. Less impact on high street and village 

26 It's away from village  
Otherwise it would be monks farm either of them 

27 By creating a new slip road that will serve this development and Tiptree will in the long term reduce the congestion in Kelvedon 
and Feering 

28 1. Coggeshall & Tiptree traffic would not have to come through the village as necessary traffic comes through at the moment 
2. Access to a new A12 junction at Feering 
3 Easy walking distance to the village and does not spoil village life 

29 a12 access promise 

30 Decision based on the likelihood of an A12 junction and liking the other sites less. However concerned about the impact on the 
river, and where access roads would be, to link to village.  
Very difficult to decide between this site and London Rd as we have been given more info and time to think about how London Rd 
would be whereas Ewell Hall site is relatively new and we have not been given the same amount of info. 

31 Access to site can be via Inworth Road as well as Bridgefoot, this will lesson the traffic impact on the High Street. 

32 Keeps the village a village 

33 I would hope NEVER to see any development what so ever in Kelvedon or Feering as it will totally spoil the village, surrounding 
countryside and not to mention the roads which can not cope with the traffic we have now, let alone in the future. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

34 Least impact while development is carried out and least impact on village afterwards 

35 Major concern is the infrastructure of any building of so many homes. This option A seems to effect Kelvedon Village the least. 

36 C1 and C2 would have such a negative impact on London bound traffic. Coggeshall road already serves all the Coggeshall traffic and 
the junction at the end of the road (leading to Kelvedon high street) is already heavily congested and I have witnessed several near 
accidents at that junction. 

37 New access and egress of A12 required, which would prevent any further congestion through Kelvedon. Due to its size this area 
can also accommodate a better mix of development, and encroachment on the flood plain would be unnecessary. 

38 Worried about the extra traffic coming through the village 

39 Improved access to the A12 and the least effect on the High Street 

40 Ewell Hall appears the sensible choice. 
 
The leaflet states you only need to build 300 homes by 2033, yet this site has capacity for up to 600 homes, meaning there would 
still be space available if  it transpired that more than 300 homes are eventually required. 
 
You could also start off by building away from the flood zone on the western boundary, rather than starting building in the flood 
zone, as you may never need to build there anyway. 
 
One of the negatives is no existing bus route, but they can easily be established during the build phase or soon afterwards. 
 
Building on the C1 or C2 sites would be madness and verging on irresponsible, given the railway station traffic already using 
Coggeshall Road, the bends in Coggeshall Road and the already present congestion in Station Road, between the railway bridge 
and the bottom of the High Street. The proposal for C2 states that highway infrastructure improvements are only a 'possibility', so 
we shouldn't hold our breath on that happening until someone has been killed on Coggeshall Road! 
 
History has shown that going for a size that fits 'now' is invariably a bad option. Whoever thought Heathrow and the M25 would be 
as congested as they are now! 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

41 A only if there is good access to A12 both directions. 
No to the rest! 
B all traffic going to Colchester will have to go through High Street. 
C1 and C2 Coggeshall Rd near station junction with High Street and accident waiting to happen. 
Separate letter attached to form: I am trying to be constructive with my comments here:- Village is not designed to have further 
estates, quite a lot is flood plains and I have been worried on a couple of occasions.  All sights recommended are about 30minutes 
walk to high street and station and you do not have many people walking that far this day and now especially when pouring with 
rain so where will the cars go?  300 houses means at least 450 cars to be parked near their houses.  Re flooding what plans are 
there for when we get a flood ?? concrete ?? no ??  away.  Thank you for allowing a choice. 

42 Felt traffic could use back road to come out at Rivenhall instead of using Maldon Road (London bound traffic) 

43 Less existing village dwellings are directly affected by the additional properties 

44 Potential for a new a12 junction 

45 All sites with the exception of Ewell Hall will overload the existing high street in the village 

46 This self contained area of 600 houses would also open up an additional A12 entrance that would really help the village congestion. 
This also provides a decent amount of new houses. 

47 Possible new a12 junction at Feering 

48 Site would have an option of putting slip roads directly onto the A12 with less impact on the village. 

49 The availability of a new a12 junction to Tiptree 

50 The roads for the Monks Hall sites are unsuitable and will lead to major traffic problems at certain times of day 

51 It is the site that least affects existing residents 

52 Negatives are easier to overcome than at other 3 sites 

53 Hope would force new A12 access 

54 Provides a bypass for the village so non Kelvedon Coggeshall traffic can access A12 directly. 

55 Creates green space around the flood plain at the heart of the future village.  Site close to school. 

56 This is the only one that mentions a new a12 junction. This should be in place before any new development 

57 The proposed junction on the A12 for Feering Tiptree. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

58 The other areas will more negatively impact the other residential areas due to poor traffic management plans for the 
developments.  
Dual access to Tiptree will positively affect everyone. 

59 Land will allow a larger development if needed. 

60 Possible new access to A12 junction in Feering towards Colchester & London 

61 The potential new access to the A12 at Feering would be very beneficial and traffic from new development would not contest high 
street 

62 New a12 junction 

63 Less traffic in the high street 

64 This has least impact on the village but is dependent upon a junction being constructed with the A12 

65 Development would be away from congested High Street 

66 Selection made on basis of new access to the A12 or other route avoiding high street. Otherwise option C1 would have been 
chosen. 

67 Because it will be less congestion of traffic in London Road and won't be overlooked by too many houses in the village. 

68 This site means resultant traffic can avoid the congested high street.  Minimal impact on countryside and no archaeology on site. 
Housing here would be spread out. 
Monks Hall does not have good access and would contribute to traffic problems. 

69 1. Only work with access to new junction on A12 
2. Least flood plain per house (could be back gardens) 
3. Carries on extension of old meadows thus keeping Kelvedon a traditional linear village 
4. provides all 600 required by government 

70 furthest towards A12 (closest) 

71 It concentrates the villages to form a more coherent whole which can be completed by the use of the land behind Gore Pitt. The 
development of better road linkages would receive greater impetus from the use of this site 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

72 Existing infrastructure such as sewage systems on London road (B) unable to cope with amount of extra housing, C2 is half on a 
flood plain where as C1's access would be blocked by it whereas barely any of the stretch of A is in the flood plain (comparative to 
the amount of space to number of houses planned). Also all but A would have a hugely negative impact on the already bad traffic 
situation that is Kelvedon High Street/Feering hill while A has the ability to connect directly with the A12 (which reduces the impact 
of the restricted access to the site from the existing village). Also the drawbacks of site A will be less detrimental than those of the 
other sites. 

73 I am in favour of Site A provided the access road to the A12 at Feering is built because Bridgefoot bridge would not cope with the 
increased traffic 

74 Possibility of road to Tiptree thereby preventing Tiptree traffic through village 

75 possibility of new A12 junction at Feering for Coggeshall and Tiptree bound traffic, thus reducing through traffic in Kelvedon High 
Street in particular emergency vehicles and commercial vehicles. also A site would appear to be the least detrimental option 

76 It might encourage the powers that be to give us dual access to the A12 at both ends of the village 

77 Access from Inworth Rd and the other end of the site onto London Rd takes traffic out of the High St. Will combine better with the 
Crown Estates development than any of the other sites it will also be important to screen the development from Brockwell 
Meadows 

78 No extra traffic on the High Street if there are exits to A12 at either end of the development and no detrimental effects on the 
setting of the village. 

79 Hopefully less impact on village during construction regarding traffic, noise and dust 

80 Need for 2-way intersection with A12 including access for Tiptree traffic, means this development will have least adverse effect on 
traffic along high Street, and will add pressure to improving services to Tiptree 

81 More likely to increase possible new A12 junction at Feering (and for Tiptree traffic).  
300 houses mean they don't have to build on the flood plain area. New A12 junction not hard to reroute existing bus off A12 from 
Tiptree at Feering through estate and down London Rd. Sufficient space for extra houses and trees bushes and screening to protect 
footpaths and ensure both sides of river walks are protected and in over looked. 

82 Large single site with potential access to London road to ease road congestion. There might be a12 road noise sound proofing 
added, add is so close, which would make the existing village quieter at night. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

83 Chose this option providing there is direct access for traffic to A12 both directions. 

84 I would prefer that none of the housing proposals/developments are actioned but my concerns are for the infrastructure of 
Kelvedon and surrounding villages and the destruction of land for housing at a cost to our wildlife.  Is there provision for social 
housing? will there be improved access to the A12 before development? 

85 Building on flood sites - barriers must be built to eliminate the risk of flooding. 
Already the High Street has more traffic than safe. Not enough crossings for school children so we need to keep traffic out of it as 
much as possible/ 

86 - would make more composite village 
- would less High St. congestion 
- steers clear of station complex 

87 I have chosen this as the best of a bad lot. Do not want these houses in our village, which will not be a village any more? 

88 Out of sight of main village roads 

89 The main factor is the addition of an entrance/exit to the A12. Cutting an enormous amount of HGV traffic that now come through 
the village. 

90 Possible new a12 junction at Feering towards London 

91 Least disruption by building traffic and possible press case for a12 access improvement 

92 This option means that there will have to be a new two way junction including access for Tiptree traffic to the A12 reducing the 
need for through traffic in the already congested Kelvedon High Street and Feering Hill. 
 
The fact that developers are not being required to provide two way junction upgrades at Feering and Kelvedon for other plans 
makes these unsustainable for the two villages. 

93 Providing two way access to the A12 for this development with the added benefit of access to Tiptree. 

94 Hopefully a new junction at Feering will reduce traffic through the village. That should be one of the conditions of the site. Also 
would give access out of the village if an accident etc blocked the high street. Less impact on the main village. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site A  Ewell Hall 

95 This site will dovetail better with the proposed development in Feering and may even help the case for the much needed junction 
improvements at both ends of the village on to the A12.  Although it will be seen from Brockwell Meadows, sympathetic 
landscaping and screening could mitigate any negative impact. 

96 i am reluctant to tick any of the sites as I think they are all equally unsuitable but A seems the lesser of 4 evils. 

97 The extra A12 junction is badly needed already. It will relieve a lot of traffic through the village. 
 
The other options will lead to gridlock around rush hour, particularly down station road, which is bad enough now and down to 
one single lane where the cars park. 

98 There is space for further development if it becomes necessary after 2033, also the possibility of 4 way junction and link up with 
Feering 

99 This site provides best site for new road development for site and to connect traffic to Tiptree so making village quieter 

100 Too much traffic around station area already.  Another A12 junction Is needed. 

101 Alternative have greater input in through traffic systems and B greater impact on approach 

102 Nearer to the A12 and away from the high street and yet still be in part of the countryside. riverside still built though and that was 
a flood plain 

103 Most likely to result in improved A12 junctions, least likely to increase traffic through High Street, 500+ size of development most 
likely to result in infrastructure and services improvements. 

104 Hope this ensures the new junction off the A12. 

105 1. new access to A12 will give option to go to Witham railway stations as with options c 1 and c2 amount of traffic on the road will 
not cope with junction onto High Street. Coggeshall rd is too narrow and winding dangerous.  
2. C2 site is classed as flood plain - no house insurance FACT. 
3, site A will not effect the character of Kelvedon and it can take the most housing 

106 Site could provide future housing needs 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

   

1 If a junction is created at London road end to get on the A12 Colchester bound there would minimal impact all round. All other 
options require massive infrastructure changes 

2 Ewell Hall would be a travesty on the surrounding environment and the family friendly walks that are currently there. 
Monks Farm would gridlock the junction onto the high street. I can see many an accident happening. It is already a nightmare 
crossing the road especially for children. 

3 Least damaging to maintain village character and good few amenities 

4 It will have less impact on traffic near the junction of the High Street and Coggeshall road which is already at capacity and 
dangerous 

5 A- Ewell Hall : disassociated from village - poor access - access to local amenities by foot over new bridges via Riverside Park?. 
Development would however provide much needed sound screen from A12 traffic noise! 
C1& C2- Monks Farm : concerns over road capacity and Station Rd / High street junction which will need significant improvement. 
Most additional traffic would use the Station Rd / High street junction leading to increased congestion in the high street - single 
access roundabout for site C1 will lead to congestion particularly so close to the station  
B- London Rd: pedestrian access to station via  
Church Road/ Thorne Road - Easier traffic access on to new development which does not require additional traffic to always come 
through the existing High street - provision of a min of x2 access points through mini roundabouts on London Road would allow for 
better traffic movement in to new scheme - site cannot expand and would be phased over a number of years 

6 On bus route. Road access on other sites even if new roads very troublesome. All have too much impact on village in scale 
suggested especially on schools 

7 Sites A, C1 and C2 are nice scenic areas with more wildlife and frequently used by local walkers 

8 Maintains 'shape' of village, other sites have greater impact on this, and / or greater traffic impact. Ewell Hall has big impact of 
view from Riverside and is too close to A12, and is an asset for walking and insulating the village, Monks Farm would congest 
village. 

9 Very close to A12 so would not need to flow through the village even traffic going to Colchester could get on A12 at Rivenhall slip 
road 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

10 Traffic going both towards Colchester and Chelmsford can join the south bound carriageway. More amenities possible, least 
intrusion to the village landscape, obvious place for development. 

11 Site B has easier access to the very necessary new access on/off the A12. Not all the traffic would need to travel along the High 
Street or in the case of site C1/C2 at the junction of High Street and Coggeshall Road. Coggeshall Road cannot take any more 
traffic! 

12 Can be built without impact on existing houses and less impact on infrastructure. the land isn't used for any other purpose and 
houses already exist in the location. Therefore it is suitable and near enough to the village centre, infrastructure etc. Site C2 is a 
ridiculous suggestion. 

13 London Road is already developed on both sides.  If this site was developed Kelvedon would still retain it's village feel.  If Ewell Hall 
was chosen the village would lose a beautiful circular walk that takes in Brockwell Meadows, the river, footpaths through Ewell Hall 
farmland and Worlds End Lane. An example of what makes Kelvedon such a lovely place to live. 

14 Out of site, out of mind. Least damaging to wildlife 

15 Traffic can completely avoid the High Street by using the A12 south bound and there is the big possibility of another slip road being 
built which can lead traffic onto the A12 north bound also from this end of the village. It is a big enough site to include another 
primary school which will be needed if houses are being built in any part of Kelvedon. Ewell Hall is one of the most scenic places in 
our village so this would not be a good option and Monks Farm would have horrendous access issues with the junction at Station 
Road plus all of the parked cars down that road too. Also not big enough for another school etc. 

16 Away from possible flooding. 
Having lived on the Coggeshall Road for 40 years it would be chaos C1 & C2 traffic wise & flooding (having lived in Kelvedon 68 
years) 

17 The current congestion at the Coggeshall Rd High Street junction including deliveries to One Stop at busy train times.   
We were not granted permission to build on the side of our house due to spoiling the appearance on entry to the village from 
Coggeshall now the council are proposing a whole housing estate. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

18 This is the only option that does not need changes to the existing road infrastructure. Ewell hall is dependant on changes to the 
A12 links and Monks farm would require major changes to avoid problems at the junction with the high street. On the other hand, 
London road can link to the existing infrastructure easily. According to previous reports, approx 30% of traffic goes to Chelmsford, 
so that can go direct to the A12. There is also capacity for a junction to be added to the A12 to allow traffic to travel to Colchester. 
There is minimum impact on the village in my opinion as these houses will be behind existing properties so will not really be seen. 

19 Less construction traffic passing through the village. Access to bus stops. Will allow possibility of small industrial units being built 
providing local jobs. Less intrusive to existing village. Avoids known traffic "pinch" points at Station Road/ High Street and 
blockages on Station Road 

20 We didn't decide to have this middle class housing it was forced on us. 

21 Where as I can see that the Ewell Hall site would make more sense for not having London or Colchester bound traffic along the 
High St, I would  Hate to see the land of Ewell Hall area built on...especially as a former Riverside Way resident who used to love 
the views of farmland across the river..and I'm considering my neighbours  who still do. Similar for both Monks Farm sites too. 
London  Road site wouldn’t appear as such a blot on the landscape to many existing dwellings and generally seems lesser of the 
evils 

22 Least impact on traffic in the village. 

23 It will be easier for construction traffic to access 

24 Community sentiment 

25 To appeal to older and young families. The elderly could easily access bus routes. Young family could easily access school ( possible 
additional school to be built) 

26 London Road is an unattractive approach to the village. Development cannot make it look any worse 

27 None are really suitable but London Rd is least unsuitable. 

28 For any development of this scale it seems essential that access to the A12 is vastly important. The main problems with C1 and C2 
is the congestion that will inevitably occur on Coggeshall Rd/Station Rd. site A  leaves them abandoned over the river with a long 
way round to the village amenities. 

29 I live on Riverside estate, Ewell hall option looks over this and I regularly walk here on footpaths. Coggeshall road sites would cause 
even more mayhem in high street 

30 Keep traffic to a minimum on the high street 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

31 Site A is the only one with the least detrimental effect on Kelvedon, especially High Street. 
Access to Inworth Road (B1023) means station and village available. 
Although 600 houses proposed. It is larger in area than the London Road site (also 600), therefore room for School / Shop etc. if 
needed. 
B, C1, C2 all means extra High Street Traffic, causing more congestion. 

32 Flooding surface water from new developments 

33 Kelvedon is a ribbon development along the line of the railway and A12. Site B continues this theme. I believe the increased traffic 
created by any development will be less from this site as most will be London ( Witham) bound... even for the station. The main 
negative of this site seems to be the height which could be overcome with suitable planning... need for bungalows? 

34 Traffic congestion in station road is already bad at peak times and C1/ C2 will make it worse. Local amenities similar walking 
distance for all 4 options. C1 field level is above levels of Coggeshall road property gardens will be significantly overlooked. 

35 Bus route; easy access to site; room for improved infrastructure 

36 There are only three sites, this survey is biased. Sites C1 and C2 should be joined together, the developer has stated that they will 
not develop site C2 without C1. This survey makes it look like Monks Farm has the least amount of negative points but if join C1 
and C2 together then all three potential sites have equal amount of negative points. 

37 Other sites are not viable due to flooding, poor road access. Percentages quoted not correct. High street will be much more 
congested. Site b could have easy access to a12 north and south. 

38 Site A puts pressure on bridge that cannot be widened. Will impact on river and nature/wildlife/environment. Site C1 & C2 impact 
on station road which is already congested and Railway Bridge cannot be widened 

39 Most traffic will go to London (hopefully) in time a slip road to the A12 for traffic to Colchester (hopefully) 

40 Volume of traffic roads access A12 village Feering 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

41 Site A, whilst it could have direct access to the bypass, is totally cut off from the village. 
 
Sites C1 & C2 will cause terrible traffic problems on station road at a junction that is already hazardous. 
 
Therefore, Site B is the only viable option in our opinion. I expect, traffic wanting to head towards Colchester from this site would 
also probably do so via Rivenhall as it will be quicker. 

42 London Road option allows easy access to A12 to Chelmsford and  M25 etc. All others require major work on junctions.  There is no 
guarantee there will another access to A12 north of village will be built. London Road option would cause least disruption during 
construction of houses. 

43 All other site have access through side roads that are already heavily congested by local traffic and residential/commuter parking. 
Station Road also  suffers periodic flooding from both the river and water running off of the fields at Monks Farm. London Road 
provides direct access to the A12 without the need to use the High Street and traffic wanting to travel towards Colchester can 
access the A12 via the Silver End interchange via Maldon Road or the A12. 

44 Less impact on village re access to A12. Less impact on high street. A more accessible site on a straight wide road. 

45 It is the obvious choice, as it will have the least impact on village life. 

46 Possible roads missing Kelvedon High street for Coggeshall and Tiptree traffic 

47 My concern with all of these choices is the impact of traffic through the High Street. Even the London Road site will mean a big 
increase on people travelling North on A12. 

48 Junctions could be better positioned on this road. 
construction materials for the site would cause less problems 
Building on this land would make existing housing in the area more joined to the village 

49 the London Road site is furthest from our house and least disruptive of our dog walking routes 

50 If it was 100% guaranteed that a new junction on a12 would be made if site a got the go ahead we may think differently, but don't 
believe that's a given 

51 Less congestion through high street 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

52 The non-negotiable part of this is that Kelvedon MUST have 300 new homes even though we are at saturation point regarding 
roads/rail parking/environment etc. If these 300 homes are built at London Road, the space for the other 300 homes could be used 
to plant a mix of 1,000 native British trees to mitigate the environment problems and flood risks. Alternatively, the 300 homes 
could be built on the Ewell Hall site although this is good agriculture land and we must never rely on imports and a high value 
pound to keep us fed.  The Monks Farm development will make a dangerous road a death trap. 

53 Monks Farm option assumes that traffic will not use Station Road and its busy junction. 
 
Ewell Hall assumes a new junction at Feering, and that traffic will not use the High Street.  It is also the worst option in relation to 
construction traffic. 

54 None of the four sites have direct access onto the A12 road (both directions) and no permission should be given without the 
developer being required to provide some direct access (both directions). However, the London Road sites requires less works to 
achieve that access. 

55 Easiest access to London bound A12.  Keeps construction traffic away from the village.  Monks Farm would further impact on the 
traffic problems on Coggeshall Road and Station Road, causing further congestion, especially at peak commuter times. 

56 No one in Kelvedon wants any of these builds.  I have lived here all of my life and I am quite sure that all or any of these builds will 
effect village life.  You make out that we have a choice but we haven’t really.  I chose London Road because its the furthest away 
from me but I don’t want ANY! Kelvedon is meant to be a village and I believe you won’t stop until you have built on all allocated 
areas and completely destroyed the once quiet village of Kelvedon 

57 Direct road to London bound a12 exist and on the outskirts of the village 

58 Best to get straight on to A12 to Withal Chelmsford, London. Much ?? part to have a house. Easy for village shops 

59 Clearly the best option out side of the busy village centre, easy access to the A12 London bound. 
If new shops can be supplied it will be a perfect location. 

60 The traffic will not have to drive through the village as they will have access to the A12 from that site. The village would not cope 
with the excessive traffic at certain times of day with any of the other sites. 

61 Least visual impact. The flood risks and transport issues could be mitigated by the design. Would be the easiest access to the site. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

62 Best of 4 alternatives - monks farm options are traffic chaos and Ewell hall too remote from the rest of the village 

63 Not all traffic will need to go down High Street. Best location for travelling to London/Chelmsford/Witham for A12. Nicer location 
to live. Easily walkable to shops. On bus route. 

64 The other sites are built on the flood plain. They also are along already congested side roads whereas this has direct access to 
London Road. The mention of archaeology is questionable given that the major Roman site was built over with the construction of 
the Riverside Estate. 

65 Keeps Kelvedon south of the rail line and traffic away from the Station Road/High Street junction. 

66 Traffic going both north and south bound on the A12 can join without coming through village is even if going to Colchester it can go 
to towards Rivenhall first. Developer has offered new amenities, unlike others. It has less impact on the community as footpaths 
are not disrupted. It offers the opportunity for any future development.  Any roundabouts put in will positively slow traffic on 
London Rd hence is safest option. 

67 Traffic access to all the other sites will be by roads that are already heavily congested during peak times. 

68 River flooding potential worse than present 

69 I will cause the least impact on the overall village 

70 Close links to A12. Like idea of shops and recreation areas provided. 

71 Kelvedon cannot sustain the traffic generated by the other options. The Feering entrance/exit onto the London bound A12 will 
almost certainly never be built. It is desperately needed now, and Option A will be a disaster for the traffic congestion and 
environment. 

72 C2 is a major flood plain area. C1+C2 are not viable due to access to station road and high street junction which is already a major 
log jam (as a commuter who uses this road and route to Coggeshall too has minor road into that village over bridge single file). A at 
Ewell farm poses even more issues re access as only track now and any junction needed is likely to feed Tiptree and Feering not 
this site. It would also significantly impact on views etc from riverside and totally spoil quiet riverside nature reserve. London road 
on bus route so there is access to station 

73 Close to village centre easy access to A12 London bound nicest location 

74 It is just my preferred option, keeps there village linear and puts there new houses close to the A12 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site B London Road 

75 London Rd doesn't involve putting access onto an already dangerous and congested road which Monks Farm does. London Rd 
doesn't involve know 
Cling down existing houses and relocating existing tenants who don't want to move thus impacting on families and village heritage. 
London Rd can access the a12 without going through the village 

76 Good access to A12, near bus route, short walk from main shops/ amenities. Good footpath to, school. Could make cycle path to 
station via Church St, Church fields, Rolley Lane bridge to downside car park and cycle racks. 

77 The overwhelming consideration of building hundreds of houses on any one site must be focussed on traduce implications. Both 
the Monks Farm sites if developed to the extent suggested will cause gridlock at the station road/ High St junction. The ticks and 
crosses method of indicating benefits and drawbacks does note weight each one according to the impact it has. 

78 The best chance of A12 junction at Feering for London and Colchester bound 

79 This land has no existing public access/use, is reasonably level and has no significant landscape features or trees. It has direct 
access to primary road with bus route, and allows south bound traffic exit/entry from the village without using High St. Use for 
development is less detrimental on the setting of the village than other proposed sites. Development should be on north side only, 
land to south of London Rd proposed for parkland/public access which is significant benefit. 

80 Ideal situation, straight road for easy access near a12 with a new access onto a12 northbound Kelvedon High St can be avoided so 
less congestion and still walkable to station. Plus it's the cheaper option 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site C1 Monks Farm 

   

1 We should resist development until the infrastructure is part of the plan -roads/A12 intersection, schools and railway capacity. 

2 Not on a flood plain 

3 However would need to improve junction by the one stop. 

4 No large scale development wanted. 

5 A: Would mean a massive increase in the size of the village and literally join the development areas proposed for Feering. Access 
from anywhere within Kelvedon would be difficult, vastly increased traffic, pollution and divide the village across the river and is 
unlikely to provide enough services, education, recreation etc. to counter the large number of houses. 
 
B involves building on flood plain at some near to the village. But would be my second choice. 
 
C2 covers substantial areas of the flood plain, any building here would increase flood risk along the rest of the river through 
Kelvedon. This is just the wrong parcels of land! 

6 Both Ewell Hall and London Road sites are extending the village and have more impact than the other sites. 

7 It would be asking for trouble to approve a site that is larger than required. It would then be too easy for the authorities to burden 
us with even more additional housing. 

8 I have recently moved to the area from Harold Wood for the village life and less crowded. I have seen first hand what over 
development can cause with Harold Wood Hospital which was demolished and high number of houses and flats built. Also this can 
be seen in Harold Hill.  The infrastructure is not there re schools, transport. Monks Farm will only have a max of 300 so less of an 
impact. 

9 close to local amenities which is what is desired. 

10 vehicular access to Ewell Hall site is severely defective due to narrow bridge over river on Maldon Road which has a load 
restriction, and ridiculously narrow and bad access onto Tiptree Road being the alternative 

11 Close to station, therefore not generating local car trips to station. Relatively invisible in the landscape. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site C1 Monks Farm 

12 Need to keep as our village not make larger 

13 Has the least number of negatives against it 

14 There is better access 

15 The site has the least detrimental impact on the village. Ewell hall/ London road sites are too big and are on larger agricultural 
areas 

16 a smaller development as the village can't cope with more 

17 The only site that does not include the flood plain as part of the development. 
Walking distance to the station. 
Least impact on the Village 

18 300 houses NOT on flood plain 

19 This is the only site that is not built on the flood plane and is of the lowest number of houses. 

20 All the other developments alter the character of the village, pose a threat to wildlife particularly the Ewell Hall proposal will 
destroy the aspect of Kelvedon leading in from the south as existing bridge and infrastructure would not be suitable for increased 
use. 
As this is a commuter village primarily for access to London surely development closer to the station is favourable. 

21 Close to station 

22 I viewed the a sites as a newcomer to Kelvedon who travels by rail to London. C1 and C2 give good access to the rail station. A and 
b sites are rather remote from the village and tend towards ribbon development to the a12 which must be upgraded to 3 lanes 

23 Need to keep as a village not a town 

24 There are 6 positive and 3 negative points regarding this site, a better ratio than the other options 

25 Keeps the development as close as possible to current housing. Walking distance to station 

26 Smallest but still believe will impact village adversely. 

27 Lower impact, reducing the risk of flooding for existing properties, doesn't completely surround New Town, close to station and 
bus services 

28 it has the least impact on the village than the other options although we are not happy with any developments as the village does 
not have the infrastructure to cope with them. 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site C1 Monks Farm 

29 Close to railway station & existing shops & village centre 

30 Neither Ewell Hall nor London Road are better in any of the above aspects - traffic, amenity, environment or maintaining the village 
character 

31 A - Housing will suffer from A12 noise and pollution 
 
A & B open the way to ribbon development 

32 Not much to choose between the two Monks Farm options but C1 is further from the flood zone, so have voted for that 

33 C2 is on a flood plane so the only option is C1 

34 None of the options are really viable unless the road/rail infrastructure is in place 

35 It's the least worst option. In it's favour is it's proximity to the railway station and the fact that the views from road approaches to 
the village will be little effected. 

36 This option has the fewest drawbacks. It looks the obvious choice to me 

37 Only has limit of 300 houses not 600 so lessening the impact on services in the village not in a flood zone 

38 No building on the flood plain 

39 Site A not suitable. Poor access roads. Building here would curtail surface water drainage in this area which would lead to flooding 
in the Riverside area and on the A12 trunk road. Site A does not meet any of the criteria above in 2, in particular it fails to maintain 
village character, is larger than needed and has the potential to become urban sprawl.   Site B fails to meet all the criteria in 2 
above. Site C2 would be a natural extension to C1 in future years beyond 2033, if done with care. We did not participate in the May 
survey as we only moved to the village in June this year. 

40 Least impact 

41 Not within flood zone. Does not stretch village towards rive hall. One of the smaller sites. Why have. Ire houses than we have to! 

42 Offers the better option of limiting development to the number of houses sought by BDC and avoids the overdevelopment implicit 
in 600 units 

43 Less houses better for wildlife. Less traffic through village 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site C1 Monks Farm 

44 C1 has greatest access to existing transport infrastructure and village centre.  BUT, we remain of the view that development should 
be split across sites B and C1. 

45 I don't believe the alternative access to A12 at Inworth will happen soon enough, making Ewell Hall a poor choice for access.  
Behind the train station sites cause more traffic implications to the village. 

46 No need to add to traffic problems or parking in High St.  This would need slip road,   easily provided near Prested hall Hotel to 
allow traffic go towards Chelmsford but not through the village 

47 We do not really agree to any more development in Kelvedon but this is the least damaging.  There is enough natural growth in the 
village, eg the area that was once part of the Scope charity the Greenfields developments within the village.  No one has definitely  
committed to increasing the infrastructure.  The additional A12 junction at Inworth is so far only a possibility. 

48 Sites A and B far too big and would not maintain village character. site C2 largely on flood plain so impractical 

49 Joins the village 

50 Monks Farm is very close to the station and a lot of workers in Kelvedon and Feering commute to work in London, but also in 
Colchester and Chelmsford.  Being close to the station will reduce commuter traffic through the village.  There are already a cluster 
of shops and pubs, etc at the station end of the village so there would be no need for extra similar facilities which could reduce the 
profitability of the existing businesses.  Developing Monks Farm would give a tighter footprint to the village instead of becoming a 
ribbon development.  Access to the site could be improved by building a bigger bridge at the end of New Road (by the co-op). 

51 Backs on to existing development area 

52 The only one not in a flood zone! It is irresponsible to build in a known flood zone. My house is near the Ewell Hall site and nearly 
flooded on 23 June 2016 - i.e. the height of summer - photos available. Also as a pedestrian using roads near Bridgefoot Bridge, I 
am alarmed to think of extra traffic using that route. It is narrow, badly lit and very dangerous. 

53 Only site not on flood zone. Currently existing house owners cannot get house insurance. other sites need serious improvements to 
road access and infrastructure. Appear to be no firm guarantees on this. Near to station 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site C1 Monks Farm 

54 Only site not in flood zone.  
Close to station 
Most central site 

55 Need to keep the centre of the village where it is. Monks farm development is good for commuters too. 

56 Whilst accepting a need for further housing we should consider smaller developments that can integrate better with the exciting 
community. Also there is already huge problems with people using the station and parking around residential streets. 

57 Better to have smaller development in several areas that can be absorbed into existing community. 

58 We particularly object to Ewell Hall option as this would completely ruin the peaceful rural scene by the Brockwell meadows and 
along the river. 

59 i feel it is the least invasive option 

60 Kelvedon should not have more than 300 houses there are severe problems with all the sites and we didn't really want to vote for 
any! This is the best of a bad lot, people might at least walk to the station from here. The land at Ewell hall does make Kelvedon a 
bit special 

61 Access is an issue but maybe it will trigger improvement at station Rd / High street Junction!!? 

62 Proximity to the station. 
Does not cause the village to sprawl in the way that other options do. 

63 Having witnessed the damage caused when the village was flooded a few years ago I feel building on the flood zone should be 
avoided 

64 First 2 sites would make village look congested and spoil walks by the river 

65 We think that the people that can afford these new homes will possibly be commuters so hopefully walk or cycle to the station. An 
extra Drs surgery and convenience store will probably be needed for the extra people. 

66 Smaller impact to existing residents, possibility of smaller detached bungalows to enable downsizing 

67 Site A will have a very detrimental effect on the riverside estate and Brockwell meadows 

68 Unless London road is policed by both police/ Braintree council/ Essex highways, any development here would cause serious 
damage to the environment/ cause serious accidents 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site C1 Monks Farm 

69 Within walking distance of station and bus stops, thus less traffic using High Street and Station Road to access Public Transport. 

70 EASIER ACCESS TO AND FROM A12 

71 Does not spoil any of the river views/wildlife and not so intrusive on our lovely village. 
HATE the Ewell Hall and London Road sites. 
[c1] near to station so may use trains easily rather than more traffic in village 

72 LEAST DAMAGING TO THE CHARACTER OF THE VILLAGE WITH GOOD TRANSPORT LINKS WITH MINIMAL COMMUTER IMPACT OF 
TRAVEL TO AND FROM KELVEDON RAILWAY STATION 

73 but requires significant improvement to surrounding roads 

74 300 houses are more than enough for a village as small as Kelvedon. If we have to have housing allocation on this scale. easy access 
for rail passengers. London Road and Ewell Hall are far too big for the facilities at Kelvedon i.e. schools, Health would be unable to 
cope 

75 Nearest to the station which has no room for any more cars nor on the flood plain. All the options will need careful consideration 
to the traffic going through the village. 300 houses will be a minimum of 1000 cars 

76 None apply.  All will impact traffic, ruin the village character and 3/4 are flood areas. 
 
Too little information to make an informed choice 
 
Whatever site is chosen, amenities will have to be built e.g. doctors already at capacity, St Marys school at capacity and Boots 
pharmacy is failing in its job to the village already. 
 
At least another 300-600 cars up and down high street plus parking at existing amenities 

77 Commuters can walk to the station. 
The site does not distort the centre of the village 
It is only 300 houses 

78 Only one not in a flood zone. 

79 not on flood plane. no known archaeology. only 300 houses not 600.  will not impact historic visual aesthetics of village 
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No Comments made to support choice of Site C1 Monks Farm 

80 Smaller development lower overall impact 

81 Proximity to railway station is a big plus because of the knock-on benefit to reduced traffic congestion 

82 Least impact on traffic along Kelvedon High Street whilst also within feasible distance to the High Street on foot and to bus 
stops/railway station for residents. Furthermore, it would not affect the traditional look of the village. 

83 Restricts development to 300 houses 

84 As this site is closer to the village amenities it should feel as though it is part of the existing village rather than an off shoot. Option 
A & B are too removed from the centre/village. 

85 Best option. Convenient for railway station. 

86 Geography & historic 

87 Furthest from flood plain 

88 Ewell Hall was NOT an option when I first submitted my comments. 

89 Residents could walk to station and amenities such as butchers/garage/pubs/one stop/Chinese without having to use cars. The site 
appears not to interfere with the river/flood plain. Site for three hundred houses rather than more. 

90 Monks Farm close to railway station 
Monks Farm close to shops with easy access to High Street, school and GP surgeries 
Development will maintain the core of the village 

91 Least obtrusive 

92 Traffic congestion along high street to a12 

93 No environmental negatives compared with the other options and does not include building on flood plain. 

 

  



 

39 

No Comments made to support choice of Site C2 Monks Farm Alternative 

   

1 This site is only able to accommodate 300 houses, although we have been told only 300 will be built, I have concerns that if the 2 
bigger sites are used more houses will be put on it. 

2 EWELL HALL AND LONDON ROAD SITES ARE TOO LARGE AND CONSTRUCTION WOULD CAUSE TOO MUCH CHAOS GETTING INTO 
THE VILLAGE FROM VARIOUS DIRECTIONS.  THE VILLAGE AJCANNOT COPE ON DAYS WHEN THE A 12 IS IN TROULE.  WE MUST 
HAVE ANOTHER ROUTE ONTO THE A12 

3 Only capacity for 300 houses 

4 If 300 houses are required then why offer the option of sites that can have 600 on them. Stick to the minimum. 

5 Lesser of the evils. All development will have a negative effect on already overwhelmed London Road and village centre. 

6 Would prefer no houses this site is only 300 and furthest from the village centre 

7 Do not believe that a new junction on the A12 will be built. This has influenced our decision. 

8 Kelvedon and Feering cannot cope with more traffic. Building 600 homes is 600-1200 cars, also trains cannot cope now. 

9 Better option than London road and Ewell hall as feel these 2 sites also offer more to keeping landscape intact 

10 Any homes built in Kelvedon will be purchased in the main by commuters who will use the station. This option will be the only one 
where new residents can easily walk to the station. 

11 If the London Road site were chosen we would get 600 houses not 309! 

12 I am not in favour of any development for the village this is the lesser of all evils. 

13 SMALLEST- K AND F DOESN'T NEED ANY LARGER DEVELOPMENT  IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE LOCAL NEEDS. 

14 Helpfully improve infrastructure prior to development 

15 Hope you will sort out Thorne Road, Croft Road and Church Road before taking Green Belt land 

16 None that will ever be considered by the planners 
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Two voting forms were returned with no site selected, however they made the following comments which we note below. 

1. Refurbish renovate current buildings instead of taking good land for building and causing more air and noise poluution. 

2. any site will be detrimental to all of the above! 
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We received a number of queries and comments by email to  info@kelvedon-np.co.uk or via the website page.  These mainly concerned site specific 

questions, planning issues and the processes used for the survey. The KNP survey working party aimed to answer these queries as promptly as possible.  

In some case responses were circulated between group members before replying, to ensure consistency and to share information. On 4 November we 

published a list of FAQs on our website http://kelvedon-np.co.uk/faqs-survey-sites/. The table below shows all queries received, the date and our reply.  

Where possible replies are shown alongside queries.  Where multiple emails have been received from the same person, they appear in chronological 

order.   Within these tables the correspondee is refered to as Person A, Person B etc, to maintain anonymity, although some of these comments copied 

here were published on a website first in response to queries made there. 

Person A 
 
 
 
 
 

30.10.16 Are you able to answer a couple of questions 
for me regarding the C2 Monks Farm site 
please? 
 
 
 
When was this added to the list of proposed 
sites? Living in Coggeshall Road I was 
concerned when I became aware of the other 
Monks Farm proposal and have been 
monitoring its progress. However the 
proposed development of this side of the road 
on previously undeveloped agricultural land 
appears to be a surprise late addition. 
 
 
Has any flood assessment of the Blackwater 
river in the Station Road, Coggeshall Road area 
been carried out? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The process of developing a Local Plan by BDC includes three periods when 
they ask local landowners to submit parcels of land for consideration for 
development whether that's housing, employment or education land etc. 
 The last period closed on August 19 2016.   The preceding 8 week period 
was when these latest sites were added including Moorings, Watering 
Farm, Bridge Farm, Windmill Farm as well as Ewell Hall and another strip 
on London Road.  There are no more periods when further land can be 
submitted for consideration.  So this is the final list of possible sites. 
 
 
The plan on the survey shows the extent of the published flood zones (2 
and 3) and have come from BDC's own maps. 
 

mailto:info@kelvedon-np.co.uk
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Has any traffic assessment taking account of 
the commuter traffic using Kelvedon railway 
station been done? There is an ever increasing 
number of commuters being forced by high 
parking charges to leave their cars parked in 
the streets around the station. This adds to 
the traffic congestion along Station Road, with 
traffic frequently queuing to enter Kelvedon 
High Street, the queue extending beyond the 
Station itself . 
 
Has the impact on local wildlife been 
assessed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Has the site had a archaeology survey? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
BDC are currently undertaking a detailed traffic survey around Kelvedon 
and Feering and those results will be made available to the KNP group 
when available. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have all the known data of distribution of protected species from the 
Wildlife & Countryside Act provided by the Essex Wildlife Trust- again the 
same data that BDC have. They are not duty bound to keep data on non 
scheduled species ie rabbits and hedgehogs for instance. Any 
development site applying for planning permission would have to submit a 
detailed ecological site assessment. If any protected species were found 
either on the site or off the site but could be shown to be adversely 
affected by the development, then measures would need to be put in 
place to mitigate and protect those species.   
 
The vast majority of the village envelope  is covered by an Archaeological 
Site Planning Policy which draws a purple line around the village from the 
Railway line to the River Blackwater to the east and down towards St 
Mary's Square and around the Church.  It doesn't extend towards the west 
and Coggeshall, although areas are identified under the same policy 
around Windmill Farm and within the field to the north west of the 
Moorings site.  Given the known importance of Kelvedon we would expect 
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When will the proposed redevelopment of the 
A12 slip road take place? 
Thanks for any help you can give, 
 

archaeological 'watching briefs' to be extended to any site submitted for 
planning approval not currently included within the  current purple line of 
the Archaeological Site policy area.  Although whichever site is chosen 
either by BDC adopted Local Plan or within Kelvedon's own 
Neighbourhood Plan (if different from BDC's site selection) would probably 
have the Archaeological Site policy extended to it as well.   
 
This, as well as flood zones, and areas of nature conservation are available 
for you to see on the BDC Policy interactive map on their website.  
Honestly, who knows.  BDC want it to happen, as along with development 
in Kelvedon there are also 1000 proposed at Feering within their Strategic 
Land designation.  Colchester DC support it too as they have proposed 600 
houses within Tiptree, so there is a lot of 'willing' there.  
 
Highways England, with ECC, will be the organisation undertaking the 
assessments to develop and propose the final Colchester to Chelmsford 
widening and improvements scheme.  They have already started on 
ecological surveys this summer. I wouldn't want to give you timescales for 
proposals to be released as they have a habit of slipping - perhaps 'watch 
this space' on our KNP website would be a good idea. If you haven't signed 
up to it to receive updates then it would be worth considering. 
 
I hope that the above has been helpful to you.    

31.10.16 Are you able to say who added the Moorings 
Farm site to the list? 
 

The land was submitted to BDC for consideration by the land owner, Giles 
Coode Adams (and family) as opposed to a Planning Consultant or Land 
Agent acting on his behalf.  The details are contained within their 
submission forms that are listed on the BDC website for the consultation of 
the current draft Local Plan as mentioned below.  Unfortunately the 
website isn't particularly user friendly as each comment for and against 
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previously submitted sites, comments on policies and the submission of 
alternative sites are all muddled up together within the 150 pages of 
consultation comments on the draft local plan across the entire district.   
 
But we assure you that the site has been legitimately submitted in 
accordance with the requirements of BDC by the landowner for their land 
to be considered for possible future development.  
 
As a point of interest, it is not unusual for landowners to wait until this 
final 'call for sites round' to see what has been previously submitted by 
others elsewhere, which site the council has chosen to include in their 
draft Local Plan and what comments have been made about other sites. 
 It's the nature of the 'Planning Beast' unfortunately.  There was an 
absolute flurry of new sites submitted on the last day, almost at the 
eleventh hour for areas across the district that amounted to about a dozen 
pages of submissions to trawl through- so not surprising that you didn't 
know about it.  
 

02.11.16 In your response regarding the A12 
interchange development you mention the 
widening of the A12 between Colchester and 
Chelmsford. Do you know when this will take 
place? 
You also mention the proposal of 600 
additional houses in Tiptree. Do you know how 
many similar proposals are being made in the 
local area? 
 

The A12 is within the current 5 year plan period for Highways England.  The 
details of the scheme are on the following link: 
http://roads.highways.gov.uk/projects/a12-chelmsford-to-a120-widening-
scheme/ 
 
There are developments being considered in Feering on the Crown Estates 
land around Inworth Rd and Feering north and also what is known as West 
Tey  in conjunction with Colchester  DC to be developed into a new Garden 
Village similar to Great Notley, south of Braintree.  Sites for development 
have also been identified in Coggeshall at the former Dutch Nursery site 
and an extension to one of the existing housing estates there. 

http://roads.highways.gov.uk/projects/a12-chelmsford-to-a120-widening-scheme/
http://roads.highways.gov.uk/projects/a12-chelmsford-to-a120-widening-scheme/
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02.11.16 Thank you. Have leaflets been distributed to 
the residents affected by the Feering North, 
Inworth Road, and Coggeshall sites? If so 
would it be possible to get copies please? 
 

Survey forms have been delivered to all the houses within Kelvedon Parish 
area only.  Those living within Feering and Coggeshall PC's have their own 
Neighbourhood Plan groups who engage their communities in the planning 
process which we do not engage with at all.  We do however collaborate 
with these other NP groups on terms of shared data and in the future on 
shared policies.   
 
Our survey results will only concern itself with planning development 
within this parish. 

02.11.16 Are you able to provide any information 
regarding these sites? For example the precise 
location, number of house? 
 

All the data for the areas identified by BDC for development within the 
district are contained within the BDC draft Local Plan and associated plans; 
all of which are on their website.  This should be able to answer your 
queries.    
 
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/info/200230/planning_policy/701/new_loc
al_plan/2 
The plans showing where development is proposed in each area are 
grouped alphabetically, so Kelvedon's are within Part 7 of the Inset Plans 
whilst Coggeshall is within Part 4 and Feering in Part 5.  
 

02.11.16 Many thanks for your assistance !! 
 

 

https://www.braintree.gov.uk/info/200230/planning_policy/701/new_local_plan/2
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/info/200230/planning_policy/701/new_local_plan/2
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02.11.16 After much delving around on the web I came 
across a report on UK.Gov site entitled " 
Braintree District Settlement Fringes 
Landscape Capacity Analysis For Kelvedon.". Is 
this the source you used for the survey leaflet? 

Yes it is the document that both BDC  and KNP are using.  There are other 
earlier documents (Chris Blandford Associates 2007) concerning landscape 
capacity on the BDC website Local plan evidence data web page that this 
document stems from.  

02.11.16 Thank you. The document I referred to was 
dated 2007, is there a later version of this? 
 

We hope that these links work for you.  They are both on the BDC website 
on the evidence page linked to the Local Plan.   
 
The 2007 document was used as the basis to undertake the 2015 
assessment, so if you wish to read both, then we would recommend that 
you do so in chronological order.  
 
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/5179/kelvedon_se
ttlement_fringes_landscape_area_evaluation_text_june_2015.pdf 
 
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/5180/kelvedon_se
ttlement_fringes_landscape_area_evaluation_figures_june_2015.pdf 
 

04.11.06 Hi, in respect of the C2 site can you tell me 
what the source of the comment that 
Colchester, Coggeshall, and Tiptree bound 
traffic would not need to travel along 
Kelvedon High Street ? Certainly the traffic 
travelling to Coggeshall would use Coggeshall 
Road but all other traffic would enter 
Kelvedon High Street via the Station Road 
Kelvedon High Street junction, the very same 
junction that is listed as a con for this site. 

Residents from the C2 development travelling to Colchester or Tiptree 
would turn left at the junction with the High Street and therefore wouldn't 
be adding to the congestion that occurs between Station Rd and St Mary's 
Square along the High St.  
As you rightly point out the junction itself is still a negative.   

http://uk.gov/
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/5179/kelvedon_settlement_fringes_landscape_area_evaluation_text_june_2015.pdf
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/5179/kelvedon_settlement_fringes_landscape_area_evaluation_text_june_2015.pdf
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/5180/kelvedon_settlement_fringes_landscape_area_evaluation_figures_june_2015.pdf
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/5180/kelvedon_settlement_fringes_landscape_area_evaluation_figures_june_2015.pdf
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04.11.16 But the congestion in Station Road is presently 
exacerbated by traffic turning right into the 
High Street. Traffic turning left is thus held up 
by right turning traffic which is unable to enter 
the High Street by the almost constant stream 
of traffic from Feering Hill or the queuing 
traffic stationary in the High Street. It seems 
odd that you are merely focusing  on the High 
Street up to St Mary's Road and not taking into 
account the traffic entering from Station Road 
and Feering Hill. It must be obvious that if the 
proposed sites at Feering North, Inworth Road 
and those around Coggeshall itself are 
adopted, then the additional traffic coming 
from those site and the Tiptree Jam Factory 
site will make things considerably worse. 
 

Reply below 

04.11.16  Sorry I also meant to ask what the source of 
the comment in respect of the C2 site 
"Highways infrastructure could possibly be 
improved through the site." . 

 

The C2 site bounds with Coggeshall Rd and therefore the development 
could possibly be used as a way of 'straightening out the bends' with an 
alternative route provided through the site leaving the existing Coggeshall 
Rd to service the current properties. 

04.11.16 Where will the new road enter and exit the C2 
site? Does this mean that the C2 site will be 
split in two? And how is this intended to 
relieve local traffic congestion given that the 
traffic will still have to travel along Station 
Road into the High Street? 

We don't know the details, however on the assumption that any 
development has to have some form of road system there is the possibility 
there to improve that section of the Coggeshall Rd. 
 
As for the traffic towards the High Street, then you are right that the 
Station Rd junction would still be an issue.  BDC are considering all the 
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 traffic data and if the Coggeshall Rd area were to be developed in any way 
then they would no doubt wish to improve that somehow. 

04.11.16 Who suggested that the site provided a 
possibility to improve the road, the site owner 
or the KNP? 
 

No one has decided, it is simply a fact that if you can develop both sides of 
a road you can change the route of the road within the confines of the 
site.  

08.11.16 I find the comment regarding the London Road 
site being significantly higher than the existing 
houses as slightly odd. The fields behind the 
houses are basically flat, see attached 
photographs at 1 and 2. The site then rises at 
the western end towards Crabbs Lane, 
photograph 3. However this end is well 
beyond the existing buildings and in any event 
any development of the site could include 
measures to minimise the problem of 
overlooking. 
Whilst on the subject of overlooking why was 
no comment made regarding the same 
problem respecting the C2 site. The houses in 
Newtown are built uphill of Coggeshall Road, 
and these houses along with others overlook 
the C2 site. See photograph 4. Moorings ( a 
grade 2 listed building ), and Watering Farm 
Cottages would be surrounded on three sides 
by the development. These properties would 
suffer from being overlooked and would lose 
their rural character.  

We confirmed previously that we used the OS data from the 1/25,000 
map. This map shows the contours of the topography around the village 
which we have extrapolated to produce the statements.  We also visited all 
the sites over the past months and have taken photographs from various 
viewpoints. We included publicly accessible and private land in our data 
collection. The OS maps and site visits are the sources of our data. It is not 
possible to give detailed descriptions of topography and site appraisals 
within a single line for each site on the current survey, along with all the 
other data that we have used to describe the sites. However, it is 
important to make the distinction between the sites that would have 
houses a storey height above their neighbours at the boundary, from those 
where the changes in level is less marked against existing properties.  
  
You mentioned ground remodelling to reduce the impact of any 
development against its neighbours. This is indeed possible and we would 
hope that ground remodelling, screen planting and best practice for 
design, would be employed by the housing developers wherever the 
houses are built to lessen the impact. However the extent of ground 
modelling that a developer is prepared to undertake is again not for us to 
second guess.  
  
Regarding development on all sides of existing properties within the C2 
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Incidentally all of the proposed sites except 
London Road fall within the area previously 
designated as "Special Landscape Area". This 
area was a non-statutory conservation area 
protecting sensitive landscapes from 
development or other man made influence. 
But again no mention of this was made on the 
survey 

area, we have made a statement directly to that effect - the third 'Cross 
point' " Some of the houses may be surrounded by the new 
development".  We appreciate that Moorings and Watering Farm Cottages 
as well as possibly some houses on Coggeshall Road are more than likely to 
be surrounded if C2 were to be the sites chosen.  Although at the moment, 
there are no details for the sites in the C2 area, as no housing developer 
has become involved in any of the sites that we are aware of and no 
planning application has been submitted. Without these details no one can 
comment categorically. 
  
The term 'Special Landscape Area' is no longer used by BDC in their 
emerging Local Plan policy for landscape.  This was superseded by the 
Landscape Capacity Study undertaken in 2015 for BDC which was 
subsequently adopted as evidence for the Local Plan.  This document 
 assessed areas for their capacity and sensitivity to accept development. It 
also covered area by area what would be needed in the way of mitigation 
if it were ever to be developed.  This is why we refer to areas as being 
of Medium, Medium to Low or Low Landscape Capacity.  
 
 
The only Low Landscape Capacity, which would be broadly equivalent of 
the former 'Special Landscape Area', is the river corridor from the Railway 
viaduct at Station road upstream towards Feeringbury Manor. This is noted 
in the description for site C2 as the 'first cross'.  The boundary for this 
designation broadly follows the extent of the Zone 2 and 3 Flood Zones- 
included on our plan in the survey. The fields that constitute Monks Farm, 
Windmill Farm, Bridge Farm, most of Moorings field as far as the extent of 
the flood plain and the same for Watering Farm are all considered to be 
Medium Landscape Capacity.   London Road is designated as Medium-Low 



50 
 

Landscape Capacity and Ewell Hall is generally Medium capacity with a 
small portion close to the river of Medium-Low.   
 
 
NOTE: Brockwell Meadows is within the same Medium to Low category as 
the London Road site. Under the terms of Policy LPP 59 below, both 
Brockwell Meadows and London Road would require more mitigation to 
'successfully integrate into the local landscape' than areas of Medium 
landscape capacity.  By way of contrast, the field behind the Blue Anchor in 
Feering, alongside the Inworth Road, is deemed to be of Medium to High 
Landscape Capacity. Therefore, it would require less mitigation. 
  
The new policy in the emerging Local Plan is copied below; 
Policy LPP 59 
Landscape Character and Features 
In its decision-making on applications, the Local Planning Authority will 
take into account the different roles and character of the various 
landscape areas in the District, and recognise the intrinsic character and 
beauty of the countryside, in order to ensure that any development 
permitted is suitable for the local context.  Proposals for new development 
should be informed by, and be sympathetic to, the character of the 
landscape as identified in the District Council's Landscape Character 
Assessments.  Applications will be required to include an assessment of 
their impact on the landscape and should not be detrimental to the 
distinctive landscape features of the area such as trees, hedges, 
woodlands, grasslands, ponds and rivers. Development which would not 
successfully integrate into the local landscape will not be permitted.  
Where development is proposed close to existing features, it should be 
designed and located to ensure that the condition and future 
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retention/management will not be prejudiced but enhanced where 
appropriate.  Additional landscaping including planting of native species of 
trees, hedgerows and other flora may be required to maintain and 
enhance these features.  The restoration and enhancement of the natural 
environment will be encouraged through: 

·         Maximising opportunities for creation of new green 
infrastructure and networks in sites allocated for development; 
·         Creating green infrastructure networks to link urban areas to 
the countryside, and creating and enhancing the biodiversity value 
of wildlife corridors. 

  
This is why we have made the comments on each site in the survey having 
referenced current BDC documents. 
 

 09.11.16 In order to take the photographs forwarded to 
you I walked the length of London Road 
gaining access where possible to the fields 
behind the houses. As the photographs show 
the field is mainly flat. If anything there is a 
downslope at the eastern end that gives rise 
to the floodplain. The highest point, which is 
probably that used to calculate the gradient, is 
as I said at the Crabbs Lane end. I understand 
that the developer has given assurances that 
the problem of overlooking would be 
addressed. But no mention of this was made in 
the survey. 
 
 

Again, what a landowner promises is not what a housing developer such as 
Barratts or Countryside Properties will necessarily deliver- they are two 
very different beasts.  That is why we are only presenting the facts based 
upon the BDC 'Call for sites assessment audit form' that they are using too. 
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Regarding the C2 site, how is that given the 
lack of a developer, no planning application, 
and an absence of any details of how the site 
can be developed, that you are able to suggest 
that the highways infrastructure can be 
developed within the site?  
 
Further I have been told that in fact the 
landowner was invited by the KNP to submit 
this site for consideration. Is this true? 
 
 
 
 
The term Special Landscape Area RLP 79 was 
in fact replaced by CS8 Natural Environment 
and Biodiversity policy and not the Landscape 
Capacity Study. This 2015 study was an update 
of the Chris Blandford Associates Braintree 
Settlements Fringes Landscape Capacity 
Analysis in 2007.  These two have totally 
different objectives. The later being concerned 
with how many houses that can be crammed 
around the village and the other concerned 
with preserving the countryside, it's wildlife 
and natural beauty.   
 
 
 

No one has decided, it is simply a fact that if you can develop both sides of 
a road you can change the route of the road within the confines of the 
site.   
 
 
 
 
The KNP Steering Group has not contacted landowners with regards to 
them submitting their sites for development.  Landowners have three 
chances to submit land and quite often they wait to see which site the 
local planning authority has chosen after round 2 and if they consider that 
their land is close enough and likely to get approval will often submit in the 
third round- it's the nature of the planning 'game' unfortunately.  
 
You are correct when you say that the former SLA policy was replaced by 
the Core Strategy policy 8, adopted in 2011 which within its text makes 
explicit reference to the developing Landscape Character Assessments as a 
means of assessing landscape with a view to finding sustainable sites for 
development.  Braintree recognised sometime ago when it dropped  the 
Site Allocations and Development Management Plan that it was developing 
that a new approach was needed.  With the increasing demand for housing 
within the borough (Central govt has asked for 845 houses to be built 
every year within the borough over the next 15years)  that such a 
protectionist approach was no longer viable and that greenfield sites 
would be needed.  Hence they commissioned the the landscape capacity 
studies to be undertaken around the key service villages.   
 
Within the CBA settlement fringes document of 2007, it acknowledged the 
key objective of the study was to  
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-provide a transparent, consistent and objective assessment of the 
sensitivity and capacity of the around the selected eight settlements (inc 
Kelvedon with Feering) to accommodate new development; 
- identity areas where new development could best be accommodated 
without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts.   
 
The subsequent The Landscape Partnerships report of 2015 carries on this 
work into finer detail, stating that "para 1.4  As development within the 
existing towns and villages on brownfield sites is reaching saturation point, 
it is inevitable that future development will be required to meet the 
Districts Objectively Assessed Housing Needs figure and that such 
development will need to be accommodated on the periphery of the main 
towns and larger settlements, in sustainable locations." 
 
These are documents commissioned by BDC by independent Consultants 
using best practise to enable them to meet their housing needs for the 
plan period.  Currently BDC doesn't have enough land with planning 
approval for a 5year supply which is something they have to have.  They 
only have 3.7years.  As such any landowner -not just those submitted to 
BDC through the Local Plan Process, can submit an application for 
development. Hypothetically assuming the land and development fulfils 
the current saved BDC policies and those of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, the planning officers could not recommend it for refusal as it 
would help to fulfil their 5year quota, even though it might be 'jumping the 
gun' of the emerging Local Plan.  If the elected Councillors vote for refusal, 
then the landowner, at the moment, would likely win on appeal on a point 
of the 5year land supply not being currently met. That's the current knife 
edge that the planning system is on at the moment. It's also what has 
partially happened in Feering as Crown Estates submitted their land for 
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I was unable to access the source of policy LPP 
59, are you able to provide a link to this 
please? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

outline approval ahead of the Councillors vote in May for what land to 
include in the emerging local plan in the area knowing full well that BDC 
would either have to approve or face an expensive legal appeal. In the end 
BDC decided to work with Crown Estates to deliver 1000 houses there as a 
Strategic Growth Area 
 
This policy is within the current BDC Local Plan published in June 2016 
available on their website. When adopted it will replace all former LPA 
documents including the ones that you refer to above.  
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/downloads/file/5775/1_policies_and_text 
 
 
The attached PDF has been produced  quickly to illustrate the ridge line 
behind the London Road houses that might not have been visible to you, 
especially if you were only looking towards Crabbs Barns and not to the 
field immediately behind the houses.  One of the photos is from private 
land from which we had permissive access.  These photos have been taken 
at both natural ground level and from a first floor window.  We have 
marked the railway line which remains at a constant level with a white 
triangle and also the profile of the ridge as it rises with red dashed lines.  
 
We have no specific interest in any one site over another. We are simply 
working to find what will be best for Kelvedon given that we are to have 
development. To that end we have done everything we can to answer all 
questions and provide links to policy and data sources so people have all 
the information we can share if they so request. In time, the full suite of 
NP documents will reference all data across all the topics concerned. 
 
We could have simply gone with the BDC site choice of Monks Farm and 
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elected only to have input on the design and infrastructure aspects of the 
development. This is what a number of NP groups have done. We chose to 
raise awareness of the new sites put forward in BDC consultation so the 
community could give feedback through our survey. 
 

 11.11.16 It is clear that your mistaken response 
regarding the Special Landscape Area that you 
were unfamiliar with the policy laid down in 
"CS8 Natural Environment and Biodiversity". 
The designation SLA was part of the Adopted 
Plan Review and appeared in chapter 7, 
Countryside, Nature Conservation and 
Landscape. This chapter aims to protect the 
rural environment against unnecessary 
development. 
  
Chapter 7 includes amongst others "RLP84 
Protected Species" which forbids development 
where certain listed species, or their habitat 
will be adversely affected. The lists referred to 
are part of the Nation and County Biodiversity 
Action Plan. I would not call myself a bird 
watcher, but several of the species listed can 
be found in the fields around the northern 
fringes of Kelvedon. This list should be read 
with those published by the RSPB. The red and 
amber lists extends the number of species at 
risk and again some of these birds can be 
found at that location. Additionally there is a 

The polices that you quote would be applicable to any site, anywhere 
within the District, when an application is being made for development.  It 
is on these policies that Planning officers make their judgements and 
recommendations for approval or refusal as to whether that development 
fulfils the criteria of the current policies or not.  That form of development, 
whether it is for a single house, 300 houses, a new public open space or 
even an airport, would need to be mindful and demonstrate that it has 
taken consideration of these and any other reasonably applicable policies 
when submitted.  Documentary evidence such as phase 1 habitat surveys, 
tree reports, flood risk assessments and studies for traffic predictions and 
noise would form a part of that application submission as necessary.   
 
When the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) is at such a final stage that it is about 
to be submitted for adoption it will have reference to all of these policies 
as they stand at the time.  Although as you can see from below, things may 
well change in the future even once it's been adopted and the NP will have 
to be updated to reflect that going forward until itself is required to be 
replaced. We (KNP) can not ignore these new policies, which by then 
(2017/18) will be within the New Local Plan and hence the reason why we 
will be quoting those rather than policies from the outgoing 2014 Adopted 
Local Plan Review, which although technically current, are about to be 
abandoned.  The Adopted NP can also add Kelvedon 'Centric' policies with 
regard to housing, environment, transport etc, so long as they can be 
shown to pass a number of planing tests. These tests must be based upon 
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colony of pipistrelle bats that can be seen at 
dusk flying along the tree margins around the 
Bradwell flood plain. Agricultural land is also 
mentioned, any development being 
inappropriate on land of high agricultural 
quality. The land around Kelvedon is graded 
class 2 and 3 and is considered as best and 
most versatile. 
  
 An area of Kelvedon is also listed as a nature 
reserve."RLP82 Nature Reserves" again 
prohibits any development that adversely 
affects these sites. 
  
 "RLP86 River Corridors" which expressly 
forbids the development of the flood plains of 
a number of rivers including the river 
Blackwater. 
  
Chapter 8 includes the policy CS8 which 
reiterates the need for conservation and 
protection of habitats and species in Essex. 
Further it reinforces the need to minimise 
exposure of people and property to the risk of 
flooding by the development of areas at risk of 
flooding. 
  
There is also "Essex Biodiversity Plan, 2012" a 
draft document published by Braintree District 

sound data, and be reasonable to apply and applicable to sites.  These will 
add the 'Kelvedon Layer' of detail that will make our NP unique, perhaps 
even from Coggeshall's. [Unfortunately Feering now has a different 
scenario going forward and their NP will no doubt look very different from 
either ours or Coggeshall's] 
 
And so that leads us to the statements that were included within the Site 
selection survey.  These are descriptions of each site as they stand at the 
moment in relation to a standardised list of the Site Assessment Form 
produced by BDC covering all manner of topics.  This form has/is also being 
used by BDC to draw their own conclusions about each site.  There is no 
hidden agenda nor presumption in favour of development of anything that 
we have used as far as data is concerned or emerging documents.  The 
sites 'are what they are', the landscape capacity as referred to within the 
adopted Core Strategies and as an adopted supplementary planning 
document itself, 'is what it is' and the policies when they are needed in due 
course (for a formal planning application for these or any other sites) will 
be applied as required by BDC.  
 
Although there is a presumption in favour of development, primarily 
because the need for it has been more than demonstrated at every level in 
recent years. And unlike 'in years gone by' there are in fact greater controls 
over what is developed and how, than ever before.  These controls via 
policies and supplementary planning guidance notes such as design guides 
are adopted to ensure that development respects the local landscape, the 
local vernacular for house styles and layouts, that more is done to protect 
wildlife and trees, that measures are put in place to ensure flooding is 
prevented by means of sustainable drainage systems, that transport is 
more sensitively designed and different modes of transport are enabled 
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Council which covers, inter alia, the issues of 
protection of species and habitats along with 
the preservation of agricultural land. 
  
As I commented in my previous email you 
appear to have focused solely on those reports 
that advocate a rush to build on any open area 
of land without considering all the available 
advice as to how this can be achieved in a way 
that minimises the impact on the local 
environment, its intrinsic quality and beauty, 
and the need to protect vulnerable species 
and habitats. 
  
And of course this raises the question why was 
none of this was mentioned in your survey? 
 

and that public opens spaces are carefully and thoughtfully provided etc 
etc.  Perhaps by way of comparison, you could think of the new towns of 
1950s and how they have faired over the years. Differences are highlighted 
when you compare them with developments like Trumpington or Abode 
on the edge of Cambridge with their separate cycle lanes, distribution of 
open spaces, hierarchy of housing layouts and water courses for surface 
drainage.  All very different. And even Countryside Properties development 
at the new  Beaulieu Park in North Springfield, Chelmsford  (if you can look 
away from the architecture) is a vast improvement in terms of urban 
design and integration of the landscape on Countryside's first major 
development of Chelmer Village. These are only 35/40 years apart.   
 
By way of explanation of the above, the following might be interesting or 
useful to you. Apologies if you are already familiar with the recent changes 
in the planning system - it's certainly an unwieldy beasts at the best of 
times.   
 
There has been a major shift in planning regulations and documents that 
District councils need to produce in the past decade due to wholesale 
changes in government policies.  Running alongside this has been the 
recognition that there has been insufficient housing built in the past 20 
years due to economic down turn, a former planning system that couldn't 
cope and changes in demographics with more single households and an 
aging population without suitable 'downsizing accommodation' being built 
for them, amongst a myriad of other issues.   
 
The development of houses to accommodate the nation had also become 
stalled. These new planning systems have resulted in the planning 
departments having to completely readjust what they produce in the way 
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of documents and how they produce it.  Braintree are still working their 
way through these adjustments with the New Local Plan being one of 
these new style documents.  In the meantime, they still have to keep some 
policies rolling along to cover existing planning applications.  There has 
also been a shift in the presumption in favour for development from 
National Government.  This has nothing to do with Braintree or even KNP.   
 
The CS8 policy that you refer to is from the overarching Core 
Strategies document adopted in 2011 and is one of the new style 
documents introduced. This document sets out the objectives that BDC 
wish to apply to all other 'lesser planning documents'.   Hence, the  new 
Local Plan will take its lead from the Core Strategy producing more 
detailed policies; CS8 in particular will generate a number of Local Plan 
policies for instance concerning biodiversity best practice LP 56 and LP 58, 
acknowledging the status of Protected Species in LP 57.  All of these and 
others are within the draft Local Plan published in June this year. The Core 
Strategy introduced the Landscape Capacity concept  and it is this that BDC 
are carrying forward in subsequent documents.  The Core Strategy itself 
now also needs updating in light of the need for the Garden Villages so 
that its strategies reflect this form of development. 
 
At the moment the Adopted Local Development Plan Review of 2014 still 
 has some policies; such as RLP 84, RLP86 etc left over from the old 2005 
Local Plan review. The amendments in 2014 were made to bring this 
document in line with the Core Strategies introduced in 2011.  At the time, 
BDC had already started work on a new Site Allocation and Development 
Management plan as well.  The council were working on this document to 
replace the 2005 version when it was forced to abandon it in 2014.  They 
decided to amend the 2005 local plan to 'limp forward' due to significant 
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changes in incoming national planning regulations and requirements for 
housing numbers that came down from the Regional  Planning level until 
such a time as a new approach and documents would be ready (the new 
Local Plan).  Hence, this Adopted Local Plan review of 2014 is very much a 
'holding document' whilst the New Local Plan is completed and adopted in 
2018.   
 
I hope this allays your concerns that we have not paid due attention to the 
current or even emerging policies. Also that you are assured that when 
appropriate we will have not only those policies that apply at district level 
but if it is felt applicable and necessary further policies and possibly even 
Design Guides that will exert greater control of what is finally developed 
for Kelvedon.   
 
 

Person B 31.10.16 We have recently completed the latest 
Kelvedon neighbourhood plan survey, entering 
as much information as was possible. 
 However, we have some additional comments 
and points that we could not adequately 
include in the survey.  These points/comments 
are included below. 
 
Option  C2 Monks Farm Alternative 
 
I was very surprised to see this option included 
in the survey.  In the consultation over the 
summer there was no mention of this option 
(as far as I was aware) and now it is being 

We will answer your queries below each one so that the answers flow. 
Where there isn't an answer it's not because we don't know the answer 
but more that it is a personal statement that has been made.  
 
We appreciate the time and trouble you have taken to raise the points and 
we hope that these answers, where applicable, have helped. Can we 
assure you though that as a group we don't have a preferred site and that 
the data presented on each one 'is what it is' from the 'Call for Sites Audit 
Form' which is an objective data proforma used by BDC which covers the 
topics of landscape capacity, ecology, archaeology and conservation, 
infrastructure, site access and local amenities.  
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included as an alternative to C1 Monks Farm 
option.  Questions: 

 why has this now suddenly appeared as an 
option?   This option must have already 
been in the developers (Parker Strategic 
Planning Ltd I believe) strategic plan to the 
council.  Why was this option not included 
over the summer? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
There are technically four periods during the Local Plan process when BDC 
ask for comments from the public, other authorities and consultants on 
their emerging Local Plan, although the fourth time tends to be very 
technical and only concerns the minutiae of policy wording and whether 
the Local Plan is deemed to have passed various tests. 
 
At the third round of comments, which closed on the 19th August, 
landowners could submit 'Alternative Sites' for the third and last time for 
consideration by BDC as possible development land.  It was within this 
period that the site of Moorings field was submitted by Giles Coode-Adams 
et al.  Watering farm/Windmill Farm and Bridge Farm were submitted by 
Parkers  Strategic Development.  They no doubt owned or have had 
options over these sites for sometime, but as is often the way with the U.K. 
planning system, they've waited to see what other sites were also 
submitted in the second round, which site BDC choose on the 25th May as 
their preferred site  and finally whether they thought they could add 
further sites for consideration before deciding whether to submit the rest 
of their land ownership as well or instead of the current Monks Farm site. 
The other site of Ewell Hall in two parts and a second piece on London Rd 
against Cranes Lane were also submitted in this third and final round in 
August.  
If these 'extra sites' had been formally submitted to BDC for their 
consideration for development on the second round they, BDC, would 
have been duty bound to have declared them at that point to all, including 
the public. Whether BDC knew of the extent of PSD landholdings is a moot 
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 "alternative" means mutually exclusive, i.e. 
C2 instead of C1.  However, in Parker 
Strategic Planning Ltd strategic plan made 
to Braintree Council the following 
statement is included regarding C2 - " This 
additional site has very similar 
characteristics (to the original Monks farm 
proposed development) and would 
complement this site".  Complement does 
not mean the same as alternative.  Can 
you please explain exactly what 
"Alternative" actually means in this 
survey? 

 assuming Complement means both C1 and 
C2 are developed then this would result in 
potentially 600 new houses being built 
with a significant increase in traffic using 
Coggeshall and Station roads and the 
Station road/High street junction.  300 
new houses would require a significant 
improvement in infrastructure (which I am 

point.  The extent of land owned and managed by The Queen herself  in 
Feering has probably come as quiet a surprise to people there too. 
 
Therefore, if we had known about it  and if they had submitted these sites 
for consideration earlier with the original monks farm site, we would have 
shown the village in July.  It's the nature of the Planning Beast 
unfortunately.   
 
 
We have used the word 'Alternative' as a way of differentiating the 
combination of Watering Farm/Seven Seas/Moorings field and a portion of 
Monks Farm in order to make up the land required to give the 300 houses 
that BDC has identified Kelvedon will need for growth within the next 15 
years from just the original Monks Farm site.  Having measured the land 
submitted for watering Farm and Moorings and deducting the area of the 
flood plain and the using the 30houses per ha we realised that a portion of 
Monks Farm would be needed to deliver 300 houses.   
 
We have not taken into consideration statements and promises of 
deliverables from any of the developers and their agents for any of these 
sites in this survey and have only used the basic data required of the BDC 
Site Audit form to create the 'pros and cons' of each site.  
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not sure is even feasible) never mind 600 
houses 

 It would be useful if the same terminology 
could be used in all options.  For example, 
in this option (C2) the survey states that 
"site floods along eastern boundaries" 
whereas option B states that "The 
northern edge of the site is within the 
flood zone".  Should option C2 not state - 
The eastern edge of the site is within the 
flood zone - to ensure consistency and 
direct comparison 

 I understand the developer is currently 
purchasing two houses in Coggeshall road 
which could then potentially be used as 
access for C1.  Whilst this is obviously at 
the risk of the developer it is concerning 
that they must have a certain level of 
confidence that C1 will go ahead to 
proceed with these purchases.  Do you 
have any insights on this? 

 
Option B London Road 

 This option states "The site is significantly 
higher than existing houses on London Road, 
which will be overlooked" whilst option C1 
(Monks Farm) states "The land gently rises 

 
 
 
 
You may have a point about the use of words.  The text was proof-read a 
number of times and it is by no means an intentional differentiation 
between the two. The fact that all the sites are described as having areas 
within the flood zones, the extent of which is clearly discernible with the 
blue hatching through the site's own cross hatch, we believe the 
community will be able to judge for themselves as to the impact that it will 
have on each site. 
 
 
 
 
We are also aware of these negotiations however, we have not undertaken 
any discussions with any developers as to their plans on how they would 
go about delivering their site and can not offer any further information on 
this aspect.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We do not have accurate positions for each house along the Coggeshall 
Road, and therefore can't comment on Tweed House in particular. 
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above the adjacent houses off the south 
side of Observer Way and Coggeshall Road, 
which will be overlooked".  I currently live in 
Tweed House, Coggeshall road but also lived 
in Stanfield, London Road for a few years. 
 My memory is that the rise in Stanfield is no 
worse that I currently have in Tweed House. 
 Can you provide more information on the 
land rise between the two options, using 
Tweed House as the basis on Coggeshall 
Road 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 However, we do know the following data: 
According to the 1/25000 OS map, the Coggeshall road from Moorings 
House to Watering Farm house follows a contour at approximately 25m 
AOD. At the point where the railway bridge goes across the river, this 25m 
contour is somewhere through the station building , whilst the river is at 
approximately 20m AOD under the bridge. The highest point of the Monks 
Farm site is towards the southern boundary with Bridge farm at 33m AOD. 
 The distance from this high point is 300m to the rear gardens of those 
houses along the section of Coggeshall Rd from the station to Observer 
Way. This gives a gradient from the highest point of the site to the rear 
gardens of the houses of 3%. The land immediately on the south side of 
these garden boundaries is not elevated i.e. there is no retaining element 
that we are aware off between the field, the hedge boundaries and 
gardens on the other side. 
 
Along London Road, the topography in front of the houses is at a level 
which rises from the river at 20m AOD to a height of approximately 23m 
AODat a gradient of 2% whereas the land immediately at the back is 3m 
above their back boundaries with a contour line of 25m running along the 
backs of houses which over a distance of 40m from the front of the house 
to the rear is a gradient of 7.5%. There is a ridge beyond this 25m contour 
of approximately 27.5m AOD that projects perpendicular from the railway 
line towards London Rd immediately behind these houses, sloping down to 
the NE and SW at either end of the houses to levels consistent with the 
London Road; these houses completely screen this localised ridge. Any new 
houses built against these garden boundaries  would be a storey height 
above the existing houses- hence we feel justified in saying that there is a 
gentle rise across the site at Monks Farm and that there is a significant rise 
at London Road. 
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 The area of housing in the flood zone 
(northern edge) appears to be quite small, 
according to the map.  In pragmatic terms, 
why is there not another option for this site 
(say B2) which excludes the housing on the 
flood zone? 

GENERAL 

 There is no mention of construction traffic, 
for any option.   Construction traffic will 
need access to all sites for 6 years (50 
houses built per year).  I am assuming that 
for options A and B a certain amount of 
construction traffic would come off the A12 
at Kelvedon south.   To access the Option 
C1/C2 sites the construction traffic will have 
to come through Coggeshall or Feering or 
Kelvedon.  This increases traffic and 
compounds the problems currently with 
traffic flow, and increasing the risk to 
children and other pedestrians in Coggeshall 
road, Station road and the High 
street/station road junction. 

 
I appreciate all the good work you are doing 

 
 
 
We have tried to be consist with our site assessment of all the sites using 
the same criteria of their physical features, environment and 
infrastructure.  The same could be said of Ewell Hall where again very little 
is within the flood zones.   
 
 
 
 
 
Any development that is granted planning approval, no matter where it is, 
will have planning conditions attached to it with regards to agreed routes 
for Site traffic, hours of operation etc.  Unfortunately this is not something 
that KNP are or would ever be involved with as it is a BDC matter. 
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and look forward to your response.   Happy to 
discuss if it helps. 

 

 
 
 
 

   

Person C  11.11.16 As the BDC Local Plan has the entity "Kelvedon 
with Feering", I do think the site choice survey 
should have been open to Feering residents to 
respond.  KNP has expresses a desire to work 
with Feering NP - this seems counter to that 
spirit. 
 
Just as the Feering 1000 homes+ site will 
impact Kelvedon so the Kelvedon sites impact 
Feering. This is especially the case for Ewell 
Hall site which stretches into Feering and is 
likely to have a severe impact on Worlds End 
Lane, Feering. The site will also be very visible 
from Brockwell Meadows.  So a big NO to the 
Ewell Hall site 
 
NO to both Monks Farm / Coggeshall Road 
sites.  The new one is partly in the flood plain. 
Both sites suffer because Coggeshall Road is 
narrow and bendy with parked cars / drives. 
 The overload on the Station Road / High 
Street-Feering Hill junction would become 

Thank you for your comments regarding the sites and we note that these 
are personal comments and not those of the Feering Parish Council nor 
FNP sub group. As you  are no doubt aware we can not accept your vote 
for the sites as the survey is only extended to the residents of Kelvedon 
Parish.   
 
As someone who is participating in the NP process perhaps you have also 
experienced that it's never straightforward nor is one site more acceptable 
than others across all the topics to make a site selection that will please all 
of the people an easy task.  KNP have given the residents of the parish the 
opportunity through this process to comment and make their choice 
known for their preferred site to BDC ahead of their committee meeting 
on the 15th December.  Over the past two weeks of the survey period, we 
have engaged with a number of people via Facebook and through this 
email address to clarify technical issues and the planning processes. 
Admittedly these people, as far as we are aware, have all been Kelvedon 
residents from their postcodes. We therefore believe that we have made 
every effort to engage the parish in the process.  In our report to BDC for 
December we will be including the results of the vote plus the comments 
received, both via the survey and from email communications to enable 
BDC to understand the depth of feeling of residents.  
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severe and there seems no way around this. 
So whilst close to the station, this positive 
does not outweigh the negatives. 
 
My vote is FOR the London Road site. IF 
Highways England make the Kelvedon South 
junction 4-way/ multi-way, then this site will 
have the smallest effect on traffic through 
Kelvedon and Feering. BDC consider the 
Feering "strategic site" to be sustainable. In 
which case this London Road site must also be 
sustainable as the distances from Kelvedon 
Station and the primary school are similar. 

In due course, KNP will be undertaking a Referendum vote for a preferred 
site selection which we would hope to result in an accepted site being 
agreed upon. That day is still some way off and in the meantime we are 
working very hard to that end. 
 
Reading through your comments though perhaps you may not be aware 
that KNP agreed to pass on our Steering group meeting minutes to the 
Feering NP group sometime ago and has done so every month since May 
2016, although the last time this exchange was reciprocated was in July. 
We believe that our minutes provide a full picture as to the discussions 
held and the decisions made that Feering NP would need no further 
updates. 
 
In addition, we have held joint FNP/KNP meetings with external 
government agencies &  local councils and also with Coggeshall NP topic 
groups. We also have a joint meeting planned for the end of this month to 
discuss more detailed joint working on emerging policies that are mutual 
as well as the progress made by Feering NP in its negotiations with Crown 
Estates.  
 
Worlds End Lane is a private road and only a public right of way for 
pedestrians.  It therefore would not be accessible to any vehicles from 
Ewell Hall- unless of course the owner of the road and/or residents 
decided to sell it and offer the access for formal adoption by BDC.  
 
We understand from our own conversations with BDC that due to the 
planned widening and improvements works planned by Highways England 
for the A12 that the junction at Feering is more likely to be progressed and 
it is their desire to see that, than improvements at the southern end of 
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London Road.  In order to construct a northbound on slip in this area of 
London Rd, the junction would need to be substantially reconfigured as the 
carriageway is elevated behind Knights Offices by approximately 2 storeys 
height. The only area that is vaguely level and which would be able to 
provide access to the northbound carriageway would be northeast of 
Knights, behind the last couple of houses on the east side of London Rd. 
This would result in a disjointed off/on slip road arrangement either side of 
the Flyover bridge let alone a new section of road across those fields.  The 
alternative would be to compulsory purchase the Knight development 
offices, their yard and the adjacent bungalow in order to get the required 
road geometry and ramp levels. 

Person D 
 

05.11.16 Thanks for answering several queries 
[referring to the FAQ blog post on the KNP 
Website].  I do have problems with your 
statements suggesting that the Monks Farm 
sites; gently rise; as opposed to the London 
Road site being; significantly higher than 
existing houses. This is extremely wrong! My 
home is possibly the lowest placed along 
Coggeshall Road and ANY building on the field 
would completely overshadow and dominate 
my property. The land rises dramatically up 
from my boundary but this is not evident from 
the road. Whatever the paper evidence says 
the actual farm land adjoining my property 
behaves differently and this needs to be 
viewed from my property asap to be properly 
assessed. 
Suggestion: I am very happy for anyone from 

Thank you for contacting us and pointing out that localised changes in the 
topography don't always show up on plans at this scale.  Without a 
detailed Topographical survey it would have been impossible for us to 
know the details.  In addition any assessment we could make without such 
detailed information wouldn't be binding on BDC. They too only have 
access to the same map data.  And so thank you for highlighting that your 
property doesn't follow the normal line. It is possible to reduce the 
gradient and the eye line of any new adjacent properties so in the event 
that this site remains chosen there would be a strong case for that sort of 
mitigation.  
 
You may not be aware but it is possible for you to make a personal 
representation to BDC on this matter as well. 
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the Neighbourhood Plan to visit to see for 
themselves what a problem this would be 

 05.11.16 My point being that recommendations and 
comments on the Plan will be seen by 
residents and they will vote on THAT 
given information. 
Yes - I do know that we can make separate 
submissions to BDC, which I am in the process 
of doing today. 
Thanks for the prompt reply! 
 

 

    

Person E  04.11.16 I would also, at this stage, like to raise my 
concerns at the way the leaflet is written. I 
think it is highly biased towards promoting the 
development at Monks Farm using language 
such as gently rises and houses may be 
surrounded (houses will be completely 
surrounded - there is no may about it!!) to 
describe these two sites. Yet the sites at Ewell 
Hall and London road are described as land 
rises and significantly higher - there is no 
difference!  
 
Obviously given my address I have an interest 
in where the development is to go but I would 
have expected a leaflet that is going to all 
houses in Kelvedon to be written in a fair and 
unbiased way. 

We believe that our survey is unbiased.  The descriptions used for each site 
are based upon Braintree District Councils own 'Call For Sites Audit Form' 
which analyses each site for Landscape Capacity, Archaeology and 
conservation, Ecology and environmental factors, topography, utilities and 
services, access to the site, local amenities and their distance from the site 
within prescribed parameters.  This gives an objective description of the 
sites and hence the 'sites are what they are'.   
 
With regards to topography, the land at Monks Farm, C1, rises in a steady 
gradient to a high point close to its southern boundary with Bridge farm at 
a rate of 3% incline.  The land at London road is almost 3m higher behind 
the London Road houses as there is a ridge that runs perpendicular to the 
railway line towards London Road and then slopes down towards the NE 
and SW where you can actually see the fields.  There is almost a storey 
height difference along the rear boundaries of the London Rd houses and 
hence any development along this edge would therefore be a storey 
height above this edge-  which is a 7.5%  incline and therefore we can 
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 make the distinction about the two sites. The north-western edge of the 
Ewell Hall site is also elevated above the river by approximately 4+m in 
parts 

    

Person F 
 

26.10.16 Please can I ask why C2 has been labelled as 
the monks farm alternative? Does this not bias 
the outcome of the survey as people that are 
opposed to Monks farm could select the 
alternative as being the option 'Monks Farm 
alternative' when in reality all the options are 
alternatives? I don't understand why it 
couldn't have been called Watering 
Farm/Moorings. 
 
Also I note that you say monks farm can only 
take 300 houses. Have you included the new 
land adjacent to monks farm that has also 
increased its capacity?  Are you basing the 
capacity of 600 for the other options on how 
much land the developer owns or how much 
land surrounds the site?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The C2 site was labelled as an 'alternative' as we believe that the three 
combined sites of Moorings, Seven Seas and Watering farm would not be 
able to provide sufficient land for the equivalent 300 houses due to the 
impact of the flood plain.  And so this option incorporates a portion of the 
original Monks farm site to provide the land required and hence we felt it 
was sensible to label it as an 'alternative to Monks Farm'.    
 
 
 
 
The reason why we have not included Windmill Farm and Bridge Farm in 
the Monks Farm Site is because they are landlocked and could only be 
developed if Monks Farm is developed first. If Monks Farm is chosen as the 
preferred site and is developed in this 15 year period to provide the 300 
houses that BDC and the village need, it is highly likely that these two fields 
would be offered up in the next plan period which is from 2033 onwards. 
By comparison, the Cranes Lane site has direct access on its boundaries to 
Cranes Lane and London Road and therefore could be developed with 
these access points in this plan period. The fact that this 5ha site is highly 
unlikely to be developed now on its own is because it doesn't provide 
enough land as needed and without London Road being developed first, 
 being so far from the rest of the village envelope is why we felt it would 
make no odds to show it included in the London Road sites boundary.  The 
same principal applies to the Ewell Hall Cottages 0.2ha site and the rest of 
Ewell Hall and even the Seven Sea site in combination with Moorings and 
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Watering farm.  
 
As for the capacity of sites, BDC have decided that Monks Farm site could 
provide  'up to 300 houses'.  The submission offer makes no reference to 
any land available for any other land uses such as employment, education 
or retail.  The site is 10 ha and therefore the number of houses per ha is 
30- a fairly standard density although some areas within the parcel of land 
could be higher and others lower.   
 
For the other London Rd and Ewell Hall sites, If the same principal is 
applied to them then Ewell hall could provide 50 ha = 1500 houses and 
London Rd 35ha= 1022.  However, both developers within their 
submissions have offered additional land uses, none of which BDC have 
stated within their policies for Kelvedon are currently needed, ie the need 
for mixed use (light industrial or office space) or education spaces.  Both of 
these developers to date have suggested  in their submissions that their 
sites could have 270 and 600 houses respectively and that these figures 
are provisional.  But as you can see they both have capacity for much 
more.  It would have taken much more paper than a single sheet of A3 to 
clearly explain the complexities of each site and the possibilities afforded 
by the National Planning Policies Framework that applies to each 
developer.   The fact is that each of the three 'areas' could in time provide 
much more than the current requirement for 300 houses in the next 15 
years.  We therefore decided that it was simpler to say that London Road 
and Ewell Hall could provide 2x the amount of Monks Farm as an easier 
way for the village to grasp that these sites have the capacity to supply 
possibly enough houses for two plan periods is 30 years so that people 
appreciate that if development is started in any one area, that it could 
continue well beyond 2033.  
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Have you spoken to the developers of the 
monks farm alternative and asked them what 
they perceive the capacity for the numbers of 
houses or are these based on the figures of 
the npl group ? 
 
In the spirit of fairness would it also have been 
better to have an equal number of ticks and 
crosses against of the sites so not to lead 
individuals decision making process?  
 
 

 
 
As above with BDC's assertion regarding housing density 
 
 
 
 
 
The facts are what they are for each site - we couldn't make up ticks and 
crosses just to have an 'equal number' .  We have based the 'ticks and 
crosses' on a distilled version of the BDC Call For Sites Audit Form 
produced by BDC and circulated to NP groups to objectively assess all sites 
on the same criteria  of landscape capacity, environmental and ecological 
assets, infrastructure, closeness to amenities, archaeology, topography, 
flooding and utilities/services.  Some data such as whether a site is close to 
a listed building or not was not used in the 'ticks and crosses' as they are all 
close to grade 2 buildings.  If one of the sites had been closer to or could 
be reasonably shown to have significantly adversely affected the setting of 
a grade 1 listed property, then we would have noted that fact as a cross for 
that site.  Otherwise we have noted the areas pros and cons consistently 
for each- if that means one area has more crosses or more ticks than 
another site, then so be it. It is as objective an assessment as you could get 
of each area- there are no subjective descriptions.   
 
With regards to 'possible highways improvements' through the Moorings/ 
Watering Farm/part Monks farm area it has been noted that the site could 
provide an alternative alignment for the  Coggeshall road through the 
area's riverside fields thus 'straightening out the bends' and making the 
existing section of the old road an access road to serve the current houses 
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and Observer Way.  However as a group, when we're discussing the 
contents of the ticks and crosses for each alternative area, it was strongly 
felt that this possible  improvement through this particular area was so 
likely to happen that it warranted inclusion.  This is a different area of road 
improvement than any improvements needed at the junction of Station 
Road and the High Street and possible means of alleviating that congestion 
there.  This suggestion of 'highway improvement' is highly specific and just 
to that geographic area.  We have deliberately not put forward to the 
village for consideration in this survey any other 'off site improvements' 
that could possibly happen, through S106 agreements, as such things 
aren't a given.  
 
The main premise of the exercise is for the village to choose where; east, 
west or south, it believes development would be best placed to be able to 
form part of the data for BDC to consider in December.  This will not be the 
only time that we, as the NP group, will be asking the village where is best 
for development as will still have the referendum vote.  Within this vote 
the NP steering group, with all available data (as you know we are awaiting 
a significant piece on highways and traffic) will be able to make a clear 
recommendation based on an objective assessment of all available data 
across all the disciplines that affect site selection.  No one site is ever going 
to be able to tick all the boxes without compromise or detrimental impact. 
 We can put forward recommendations for mitigation through planning 
policies and design guides and work as closely as possible to those that 
ultimately make the decisions to ensure that Kelvedon gets the best 
development that it can.  Even once the referendum goes through there is 
still 15years of work to cover the Monitoring Period that policies etc are 
delivered and upheld- it's a bit like having a baby for the first time- you 
think labour is the worst, but then don't realise that the hard work is really 
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afterwards bringing up the child!  
 
The new Localism act is the closest thing that has happened to community 
planning for nigh on 70 years and as such there is a lot of 'finding of feet' 
for everyone, including BDC, to engage with NP groups in this way.  There 
is no set way of doing things and every group can act differently in the way 
it approaches things, although there are certain parameters that all have 
to abide by.  For instance Hatfield Peverel's  NP group aren't choosing a 
preferred site at referendum, they are leaving that for BDC to do.  They are 
however writing policies that they would happily apply to any site chosen.  
 

 27.10.16 Thank you for you detailed response. Before I 
respond further can I ask if you had spoken to 
the individual developers involved if each of 
the 4 sites at c2 before creating what appears 
to be a joined up planning request ? Or was 
this created by the knp committee?  
 

We haven't spoken to any developers about their submissions.  This 
assessment is purely on the grounds of site assessment not what can be 
promised or drawn up in a masterplan.   If a landowner is willing to throw 
in their parcel of land for consideration, knowing full well that it can either 
deliver all or only some of the housing stock needed then they have to be 
prepared to work together.  If they can't do that then they run the risk of 
loosing out and the development going elsewhere. 

 27.310.16 Ok to be clear then how does this effect the 
issue of not having one developer provide 
approx 200 houses so the village is eligible for 
the additional money from the developer for 
additional resources  - the reason sited why 
the village can not recommend two sites?  
 

If I understand you correctly, you are asking about Planning for Gain or 
what is also known as Section 106 agreements (because that is a part of 
the original Town Planning Act that introduced the concept) or what will in 
the future be known as CIL payments or Community Infrastructure Levy 
which will be based on a metre squared rate of each house built. The £/m 
shall be determined by each planning authority and submitted for approval 
by central government.  I don't believe BDC's is in place yet. 
 
Whatever the term used, these payments are made by the developer to 
local planning authority and are negotiated at the time of the planning 
application.  Such payments are made for an identified list of projects that 
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have a monetary cost estimate put against each item.  The items on the list 
have to be directly related to the development concerned and in some way 
mitigate the impacts of that development.  A developer could therefore 
argue that if a council puts forward a project that is in no way related to 
such a development and improvement to areas effected then they could 
appeal it and argue in a planning court of law not to pay it. 
 
Therefore spreading development around in to lots of different locations 
each generating their own issues but only producing smaller 'pots of S106' 
monies means that there is less chance of the detrimental effects of all 
three sites being successfully mitigated. Let alone the fact that if all three 
areas/sites around the village are effectively 'started' in this plan period, 
you run the risk of all three eventually being built out over the coming plan 
periods. It's also unsustainable to dot a few here and a few there in terms 
of the environment. Plus it's easier to implement one masterplan 
successfully with all the house type combinations that are needed, all the 
infrastructure improvements, all the negotiations and discussions with and 
about one area than to spread everything about. 
I hope that answers your query as to why it's preferable to develop in one 
area at a time.  Other people on social media are advocating developing 
out in entirety all areas, to gain the maximum infrastructure improvements 
every where-  although whether the housing market could be shown to 
support and sustain this is a different matter. An over supply shiny new 
houses in an area might lead to a localised slump in sale prices of existing 
properties.   
 

 27.10.16 The question I am asking is that at all the KNP 
meetings I have attended when people ask the 
question 'why can we not select two sites for 

This link might help 
you http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/planning-
obligations/planning-obligations-guidance/ 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/planning-obligations/planning-obligations-guidance/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/planning-obligations/planning-obligations-guidance/
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smaller developments i.e. 150 house at monks 
farm and then 150 at London Road' the 
response has always been that the community 
would not get the 106 money as the developer 
doesn't have to give extra money unless 
a certain number of houses are built (I can't 
remember the number but I think it is usually 
quoted as close to 200).  

My point is does not the creation of C2 by us 
as the KNP actually create that very scenario 
that you have previously said is not possible 
i,e a small number of houses at Monks Farm 
and a small number of houses at Moorings - 
neither site is owned by the same developer 
and not connected in any way so why is that 
different to saying a small number of 
houses at Monks farm and a small number at 
London road?  

 

 
 
I'm not sure where you've got less than 200 houses and developers don't 
have to pay S106 from, as just about any development (more than 5 units 
in rural areas) has to pay some form of S106.   
 
As I explained earlier if we split smaller numbers of housing around the 
village, the projects identified for S106 improvements has to be related to 
those sites for mitigation to make them each acceptable.  Fewer houses in 
each location but generating the same impacts means that 3x less money 
is available to mitigate 3x number more of issues rather  3x money to 
mitigate the one.   
 
Therefore if it's deemed necessary to build a bridge across the Blackwater 
river to relieve congestion at Station Rd/high street, for instance, then 100 
houses might not generate that kind of cash to produce that kind of 
mitigation and a less satisfactory solution will have to be sort that the 
developer is willing to pay for.  You could on the flip side say that 100 vs 
300 houses therefore won't generate the same degree of need to build a 
bridge, for instance and that would be something for traffic engineers to 
resolve.   
 
Sometimes the sum of the parts is greater than the individual parts and 
likewise sometimes the sheer volume of something forces a resolution that 
is greater than immediately needed but last longer into the future than the 
mere short term immediate resolution requires.   
 
It would be shown by BDC that the same S106 for off site improvements is 
needed to make the development in one area acceptable.   If that relates 
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to housing  being built across two adjoining sites and landowners it would 
therefore be negotiated as one whole.  The financial burden would then be 
split between the developers depending on units per/ha that each owner 
develops. There is a whole load of negotiations carried out between LPA's 
 and the developers jointly  to agree to these figures. Just because the 
landowners are different doesn't make them mutually exclusive. 
 
To be honest, we probably can't provide all the answers at this point in 
time as we do not have them all. And neither do Braintree.  There is a 
much broader picture of transport issues going on as you know which even 
BDC would love to know about to be able to make up their minds on the 
same site selection process.  Crystal balls and hindsight are great things 
and if we had access to both we wouldn't need to go through this process 
at all. 

 28.10.16 I am still not clear on a couple of things, as you 
highlight this is a very important survey in 
terms of shaping Braintree Councils opinion on 
the sites.  

1. The decision to slice the land from Monks 
Farm and create C2 and present this as a 
joined up alternative was made by Steering 
Group? Apologies as I am new to group I have 
only received the last set of minutes not the 
minutes were above was discussed - please 
can you send these to me.   

2. In relation to the purpose of this survey 
activity BDC specifically asked for a survey 

 
 
 
 
 
The Steering group sets up a separate sub group which the 'topic leads' 
feed into data and content and then with communication, data collection 
and graphics produce the finished surveys etc.  The final product is then 
presented back to the topic leads for comments and changes to be made 
and its effectively signed off at a steering group meeting. It would be way 
too cumbersome a process if it was circulated to anyone who has ever 
shown an interest in the NP process 

Braintree haven't asked us to do anything, as such, but as an NP group we 
can go through this process. We believed that the opportunity to add the 
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asking on the preferred location of the site in 
terms of east, west or south? Or specific site 
allocation?  

 

3. The BDC will make their decision on the 
preferred site in December ? Will that then be 
a final decision?  Will we hold the KNP 
referendum before or after this takes place? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

village's opinion for the December 15th Council Meeting was an 
opportunity not to be missed.  As an NP group the decision was made to 
show the exact boundaries of the sites that have been offered up by 
landowners.  We've then 'grouped them' for want of a better word into 
the combinations that they are 

BDC will make their final decision on 15th December and will progress that 
chosen site through the rest of the emerging Local Plan process until it 
becomes adopted and approved. Y the Planning Inspectorate.  However 
we can still proceed with our NP process heading for Referendum vote in a 
year's time or so.   

We are going as fast as we can.  This is because we are running the risk 
that anyone of these landowners can submitted their land with an 
application to develop any number of houses in the meantime, even 
tomorrow, before either BDC have an approved and adopted Local Plan or 
we have are able to hold a referendum vote.  This is because at the 
moment BDC does not have enough houses with planning approval within 
the District to provide more than 5years of housing supply.  And this is a 
critical requirement from central government. This is what has happened 
at Hatfield Peverel earlier this summer, much to everyone's annoyance 
that a developer has submitted a parcel of greenfield land on this basis and 
the Planning Officers can not recommend it for refusal at committee for 
development because they don't have the 5year supply and there is 
nothing else wrong with it. They - Hatfield Peverel's own NP group would 
like to develop the brownfield site at the old Arla dairy site next to the 
railway station.   

KNP, by holding this survey, are making the planning officers and local 
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Thank you for the link yes it does help and it is 
interesting to read.  And of course it is 
interesting to read that much of the 
discussions below concerning 106/CIP and 
wider discussions of planning policy are only 
one interpretation of the issues.  I am not 
proposing 'the dotting of houses around' I am 
referring to the potential for 100 plus houses 
at each site. And of course as you highlight the 
'chicken and egg' scenario that if there were 
smaller numbers of houses at each sites there 
would be no need for the expensive 
implementation of infrastructure such a new 
bridge and a road. Interesting to read Nick's 
views on the potential for having houses at 
both ends of the village on the KNP website 
this week. I think it is a shame that the village 
have never been able to explore these issues 
fully as only one interpretation of this planning 
policy has ever been presented to them by the 
KNP. Through all communications we have 
been told that it is not possible to have houses 
at more than one site when in reality this is 
just one interpretation of planning policy. 
Perhaps if there had been an opportunity to 

Councillors aware of the villages preferred site should this scenario 
happen and therefore influence such a decision with a greater weight of 
collective opinion than if perhaps individuals submitted opinions (not that 
individuals still can't do that of course).   
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do so this process would not have set up the 
different ends of the village against each other 
in this way. 

 

 29.10.16 I appreciate the time you have taken to 
answer my questions but I am still concerned 
about a couple of things that I would 
appreciate a response from the chair of the 
KNP.  

1. I am not clear how the creation of C2 Monks 
Farm Alternative does do the following as 
indicated by you below:  

"As an NP group the decision was made to 
show the exact boundaries of the sites that 
have been offered up by landowners.  We've 
then 'grouped them' for want of a better word 
into the combinations that they are."  C2 does 
not fit this criteria as it is not within the exact 
boundaries of the Land offered up. You have 
taken a slice of land from the Monks Farm 
land to create an additional site.  The 
presentation of this site as the same as the 
others is therefore not accurate. As 
highlighted in my previous email the 
developer of Monks Farm has indicated in 
their own plans for the C1 site they would not 

Thank you for your feedback, I'm very sympathetic of your situation and 
hope mine and X’S responses help to clarify the decisions and approach of 
the survey. 
 
We have set up working groups and sub groups specifically tasked with 
producing certain pieces of work and focusing on key areas. We need to 
allow each group which includes suitably experienced people to do their 
work and in the situation where a specialist expert might be required like a 
planning consultant we would hire that help in. We have used information 
from RCCE, other organisations and other NP groups in designing and 
producing our surveys. They may not be 100% perfect but we accept that 
is not possible. In each case we do the very best we can modelling what we 
do on best practice based on data available. E.g Thame NP 
 
The reason X has been responding to your queries is because X is very 
knowledgeable about planning and the correct terminology, this makes X a 
key member of the communications group, my skill set is in project 
management which is why I am involved with the organisational side of 
the KNP.   
 
Each group reports back to the SG which is the lead of each working group 
and chair etc. The Steering Group decides what goes out. Their objective is 
to issue a clear survey that is based on criteria that reflect BDCs. The SG 
has no bias and no preference for any of the sites at this stage. It is 
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be able to build on much of the land you have 
ring-fenced, as it is needed for natural 
drainage and so not to crowd the existing 
houses.  On their plans much of this land is 
shown as 'country park'.  

2. This survey as you highlight 'is a major 
opportunity to influence the site location of 
Kelvedon'.  An independent survey of this 
nature that it is be used in a significant 
democratic activity should stand up to high 
standards of rigour and non-bias. You state 
below the below that all the ticks and crosses 
represent 'hard facts'. There was an 
opportunity here to present the 'hard facts' in 
a more equal manner e.g see the 3rd cross 
down for C2 - this should actually be 
presented as two crosses. Also should both 
Monks Farm and the alternative have included 
'site access restrictions'? as crosses. There was 
an opportunity to email the survey to all 
members of the KNP committee and this did 
not take place. I would ask why? I understand 
the tight timescales but what would have been 
the harm to circulate the survey to the people 
who have expressed an interest in this process 
to provide feedback ? You could have given a 
deadline of 48 hours notice for feedback and 
this would have made little difference to the 

impossible to please everyone all the time and unlikely that a survey 
designed by the whole NP group would be practical or possible to achieve 
which is the reason for the steering group and subgroups.  Also, to clarify 
that my role as chair is to ensure meetings and timelines run efficiently and 
key decisions are made, I am not the key decision maker as this is a 
community group and therefore the steering group makes the decisions as 
a whole. 
 
Regarding your point related to the third cross on C2 - this is one point as it 
relates to the impact of nearby properties. In the same way we have 
grouped comments related to traffic flow / restricted access on all sites. It 
needed to be concise and informative to all readers. 
 
The C2 option was generated as an alternative for the Monks Farm area, to 
alleviate the concerns of the winding road. These concerns came to KNPs 
attention at the Village local plan meeting with KPC, raised by residents 
and in turn commented about by KPC in the draft local plan consultation 
response. As you know Monks Farm is the proposal in the draft local plan 
and therefore it was important for the KNP to propose an option that may 
resolve some issues already identified by residents. 
 
We could have decided not to take feedback from the community on the 
sites and allow the BDC consultation to continue without this feedback. 
Given that Monks Farm is their chosen site and new sites have been 
offered up adjacent to it, the likelihood is that BDC would stick with Monks 
Farm and there would be a good case for the adjacent sites. Which the SG 
did not consider to be the best approach for our community. 
 
We believed that the NP could help identify what the community wants. 
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overall timescales of distributing the survey Our survey allows the location choice to be seen clearly.  I understand that 
you may disagree with the criteria, but they will be used by BDC. The 
results are not out yet and so we cannot say what the outcome would be. 
The alternative would have been for us to go with BDC site which is what 
some other NP groups have done.  
I'm sorry you don't feel we have done a very good job for the village, but 
we really are doing the best we can for the community. 

 02.11.16 Thank you for continuing to engage in these 
issues. To be clear I am not saying the KNP are 
not doing a very good job. This the biggest 
decision to effect the village in many years. It 
is right that all processes associated with this 
major planning decision are debated and 
discussed via KNP forums and with other 
groups and public bodies in an open and 
transparent manner.  

I hope you can understand why C2 does very 
little to alleviate the concerns of many people 
regarding the original issues raised in relation 
to the Monks Farm site and in reality it has 
intensified them for the following reasons;  

1. Guaranteed development behind and to the 
front of Coggeshall Road. Please could you 
explain your assessment of the risk of the 
likelihood of the rest of Monks Farm being 
development within the 15 year planning 

We believe we have offered people the opportunity to make comments in 
an open and transparent manner. The comments, including emails, social 
media comments as well as those received from all of the surveys are 
logged and grouped into topic areas and will be available to view as well as 
forming a part of the NP final submission.   We don't think that means that 
everyone needed to be involved in the design of the survey though.  
 
Most of C2 is made up of new sites which have been put forward towards 
the end of the BDC consultation.  We could not have have included them 
on their own as a realistic alternative to any other site because they don't 
have sufficient capacity to meet the numbers BDC needs in this Plan 
Period.  Our survey is raising awareness of all options and responses 
indicate many people didn't know about them before.  
 
With regards to the liklihood of the rest of Monks Farm being developed 
within the 15 year period if C2 were to be developed, there are too many 
unknowns with regards to the housing demands within the district to 
categorically say at this moment in time what may happen.  It is not 
beyond the realms of planning legislation for speculative planning 
applications to be submitted on land outside of that identified for 
development in any one adopted plan period.  However planning officers 
and councillors have the capacity to refuse such applications based upon 
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cycle.  

2. You say that c2 was created to alleviate 
concerns about the winding nature of the 
Coggeshall Road can I ask then why you kept 
the cross on the survey ' Access via station 
road/high street is congested and Coggeshall 
Road is narrow, winding and floods?  

3. More development close to and one the 
flood zone in this area. C2 proposal to build on 
the land on Monks Farm that has been 
designated for natural drainage.  

4. The reasons for not consulting the public on 
new sections of land Windmill Farm and 
Bridge Farm have not been fully justified. Note 
Windmill Farm can be accessed directly from 
Coggeshall Road so would not need just to rely 
on Monks Farm being developed. The criteria 
that has been applied to the inclusion of the 
additional land made available adjacent to 
London Road and the land adjacent to Monks 
farm appears not to have been applied in the 
same way. Thus giving the impression that the 
size of potential development at Monks Farm 
is smaller when in reality you state 'Given that 
Monks Farm is their chosen site and new sites 
have been offered up adjacent to it, the 

evidence and policies adopted.   If the NP plan is adopted we could have 
some influence on what else happens in the cycle but only after the NP is 
legally binding.  More concerning though is that in the meantime between 
the time that BDC's current draft plan is formally agreed and  adopted in 
Spring 2018 and the NP referendum and adoption hopefully sometime 
soon after that, any one of these sites could submit an application for 
development because BDC currently does not have more than 5 years land 
supply for housing.  If that were the case and providing the site met all the 
criteria necessary for development positively, the Planning officers could 
not recommend the site for refusal.  Even if the Councillors objected and 
turned the application down, the developer could still win on appeal. 
  
The fact that Station Road still floods and other sections of Coggeshall 
Road in other areas could still be considered to be winding is the reason 
why that statement still has a cross against it. Development across the 
Moorings and Watering Farm sites could enable the redirction of the main 
Coggeshall traffic via a new straighter road but that isn't all of the winding 
section.  
 
With regards to your point 3, we are not sure as to the point you are 
making.  However the plans show that part of the C2 site is within the 
Flood zone and therefore can't sensibly be used for development.  The 
area that does fall within the flood zone could be used for natural drainage 
purposes with ground remodelling to create water attenuation ponds and 
berms to provide protection for housing.  However all of that is subject to 
details much further down the line and not the subject of this site selection 
survey. 
 
We have stated previously the reasons why we have not included the 
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likelihood is that BDC would stick with Monks 
Farm and there would be a good case for the 
adjacent sites'.  

 

areas of land at Bridge and Windmill farms. Neither has direct acccess to 
the adjacent road network.  The London Rd sites potential is 600+. Monks 
Farm alone is 300- which is the housing numbers that the village needs for 
the next 15 years of growth. Had we lumped all of the Coggeshall road 
area together and called it 600 we would have been including land that 
BDC hasn't yet agreed to accept for development. That would not fit with 
the consultation we are using this data to feed into. 
 
The other sites adjacent have certainly been submitted with a view to 
adding on capacity at Monks Farm, which is currently BDCs chosen site. If 
someone does the maths they can see that technically there are three 
locations all with similar capacity but only one parcel as yet has been 
accepted by BDC. We need to show that clearly. However it's likely if there 
is to be a significant development in any one area around the village in this 
plan period that areas close by might then be considered as a good 
location for subsequent Plan periods. Unless you live in a city, there are 
always going to be boundaries of undeveloped land adjacent to existing.  
Obviously those plans would go to consultation at the time i.e. 2033 and 
beyond. 
BDC will publish their agenda and report for Kelvedon and Feering 
sometime around the 10th December in which they will propose their 
preferred site for the village.  It is perfectly possible that they could choose 
another site irrespective of the results of the KNP Survey. At this point in 
time, if you wish, you can apply to BDC to make your own 3minute 
representation at the Councillors meeting on the 15th December in BDC's 
council chamber. 

 

Person G 03.11.16 This survey is wrong and misleading! There 
is no actual site as defined by C2. It is 3 

We created the survey with a view to enabling the community to see the 
additional land parcels that had been submitted for consideration and to 
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seperate sites that are submitted individually 
each owned and represented independent of 
one and other. If building permission was to 
be granted to any of these sites it will be in 
addition to the other sites. Thus is not an " 
alternative" to site C. It should not be on this 
survey. 

 

enable feedback to BDC. In showing every parcel of land that could 
offer the possibility of meeting the number of houses BDC requires, we 
needed to highlight that the sites within the option C2 could deliver the 
number of houses needed if they were grouped. It is also possible at a 
later date any of these land parcels could be considered as possible 
extensions to Monks Farm. Whether the site owners choose to do this 
or not is up to them, as it would be at the other locations where the land 
parcels are owned by more than one party and might require 
cooperation. 

Within BDCs consultation, they could switch their decision to any other 
site at any time if they deem it to be better than their original choice. It's 
not guaranteed that any of the sites within C2 would only be developed 
after any other site. This is especially true if any of the site owners were 
to apply for planning before the BDC local plan is finalised in early 2018 
and before the Neighbourhood Plan is adopted at the referendum if that 
were to happen. 

 

04.11.16 In creating C2 you have used only a part of 
The Monks Farm site to make up the 
numbers needed. By looking at the diagram 
on the Developers web site you can see that 
this area has landscaping and a water 
feature. There are drainage issues on that 
field and this could explain why it is 
necessary to have a water feature. Put 
simply you nor I are qualified to say if the 
land can be split up or parcelled together. 
Your assumption that you can take parts of 
land and form a site is pure speculation with 
no grounds. Further to this you have omitted 
to include the land at Windmill Farm which 
directly joins Monks Farm and could 

We have just posted some FAQs on our site and I have copied and 
pasted the answers to the Windmill Farm question and the C2 question 
below. If you would like to read all the questions and our responses they 
are on our blog today. The point about Japanese Knotweed would not 
prevent development. The site off the High St is also contaminated with 
Japanese Knotweed and that is currently under planning consent for 
development of 28 homes. 

Why have you not included the Bridge Farm and Windmill Farm sites in 
the site selections? 

These two sites are fields to the south and west respectively, of the 
original C1 Monks Farm site, which is currently BDC’s chosen site. We 
have not included them in any other site combinations as they are not 
directly accessible by road as they do not have a road immediately 
adjacent to them. Therefore, Bridge Farm and Windmill Farm could only 
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potentially accommodate just as many 
dwellings, hence double (in due cause) the 
amount of dwellings built there. It is 
submitted to planning by the same develope 
r as of Monks Farm (Parker Strategic Land 
Ltd). Windmill Farm is in the same position in 
the planning process as Watering Farm, 
Moorings and Seven Seas. Why is Windmill 
Farm omitted from your survey? 

 

be developed if Monks Farm is developed first. Being a village 
surrounded by open countryside there are always boundaries against 
green fields where future development could take place. So 
submissions such as these are always likely to happen in future Plan 
Periods 

We haven’t included the Hollow Road site submitted previously in the 
survey either, as it has too many negatives as a development site e.g. 
narrow lane, level crossing, and low-medium Landscape Capacity to 
warrant further consideration 

Why have you used the word Alternative to describe option C2? 

We have used the combination of Watering Farm/Seven Seas/Moorings 
field and a portion of Monks Farm in order to make up the land required 
to give the 300 houses that BDC has identified Kelvedon will need for 
growth within the next 15 years. We measured the land submitted for 
Watering Farm and Moorings, deducting the area of the flood plain. 
Then we applied the capacity of 30 houses per ha and realised that a 
portion of Monks Farm would be needed to deliver 300 houses. The 
word ‘Alternative’ distinguishes this combination from the from the 
original Monks Farm site which BDC has selected. 

Ultimately the decision on which sites will be accepted and parcelled 
together if necessary, will be based on BDC's choice and the willingness 
of any site owners to work together to achieve development of their 
land. They put the land forward so it's reasonable to assume they will 
want to be successful in developing it. We wanted to highlight the new 
sites and the fact that the scope at Monks Farm with these adjacent 
sites is now different and not just the original site that BDC chose. BDC 
could choose any parcels of land that they believe work. So all the sites 
in the village envelope are available to them in any combination they 
choose.  

 

04.11.16 Thank you for replying, however your Had we confined our survey to sites A B and C we would have ignored 
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explainons do not justify the fact that C2 is 
different as a site in its entirety to the other 
three sites. Only the KNP has referred to 
those parcels of land that form C2 as a 
potential development for 300 dwellings. 
This is not, to my understanding the case for 
the other sites where agents of the 
respective developers have applied to BDC. 
Thus, the survey should had concerned sites 
A,B and C only. I'm afraid the reliability of 
your survey results as a research tool will 
potentially be flawed for adding a site that is 
in its design different from the other options 
presented. 

 

the potential expansion or other options in the location of C. That could 
have mislead the community into thinking that the general location of C 
only had the capacity for 300 homes. Because we are feeding into BDC 
consultation we needed to reference their chosen site as it is and felt it 
would be wrong to ignore the rest of the land. Yet we couldn't batch it all 
up as we have been able to do on the other sites and show a gross 
capacity potential. If BDC had not yet selected a site that would have 
been a reasonable option that might have been different. Technically 
you could argue that in the village we have three locations. One in the 
Monks Farm area, one at Ewell Hall and another at London Road. 
Previously the situation had been London Road or Monks Farm. That is 
no longer the case. It would also be wrong to have left the community to 
choose Monks Farm without awareness of the sites that could be added 
because they happen to be adjacent. This is not easy, and we don't 
claim it is. This is potentially the biggest decision the village faces and 
through the NP we have some opportunities. They may not be the only 
opportunities as clearly anyone can apply to make their views known 
directly at the BDC meeting. Our aim is to increase awareness and 
choice and ultimately work towards the best option which is not finally 
clear yet as much more work has to be done on traffic flow and other 
aspects. That said, the community view is important to us as the NP 
team. We could have allowed the BDC consultation to progress in its 
own way and just had input on their chosen site as other NP groups 
have done. We felt we had a greater opportunity and decided to take it. 
We trust people see this as an opportunity more than a threat. 

07.11.16 A further problem with the survey is the 
formatting of the tick boxes. Tick boxes on a 
survey should always go after the option. For 
example if voting for London Road you could 
easily mark Monks Farm in error as this 
would be the standard for most Surveys. 
This has been brought to my attention by two 

Thank you for your observations about the tick boxes. We have not had 
comments from other respondents about this design. Though if people 
checked the number of boxes and number of options, they would notice 
they are to the left. It could equally be a problem the other way round. 
We use professional survey design software which also places some 
boxes on the left and some on the right in different situations so we can't 
say it is always on one side or the other. 
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separate people. 

Incidentally you have eluded on the survey 
of a previous survey conducted in May. Can 
you tell me which site was the preference 
then. Thank you. 

 

So what we can do next time is to see if it is practical to put the boxes 
directly below each option or put a frame around the option and the tick 
box, which would be clear and avoid potential misunderstandings 
regardless of which side the box is.. 

The previous survey was in June and its purpose was to collect data 
about what people liked, disliked and needed. It also asked about the 
sorts of services and amenities people used and how they move around 
the village, including the routes and modes of transport they used when 
leaving the village. In our consultation in July which followed this survey, 
we did offer people the opportunity to comment on potential locations for 
development. I attach a link to the boards we displayed at that 
consultation below. 

In the consultation, people could give their comments about any site and 
comment on as many as they wished. So they weren't choosing one 
site. We wanted to have people's views. We also couldn't validate that 
every visitor to the consultation was a Kelvedon resident. Since we held 
our consultation 7 further sites have been put forward. As the comments 
couldn't be taken purely as Kelvedon resident's opinions we decided to 
arrange this survey. 

 

Person H 04.11.16 If you don't get a huge response to this 
survey and it's a minority that have their say, 
who will decide what's best for the village ? 
Surely we should be able to have a 
democratic vote as to where we would prefer 
development !  
Regarding the land levels in London road, is 
it not possible to reduce the gradient ? Why 
would it be a problem if the houses are 
slightly higher, this happens with many 
developments and can create character 

All public opinion counts and you could argue that every consultation 
only receives a minority of comments. At this stage we can't say how 
many responses we will receive and we hope that people will want to 
have a say. BDC will make their choice and that may remain as Monks 
Farm If the criteria support it. One way that could change is through the 
NP if it is adopted when it comes to referendum stage. If that doesn't 
happen, it will be outside agencies such as BDC that decide. Their 
current choice is Monks Farm. Doing nothing and without any evidence 
to the contrary might mean that remains the choice. However there are 
some new options now with other sites added in the Monks Farm Area 
and at Ewell Hall and even another site at London Road which I'm sure 



88 
 

within the site.  

 

you are aware of. The NP team is working to establish the community's 
preference and gather evidence to establish what will be best for 
Kelvedon. 

The gradient of any site could be reduced and that could apply to any of 
the three sites where it is an issue, not just London Rd. We haven't 
included that in our options as it is by no means certain it would happen 
and we are working with the information currently available. I'm not sure 
homes being overlooked by the height of one storey might be regarded 
as adding character. Although an undulating and interesting landscape 
is certainly desirable.  

 

Person I 11.11.16 We act as the Agent for Site 337 (Site B - 
London Road) which is one of the 4 site 
locations put forward in the Survey. We are 
concerned that the consultation has 
proceeded on the incorrect basis of a stated 
potential housing capacity for Site 337 of 600 
dwellings rather than on the basis of 
proposals formally submitted to Braintree 
District Council (copied to the Parish 
Council) and now having the status of duly 
made Local Plan representations. These 
proposals – which have been in the public 
domain for some time and were the subject 
of a public exhibition held at the primary 
school on 27th July 2016 - relate to a mixed 
use development with a housing element of 
only 269 dwellings with accompanying open 
space, a neighbourhood centre (a focus for 
new services to be suggested by the 
community such as a hall, health centre or 
shops etc.), a small rural business park and 

Thank you for your comments and observations concerning our recent 
survey. 

 

We will not be making any responses to your comments  other than 
referring you to our report which is attached.  This has been sent to 
Braintree District Council as well as being available to the local 
residents within the Kelvedon Parish Council offices and will be 
published on our website. 

 

Thank you for the documents that you attached. 
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a potential education site as well as being 
directly linked to the adjacent provision of a 
6.2 hectare (15.3 acre) public access country 
park alongside the River Blackwater (Site 
338) to be delivered as part of the 
development.  

The potential housing capacity or ultimate 
scale of development of each site is clearly a 
material consideration and likely to be highly 
influential when local residents are 
considering their site preferences. In this 
respect, the claim being made that Site 337 
could deliver double the 300 housing 
capacity currently earmarked for Kelvedon 
bears no relationship to our Masterplan 
proposals already devised for the London 
Road site. The housing element of this 
mixed use scheme is, as noted above, only 
269. 

We are concerned that respondents who 
wish to limit or reduce the provision of future 
housing could well be drawn towards the two 
Monks Farm options (C1 and C2), (each 
indicated to have potential to provide 300 
dwellings), simply on the basis that their 
theoretical capacity is less than the two other 
sites said to have a 600 dwelling potential 
capacity. Quite apart from the fact that our 
envisaged and intended potential for Site 
337 is less than 300, the 600 dwelling figure 
cited is highly likely to skew preferences 
away from this option if only on grounds of 
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scale and is therefore prejudicial to Site 337.  

We therefore consider that the consultation 
having proceeded in the form it has – 
referring as it does to potential numbers of 
houses if entire sites are blanketed with 
housing -  is likely to lead to a bias in favour 
of those sites with a smaller potential 
capacity not exceeding the 300 target for the 
village as a whole and conversely 
prejudicing the choice of the sites with an 
alleged larger potential capacity. 
Furthermore, whilst consultation on the 
choices on offer may provide some general 
insight into preferred locations for growth, it 
will do so in the absence of any weight being 
afforded either the wider community benefits 
or the reality of the land uses and housing 
numbers actually being proposed. The 
theoretical approach citing potential housing 
capacities is therefore fundamentally flawed 
and this will unfortunately hugely diminish 
the robustness and validity of the survey. 

There are other matters which we also draw 
to your attention:- 

1. Indicating that 3 of the 4 sites are within 
800m of a bus route does not greatly assist 
in determining which of the 4 sites scores 
highest in terms of accessibility to bus 
services and we would like to highlight that 
Site 337 includes proposals to route bus 
services through the development and hence 
provide new bus stops linking with the 
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station and elsewhere; 

2.  Contrary to what is stated, none of the 
proposed area to be earmarked for built 
development lies within an area at risk from 
flooding as demonstrated in the attached 
Flood Risk Assessment; 

3.  With regard to the alleged detrimental 
effect on the setting of the village, a 
Landscape Statement was previously 
submitted to the Parish Council and a 
comprehensive Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment is now attached together 
with a resubmission of the Masterplan, 
Highway Assessment, Flood Risk 
Assessment and Local Plan Representations 
which were all received by the Parish 
Council on 19th September 2016;  

4.  References to overlooking apply to both 
flat and sloping sites and in both cases can 
be readily overcome by good design and 
landscaping; and 

5.  The reference to a covenant affecting Site 
337 is not a planning matter, affects 
pedestrian access to only one small part of 
the site, and has no bearing on the ability to 
deliver the proposed scheme. 

  

We believe that the future location and 
delivery of housing at Kelvedon should not 
be considered in isolation but alongside the 
need for employment and community 
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facilities. The approach being adopted is not 
in accord with the comment on the leaflet 
stating: The need for, and location of 
services and infrastructure are important 
factors in choosing the most appropriate site 
location. Clearly this means taking account 
not only of existing services and 
infrastructure but future provision as well. 

  

All in all, therefore, we do not consider the 
feedback from the current consultation is 
likely to provide a satisfactory platform for 
decision-making on future housing locations 
having regard to the flaws in the approach 
and, in particular, a built-in bias arising from 
the housing potential figures cited. 

  

My Client and I have tried on several 
occasions to organise a meeting and were 
declined but we would still welcome the 
opportunity to attend any ‘without prejudice’ 
discussions with the Neighbourhood Plan 
Group as such meetings with other Groups 
have proved useful and productive.  
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Kelvedon has been allocated a development target of 300 new homes in the 
Braintree District Council (BDC) local plan. 

However, there are two outline planning applications currently filed with BDC 
and it is possible both will receive approval. That would mean Kelvedon could 
see development of around 500 homes in the next 15 year plan period.

Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan can help ensure that we have a say in the 
development we receive. That’s why we need your help.

We are using your feedback to develop policies that could form the basis of 
planning rules for Kelvedon for the next 15 years. 

These policies would be legally binding if the neighbourhood plan receives a 
‘YES’ vote at the public referendum. But before we get to that stage, we need 
to know what you think of the draft policy suggestions.

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree by placing a sticker in the 
appropriate columns. 

WELCOME
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Residents who took part in our community survey and attended our 
consulations in summer 2016, helped create and choose the following vision 
statement for Kelvedon…

Vision and Objectives

‘Kelvedon will continue to be a rural village, proud 
of its heritage and conserving the natural habitat for 
the benefit of the whole community. Our growth will 
be sustainable, well designed and attractive so that 
the village remains a friendly, safe and tranquil place 
with easy access to places of work and leisure for 

everyone.’

• Keep Kelvedon as a separate settlement
• Protect our heritage 
• Protect our open green spaces
• Look after our wildlife and environment
• Ensure development meets local needs
• Support essential amenities and services for residents
• Keep Kelvedon’s character through good design
• Support measures to reduce traffic and congestion 

Our headline objectives

Our vision for our village
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Vision and objectives

Do the vision and objectives meet the needs of the village?

Please place a sticker in the column that best reflects your view. If you would 
like to add comments please use the cards provided and place them in the 

box.

YES NO
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Business & Retail

We need to ensure we have thriving businesses and employment opportunities.

Do you agree with the following ideas about policies for business? 
Please use a sticker to respond…

Policy Yes No

BR1 Encourage and support applications for new 
businesses that want to set up in Kelvedon.

BR2 Support the creation of live/work units for 
business owners needing to work from home.

BR3 Support availability of improved Broadband 
and mobile connectivity for all residents.

BR4 Protect business premises to retain and 
encourage employment.

BR5 Ensure shop-fronts and business premises are 
well maintained and in keeping with the street-
scape.

If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy
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With an increasing population, we need to ensure our children can get to 
school and receive a good education. It’s important that education is in step 

with increases in housing numbers.

Would you support the following ideas on policies for education in Kelvedon?
Please use a sticker to respond…

POlicy Yes No

Ed1 Continue provision and expansion of day care 
facilities in an appropriate location with safe 
drop off space and staff parking.

Ed2 Expand or replace the existing preschool.

Ed3 Increase primary school facilities by expansion 
or allocating land in the most appropriate 
location/s, with safe drop off spaces and staff 
parking to provide for likely increases in pupil 
numbers.

If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Education
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Traffic and congestion was the most frequently mentioned issue in our 
community survey.

Would you support any of the following suggestions for policies to reduce 
traffic problems?       

Please use a sticker to respond…

Policy Yes No

MA1 Continue involvement in consultations on A12 
and A120 to maximise benefits for the local 
community.

MA2 Ensure design of roads, pavements 
and footways in new development and 
neighbouring areas, has safety and quality of 
life as its main objectives.

MA3 Identify a specific number of homes for new 
development that would trigger the need for a 
transport plan .

MA4 Support improvements to the Norwich to 
Liverpool St line as well as access and parking 
for Kelvedon Station

MA5 Support continuing and improving bus services 

If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Moving Around
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Our history and heritage is the reason we are here. We have 99 listed buildings 
in Kelvedon. We also live in a rural community with easy access to open 

countryside.

Do you support the following suggestions for policies to protect our 
environment and heritage?       

    
Please use a sticker to respond…

Policy Yes No

EH1 Take positive action to ensure our historic 
environment is protected and enhanced.

EH2 Development must make a positive 
contribution towards the distinctive character 
of the village.

EH3 Provide for preservation of archaeological 
remains and sites.

If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Environment & Heritage
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...Continued     
Please use a sticker to respond…

Policy Yes No

EH4 Retain existing designated open spaces and 
identify new, additional open spaces.

EH5 Retain green spaces between Kelvedon and 
other settlements.

EH6 Where possible, support creation of footpath 
routes between neighbouring villages using 
existing paths and the river Blackwater as a 
‘theme’.

EH7 Where possible, ensure the capacity of burial 
grounds provide a dignified and appropriate 
resting place through expansion or allocating 
new land in the appropriate location.

If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Environment & Heritage
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Neighbourhood Plans can now designate ‘Local Green Spaces’.  The designation aims to protect ‘Local 
Green Spaces’ so that they remain undeveloped. It also protects character and creates space for people 
and wildlife.  

The rules state that ‘Local Green Spaces’ have to be:
•‘close to the community they serve’ 
• ‘special to the local community’
• ‘local in character’
• ‘not an extensive tract of land’

Here is a list of spaces in Kelvedon; tell us whether you think each one should be a designated as a ‘Local 
Green Space’ by using stickers to vote YES or NO...

Environment & Heritage
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Environment & Heritage

1. Thorne Rd 
Play Area

2. Docwra Rd

3. High Street

4. Trews 
Gardens

5. Kingfisher 
Way

6. Swan Street

7. Curlew Close-
Heron Road

8. Teal Way

9. Scout Hut 
area

10. Footpath 
from Brockwell 
Meadows to 
Riverside Way

YES NO
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If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Health & Social Care

With an increasing population that has wide ranging needs, we need to ensure 
that healthcare in the village meets our needs. 

Would you support any of the following suggestions for policies about health 
and social care?       

     
Please use a sticker to respond…

Policy Yes No

HSC1 Encourage creation of new and improved 
healthcare facilities and resist any loss of 
existing services.

HSC2 Ensure that provision of adequate healthcare is 
in step with development of new dwellings

HSC3 Encourage and support well-being through a 
variety of clubs, services, activities, equipment 
and facilities that support physical and mental 
health
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If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Housing

We need to ensure we have housing that meets the community’s needs as they 
change.

      
    Would you support the following suggestions for policies about housing?      

Please use a sticker to respond…

Policy Yes No

Ho1 Where possible infrastructure needed to 
support development must be put in place in a 
timely manner.

Ho2
Proposed housing development must reflect 
a mix of types and sizes reflecting Kelvedon’s 
needs.

Ho3 On sites of 10+ houses the equivalent of 40% 
affordable housing will be provided.

Ho4 Affordable housing should be distributed 
throughout the site in any proposed 
development.

Ho5 Affordable housing should be offered to people 
with a local connection at first occupation.
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If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Housing

....Continued      
Please use a sticker to respond…

Policy Yes No

Ho6 Houses should have a minimum private garden 
size depending on size of home.

Ho7 All housing development should demonstrate 
a good quality of design and respect the local 
character and appearance. 

Ho8 Proposals for all houses to be phased so 
infrastructure is in place.

Ho9 Replacement and extension of existing 
buildings should follow good design principles 
and blend into the street scene.
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If you wish to comment on a specific point please use a card and include the 
number of the policy

Housing

Some of our policies include proposals for affordable and smaller homes in the 
community. 

Do you or your family need any of the following within the next 5 years?
    Please use a sticker to respond…

Type

Starter Home to buy

Home to rent

Downsizing to a 
smaller home

None

July 2017 vs6.indd   14 06/07/2017   12:32:34



What next?

The KNP Team will use your feedback and comments to generate detailed 
planning policies. We will have these policy wordings checked by an external 
planning consultant to ensure they will be effective. 

Then the community will have another opportunity to give their views on the 
detailed policies of our draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

Ultimately these policies could become legally binding for developers 
proposing to build in Kelvedon, if our community votes to adopt our 
Neighbourhood Plan when it reaches the final public referendum. 

If you have family members that would like to give feedback on these outline 
policy ideas, they can visit our website and access an online survey
www.kelvedon-np.co.uk. 

Thank you for your support
There are over 230 Neighbourhood Plans in force across the country.

Please follow our progress, support us and help shape the future of our village.
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The KNP team drafted outline planning policies based on residents’ feedback and evidence 

collected at Neighbourhood Plan events since June 2016. Before proceeding to add detail to 

these policies, the team decided to consult the local community to ensure it had support for 

the headline policies it proposed to develop. To give residents an opportunity to ask 

questions, KNP took a stand at the Kelvedon Community Festival on Saturday 15 July 2017 

from 11.30 am – 7.00 pm. An online survey provided the opportunity for those who could 

not attend the consultation event to respond to the same questions. The online survey 

closed 31 July. 

 

Voting in previous KNP surveys had been restricted to Kelvedon residents. Many services in 

Kelvedon are shared with other nearby settlements e.g. Feering and Coggeshall. Therefore, 

on this occasion it was appropriate that non-resident service users, could take part if they 

wished. 

To ensure the views of residents could be viewed separately from other service users, we 

used colour coded stickers on our survey boards. In the online version post codes identified 

the address of respondents.  

The information that follows summarises the content on the boards and online survey. 

Comments are shown in the appendices. The colour coding below indicates where 

participants live. 

Green = Kelvedon Resident   Orange = Feering Resident   Red = Resident from elsewhere  

 

Kelvedon has been allocated a development target of 300 new homes in the Braintree 

District Council (BDC) local plan.  

 

However, there are two outline planning applications currently filed with BDC and it is 

possible both will receive approval. That would mean Kelvedon could see development of 

around 500 homes in the next 15 year plan period. 

Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan can help ensure that we have a say in the development we 

receive. That’s why we need your help. 

We are using your feedback to develop policies that could form the basis of planning rules 

for Kelvedon for the next 15 years.  

These policies would be legally binding if the neighbourhood plan receives a ‘YES’ vote at 

the public referendum. But before we get to that stage, we need to know what you think of 

the draft policy suggestions. 
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Residents who took part in our community survey and attended our consultations in 

summer 2016, helped create and choose the following vision statement for Kelvedon… 

 

‘Kelvedon will continue to be a rural village, proud of its heritage and conserving the natural 

habitat for the benefit of the whole community. Our growth will be sustainable, well 

designed and attractive so that the village remains a friendly, safe and tranquil place with 

easy access to places of work and leisure for everyone.’ 

Our headline objectives 

 Keep Kelvedon as a separate settlement 

 Protect our heritage  

 Protect our open green spaces 

 Look after our wildlife and environment 

 Ensure development meets local needs 

 Support essential amenities and services for residents 

 Keep Kelvedon’s character through good design 

 Support measures to reduce traffic and congest 

Do the vision and objectives meet the needs of the village?  

YES  
 

NO 
 

Responses for this question  
 

Boards 99 + 10 + 18 =  127 total No responses  
 

127 on boards 

Online 68 +    6 +   4 =    86 total 7 + 1 + 0 = 8 total 
 

  94 online 

  221 Total 

 

For each topic participants were asked to say whether they would support the draft policies. 

They could answer ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ and had the option to add comments on a card or in a 

comment box online if they wished to add more detail. The series of tables below 

summarise the responses to the individual policies for each topic. 
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(Note * the first figure in each column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses) 

Policy 
Number 

 YES * No * Total no of 
responses 

 
BR1 
 

Encourage and support 
applications for new businesses 
that want to set up in Kelvedon          

78 + 64 = 142 
  7 +   6 =    13 
13 +   4 =    17 

7 + 5 = 12 
2 + 1 =   3 
0 + 0 =   0 

164 
  16 
  17 

Total 98 + 74 =  172 9 + 6 = 15 187 

 
BR2 
 

Support the creation of 
live/work units for business 
owners needing to work from 
home                                         

63 + 56 = 119 
  7 +   5 =    12 
13 +   4 =    17 

1 + 14 = 15 
1 +   2 =   3 
0 +   0 =   0 
1 unclear 

134  
  15 
  17 

Total 83 + 65 = 148 15+3+1 = 19 167 

 
BR3 
 

Support availability of improved 
Broadband and mobile 
connectivity for all residents 

79 + 69 = 148 
  8 +   7 =    15 
10 +   4 =    14 

 
No 
responses 

148 
  15 
  14 

Total 97 + 80 =  177 0 177 

 
BR4 
 

Protect business premises to 
retain and encourage 
employment 

71 + 68 = 139 
  9 +   7 =    16 
10 +   4 =    14 

1 + 1 = 2 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0 

141 
  16 
  14 

Total 90 + 79 =  169 1 + 1 = 2 171 

 
BR5 
 

Ensure shop-fronts and business 
premises are well maintained 
and in keeping with the street 
scape 

 84 + 68 = 152 
 10 +   7 =   17 
 12 +   4 =   16 
 

0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0  

153 
  17 
  16 

Total 106 +79 = 185 0 + 1 = 1 186 
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(Note * the first figure in each column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses) 

Policy 
Number 

 Yes* No* Total no of 
responses 

 
Ed1 
 

Continue provision & expansion 
of day care facilities in an 
appropriate location with safe 
drop off space and staff parking 

82 + 63 = 145 
  9 +   6 =    15 
  1 +   3 =      4 
 

0 + 5 = 5 
0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 1 = 1 

150 
  16 
    5 

Total 92 + 72 = 164 0 + 7 = 7 171 

 
Ed2 
 

Expand or replace the existing 
preschool 

71 + 50 = 121 
  9 +   6 =   15 
18 +   2 =   20 

2+13 = 15 
2 + 1 =   3 
0 + 1 =   1 
 

136 
  18 
  21 

Total 98 + 58 = 156 4+15 = 19 175 

 
Ed3 
 
 

Increase primary school facilities 
by expansion or allocating land 
in the most appropriate 
location/s with safe drop off 
spaces and staff parking to 
provide for likely increases in 
pupil numbers 

74 + 52 = 126 
10 +   6 =   16 
12 +   4 =   16 
 

7 + 14 = 21 
2 +   1 =   3 
0 +   0 =   0 
 

147 
  19 
  16 

Total 96 + 62 = 158 
 

9 + 15 = 24 182 
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(Note * the first figure in each column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses) 

Policy 
Number 

 Yes* No* Total no of 
responses 

 
MA1 
 

Continue involvement in 
consultations on A12 and A120 
to maximise benefits for the 
local community 

82 + 65 = 147 
  9 +   7 =   16 
  7 +   4 =   11 
 

1 + 2 = 3 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0 
 

150 
  16 
  11 

Total 98 + 76 = 174 1 + 2 = 3 177 

 
MA2 
 

Ensure design of roads, 
pavements and footways in new 
development and neighbouring 
areas, has safety and quality of 
life as its main objectives 

73 + 65 = 138 
  7 +   7 =    14 
  6 +   4 =    10 
 

0 + 2 = 2 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0 

140 
  14 
  10 

Total 86 + 76 = 162 0 + 2 = 2 164 

 
MA3 
 

Identify a specific number of 
homes for new development 
that would trigger the need for a 
transport plan  

59 + 56 = 115 
  5 +   7 =    12 
  7 +   4 =    11 
  

7 + 4 = 11 
2 + 0 =   2 
0 + 0 =   0 
 

126 
  14 
  11 

Total 71 + 67 = 138 9 + 4 = 13 151 

 
MA4 
 

Support improvements to the 
Norwich to Liverpool St line as 
well as access and parking for 
Kelvedon Station 

78 + 62 = 140 
  7 +   7 =    14 
  5 +   4 =      9 
 

2 + 3 = 5 
2 + 0 = 2 
2 + 0 = 2 
 

145 
  16 
  11 

Total 90 + 73 = 163 6 + 3 = 9 172 

MA5 
 

Support continuing and 
improving bus services  

78 + 62 = 140 
  9 +   7 =    16 
  7 +   4 =    11 

0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0 

141 
  16 
  11 

Total 94 + 73 = 167 0 + 1 = 1 168 
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(Note * the first figure in each column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses) 

Policy 
Number 

 Yes* No* Total no of 
responses 

 
EH1 
 

Take positive action to ensure 
our historic environment is 
protected and enhanced 

76 + 64 = 140 
  9 +   5 =    14 
  9 +   4 =    13 
 

0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 0 = 0 

141 
  14 
  13 

Total 94 + 73 = 167 0 + 1 = 1 168 

 
EH2 

Development must make a 
positive contribution towards 
the distinctive character of the 
village 

72 + 62 = 134 
  8 +   5 =    13 
  9 +   3 =    12 

0 + 4 = 4 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0 

138 
  13 
  12 

 Total 89 + 70 = 159 0 + 4 = 4 163 

 
EH3 

Provide for preservation of 
archaeological remains and sites 
 

72 + 62 = 134 
  9 +   5 =      8 
  8 +   3 =    11 

0 + 4 = 4 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 1 = 1 

138 
    8 
  12 

 Total 89 + 70 = 159 0 + 5 = 5 158 

 
EH4 

Retain existing designated open 
spaces and identify new, 
additional open spaces 

76 + 64 = 140 
  7 +   5 =    12 
 10 +  4 =    14 

0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 0 = 0 

141 
  12 
  14 

 Total 95 + 73 = 166 0 + 1 = 1 167 

 
EH5 

Retain green spaces between 
Kelvedon and other settlements 
 

76 + 63 = 139 
  9 +    5 =   14 
  8 +    4 =   12 

0 + 2 = 2 
0 + 0 = 0 
1 + 0 = 1 

141 
  14 
  13 

 Total 93 + 72 = 165 1 + 2 = 3 168 

 
EH6 

Where possible, support 
creation of footpath routes 
between neighbouring villages 
using existing paths and the 
river Blackwater as a ‘theme’ 

76 + 64 = 140 
  9 +   5 =   14 
10 +   3 =   13 
 

0 + 2 = 2 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 1 = 1  

142 
  14 
  14 

 Total 95 + 72 = 167 0 + 3 = 3 170 

 
EH7 

Where possible, ensure the 
capacity of burial ground 
provides a dignified and 
appropriate resting place 
through expansion or allocating 
new land in the appropriate 
location 

62 + 60 = 122 
  8 +   4 =    12 
  9 +   4 =    13 
 

5 + 4 = 9 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 0 = 0 
1 unclear 
 

131 
  12 
  13 
    1 

 Total 79 + 68 = 147 9 + 0 + 0 + 1 
= 10 

157 
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Residents could view a map showing green spaces in Kelvedon including the named and 

numbered spaces below. The question asked whether residents would like to see the spaces 

listed be designated as Local Green Spaces, which would afford a higher level of protection. 

The online survey format asked residents to select the spaces they would like to see 

designated. There was not an option to say ‘No’ to a specific space. The boards provided the 

option to answer ‘Yes’ and ‘No’.  

(Note * the first figure in the ‘YES’ column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses. The ‘No’ responses are from the boards 

only) 

1. Thorne Rd play area 69 + 40 = 109 
  8 +   4 =   12 
  5 +   1 =     1 

 No 
responses  

 109 
   12 
     1 

Total 82 + 45 = 127 0 127 
2. Docwra Road  

 
62 + 28 =   90 
  4 +   3 =     7 
  7 +   1 =     8 

7 
1 
0 

 97 
   8 
   8 

Total 73 + 32 = 105 8 123 
3. High Street  62 + 36 =   98 

  8 +   4 =   12 
  4 +   1 =     5 

No 
responses  

  98 
  12 
    5 

Total 74 + 41 = 115 0 115 
4. Trews Gardens 58 + 22 = 80 

  5 +   2 =   7 
  4 +   0 =   4 

5 
1 
0 

 85 
   8 
   4 

Total 67 + 24 = 91 6  97 
5. Kingfisher Way 58 + 25 = 83 

  4 +   3 =   7 
  5 +   1 =   1 

1 
0 
0 

84 
  7 
  1 

Total 67 + 29 = 91 1 92 
6. Swan Street 68 + 45 = 113 

10 +   4 =   14 
  5 +   3 =     8 

No 
responses  

113 
  14 
    8 

Total 83 + 52 = 135 0 135 
7. Curlew Close/ Heron Road 65 + 28 =   93 

  5 +   2 =     7 
  4 +   1 =     5 

No 
responses  

  93 
    7 
    5 

Total 74 + 31 = 105 0 105 
8. Teal Way 66 + 38 = 104 

  5 +   3 =      8 
  4 +   3 =      7 

No 
responses  

104 
    8 
    7 
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Total 1. 75 + 44 = 
119 

0 109 

9. Scout hut area  69 + 40 = 109 
  9 +   5 =   14 
  5 +   3 =     8 

No 
responses  

109 
  14 
    8 

Total 83 + 48 = 131  131 
10. Footpath Riverside Way to Brockwell 

Meadows 
82 + 37 = 119 
  9 +   4 =    13 
  5 +   0 =      5 
 

1 
0 
0 
 

120 
  13 
    5 

Total 96 + 41 = 137 1 138 
 

(Note * the first figure in each column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses) 

Policy 
Number 

 Yes* No* Total no of 
responses 

 
HSC1 

Encourage creation of new and 
improved healthcare facilities and 
resist any loss of existing services 

  93 + 61 = 154 
  10 +   5 =   15 
  12 +   4 =   16 

0 + 3 = 3 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 0 = 0 

 156 
   15 
   16 

 Total 115 + 70 = 185 0 + 3 = 3 181 

 
HSC2 

Ensure that provision of adequate 
healthcare is in step with 
development of new dwellings 

  86 + 64 = 150 
  10 +   5 =    15 
  14 +   4 =    18 

0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 0 = 0  

 151 
   15  
   18 

 Total 110 + 73 = 183 0 + 1 = 1 184 

 
HSC3 

Encourage and support well-being 
through a variety of clubs, 
services, activities, equipment 
and facilities that support physical 
and mental health 

  85 + 63 = 148 
  11 +   5 =   16 
  10 +   3 =   13 
 

0 + 2 = 2 
0 + 0 = 0  
0 + 0 = 0  

150 
  16 
  13 

 Total 106 + 71 = 177 
 

0 + 2 = 2 179 
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(Note * the first figure in each column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses) 

Policy 
Number 

 Yes* No* Total no of 
responses 

 
Ho1 

Where possible infrastructure 
needed to support development 
must be put in place in a timely 
manner  

 79 + 62 = 141 
   9 +   5 =   14 
 11 +   3 =   14 
 

 0 + 2 = 2 
 0 + 0 = 0  
 0 + 1 = 1  

 143 
   14 
   15 

 Total  99 + 70 = 169  0 + 3 = 3 172 

 
Ho2 

Proposed housing development 
must reflect a mix of types and 
sizes reflecting Kelvedon’s needs 

65 + 59 = 124 
10 +   5 =   15 
10 +   4 =   14 

 1 + 5 = 6 
 0 + 0 = 0 
 0 + 0 = 0 

 130  
   15 
   14 
 

 Total 85 + 68 = 153  1 + 5 = 6  159 

 
Ho3 
 
 

On sites of 10+ houses the 
equivalent of 40% affordable 
housing will be provided 

53 + 52 = 105 
   
  6 +   4 =   10 
10 +   4 =   14 

25+10 =35 
1 unclear 
  2 + 0 = 2 
  3 + 0 = 3 

 140  
     1 
   12 
   17 

 Total 69 + 60 = 129 
 

30 + 10 +1 
= 41 

170 

 
Ho4 
 

Affordable housing should be 
distributed throughout the site 
in any proposed development 

61 + 55 = 116 
  6 +   5 =    11 
  9 +   4 =    13 

20+ 8 = 28 
  2+ 0 =   2 
  1+ 0 =   1 

 144 
   13 
   14 

 Total 76 + 64 = 140 23+8 = 31 171 

 
Ho5 
 

Affordable housing should be 
offered to people with a local 
connection at first occupation 

80 + 59 = 139 
  9 +    5 =  14 
10 +    4 =  14 

6 + 3 =  9 
1 + 0 =  1 
1 + 0 =  1 

148 
  15 
  15 
 

 Total 99 + 68 = 167 8 + 3 = 11 178 

 
Ho6 

Houses should have a minimum 
private garden size depending on 
size of home 
 

61 + 60 = 121 
   
  5 +   5 =   10 
  8 +   4 =   12 

7 + 3 = 10 
1 unclear 
1 + 0 = 1 
3 + 0 = 3 

131 

     1 
   11 
   15 
 

 Total 74 + 69 = 143 12+3 =15 158 

 
Ho7 

All housing development should 
demonstrate a good quality of 
design and respect the local 
character and appearance  

71 + 63 = 134 
  7 +   5 =   12 
10 +   4 =   14 
 

0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0 

 135 
   12 
   14 

 Total 88 + 72 = 160 0 = 1 = 1 161 

 
Ho8 

Proposals for all houses to be 
phased so infrastructure is in 
place 

74 + 61 = 135 
  8 +   5 =    13 
  9 +   4 =    13 

0 + 1 = 1 
0 + 0 = 0 
0 + 0 = 0 

136 
  13 
  13 

 Total 91 + 70 = 161 0 + 1 = 1 162 
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Ho9 
 
 

Replacement and extension of 
existing buildings should follow 
good design principles and blend 
into the street scene 

80 + 62 = 142 
  8 +   5 =   13 
  9 +   4 =   13 
 

0 + 2 = 2 
0 + 0 = 0 
1 + 0 = 1 
 

144 
  13 
  14 

 Total 97 + 71 = 168 1 + 2 = 3 171 
 

(Note * the first figure in each column is the response from the boards and the second shows the online 

response, then the two have been added to show the total responses) 

Starter 
home to 

buy 
 

Home to 
rent 

 

Downsizing to 
a smaller 

home 
 

 None of these 
types of housing 

Number of 
responses for this 

question 

24 + 11 = 35  
  2 +   3  =   5 
  2 +   3  =   5  

16 + 8 = 24 
  0 + 0 =   0 
  0 + 0 =   0 
 

16 + 9 = 25 
  0 + 1 =   1 
  3 + 0 =   3 
 

52 + 41 =  93 
  7 +   2 =    9 
  5 +   1 =    6 
 

177 
  15 
  14 

28 + 17 = 45 16 + 8 = 24 19 +10 = 29 64 + 44 = 108 206 
 

Comments from participants in the consultation follow in appendix 1 for the online survey 

and appendix 2 for the consultation at the festival on Sat 15 July 2017. 
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Appendix 1 – comments from the online survey  

Question/ policy no Post code Comments 

Vision and objectives CO5 9JD I agree with the objectives. 

CO5 9AG I think that the objective of reduce traffic and congestion 
should be moved up the list to show its a higher priority as 
it's a significant problem for the village and affects the 
health and safety of the village's children as they walk to 
school and the shops 

Co5 9bb Reducing traffic is my main concern 

CO5 9AG Please can the objective "Support measures to reduce 
traffic and congestion" be moved higher up the list (possibly 
to the top)? The traffic on the high street is terrible 
particularly the heavy goods vehicles. By moving it up the 
list it would show it is of a higher priority. There are children 
that walk to school and to the shops with parents. Having 
heavy traffic travelling quickly is eventually going to lead to 
fatalities. As such "reduce traffic and congestion" is a higher 
priority than "Look after our wildlife and environment" 

CO5 9LX Damage village character. More traffic congestion around 
station, and Station road/High st junction, which is already 
dangerous. Alternative site/sites better. 

CO5 9JA Measures to reduce traffic and congestion must be main 
priority and must also focus on pollution levels in the High 
St. caused by excessive traffic 

CO5 9DB Very important that the infrastructure is in place I.e. Roads, 
schools, doctors etc before any development takes place 

CO5 9LS Good, clear objectives. 

Co5 9pq "This will totally ignore the needs of this village and its 
inhabitants especially in the future. These include 
retaining the present green spaces for the development of 
the younger inhabitants. Retaining a safe environment 
which cannot happen if the volume of traffic increases 
which it would do for certain. Ove 
Requirements of Doctors and Dental care would increase 
beyond a safe level of patient care. Increased Council 
services  or Rubbish clearance leading to certain increased 
Council charges." 

Co5 9nz  In addition it is Imperative that the infrastructure is in place 
before extra housing 

co5 9pq "The need to protect our green belt for our Grandchildren is 
paramount. We cannot trust this happening. There is no 
capacity for extra traffic through this village who's ancient  
High street buildings must be protected. There is no way 
medical and dental practices can be expected to register 
more new patients. Schools and nurseries would not be 
able to extend premises without extra land attached and 
these do not have this. " 
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CO5 9JR It is particularly necessary for the traffic to be reduced in 
the high street, if this does not happen the pollution will 
have a serious effect on the people that live in the houses 
on the street, already the diesel from the railway that runs 
parallel with the high street combines with the traffic is 
causing problems, it is vital that this is taken into account 
with any new properties that will be built. 

CO5 9NE I feel like these should be presented in priority order for 
clarity. I know traffic is a bigger issue than 'lowest on the 
list'. 

CO5 9AH I would also add an objective of aiming to retain existing 
residents who shouldn't feel the need to move due to a lack 
of amenities and too intense development. 

CO5 9LU Keep the village centre a vibrant part of the community 
with all the necessary services centralised, 

CO5 9NE I fully support the vision and objectives for Kelvedon as 
detailed above. 

Co59ph Protect our rural location. Ensure survival of farming  
communities. Protect nightskies. Not to separate parts of 
our community by developments 

CO5 9PA Traffic through the village continues to increase space. Any 
development in Kelvedon and surrounding villages will 
exacerbate the situation even more unless steps are taken 
at an early stage to provide alternative access and egress 
options. On street parking by those from surrounding 
villages using the railway station is a major problem already 
and inevitably this will only get worse with the additional 
housing to be built in these villages. Network Rail must be 
obliged to meet its responsibilities to cater for this 
additional influx of commuters with the provision of 
additional parking spaces. 

CO5 0SA 
 

Separate settlement = This can be achieved by the natural 
boundary A12 and the railway line and keep development 
within this area. 

Policy BR1 
 
 

CMN83HB Stress IN Kelvedon envelope, I am strongly opposed too the 
BDC objectives in trying to stop residential use of the 
countryside in favour of industry and businesses. It is not 
improving or vitalising the rural environment. 

CO59AA But the business must obviously be suitable, i.e. not 
requiring heavy lorries for deliveries, not being noisy. 

CO5 9NG But within reason, as we have little parking space for new 
businesses 

CO5 9LX Yes and No. It depends on the kind of business, and if  the 
proposed location is right for that kind of business.. 

CO5 9LX But not without serious improvements to local road 
infrastructure, particularly the High Street. 

CO5 9LS Must comply with the vision and objectives set out. 

CO59AB Supporting local business will help with local employment, 
though I suspect most working residents will travel out of 
Kelvedon for work. 
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Co5 9 pq This would need clearer information on which and how 
many businesses 

Co5 9nz We have plenty of access to businesses in close proximity in 
nearby towns. We are a village and have what we need. 

co5 9pa  BUT - Businesses MUST NOT increase the traffic flow 
through the village:  MUST NOT create car parking 
problems: MUST NOT cause environmental 
problems/smells etc. and must always fit with the general 
character of the village and not impinge on residential areas 
including the space around and in view of individual homes 

CO5 9NF Providing village has infrastructure in place to support 
development   

CO5 9NE The problem we have is lack of premises due to conversion 
into residential on the village high street. This is something 
we can't revert and is disappointing. The businesses should 
reflect the local character of the village but will be held in 
new locations built on new sites. GROAN. 

CO5 9AH Within reason. 

CO5 9JD Within reason but not so much that the village is over-
developed industrially. 

CO5 9DX These need to be managed as parking may be an issue. 

CO5 9AB Especially businesses that the community needs e.g bakery,  
I wouldn't like to see a large business park with lots of 
lorries in the edge of the village. 

CO5 9NE Provided that they are small and do not change the 
character of the village. 

CO5 9NE Provided they are small and do not alter the character of 
the village. 

c05 9nu But where will they be set up? Currently no space in the 
village 

CO5 9PA In existing premises or on sites where housing has already 
been allocated. I do however believe that this should be at 
the London Rd end of the village as the centre / Station Rd 
junction can't take anymore traffic than it already has 
because of the on street parking that is needed by those 
residents on Station Rd. 

CO5 9BB Small business growth locally provides a positive dynamic 
providing local employment and offers a balance to the 
otherwise commuter/dormitory bias of the village 
population 

Co59bf A lot of people seem to oppose potential new business 
applications for our village. As some who comes from 
generations of kelvedonians, I find it disappointing when 
services that us locals have been wanting for years get 
turned down because a minority object. We all love our 
village and I've been so sad to see so many establishments 
close over the years. Please don't allow people who have 
only moved here in recent years and didn't see how our 
wonderful village used to thrive, stop us from getting back 
to our roots and get some of those and some new services 
up and running. 
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CO59AQ There should be some criteria established for the type of 
business that would be encouraged.  For example, heavy 
industrial units might be deemed to be inappropriate. 

CO5 9JD With the caveat that this policy must not be followed 
without attention to potential results (eg noise, pollution, 
unsuitability of proposed premises etc) 

CO5 9LX Of a suitable scale for the locality 

CO5 9PP new buisness not just fast food outlets 

Policy BR2 
 
 
 

CMN83HB This is acceptable in rural situations if appropriate and 
certainly in the village. 

CO5 9LX Small footprint workplaces not requiring extensive use of 
transportation infrastructure are the way forward, socially, 
economically, and environmentally.    

CO5 9LX But not with daily goods deliveries, callers and retail waste 
outside. 

CO5 9DB This is always a sensible idea as helps traffic congestion 

CO5 9LS Must comply with the vision and objectives set out. 

Co5 9 pq As previous answer 

Co5 9nz Existing tenants manage as we are 

co5 9pa See comment comments under BR1 

CO5 9NE
  

Most people needing to work from home, just need a study, 
although some will need more space. I feel smaller versions 
of Threshelfords which create revenue for the village would 
be a more 'community friendly' option.  This could contain 
workshops closed to the public or new businesses that are 
public revenue led. 

CO5 9AH Although, development should meet demand and the use 
should be strictly enforced to ensure the emplymnent use 
does not slip in to resi. 

CO5 9PA Important to provide sufficient work space for those 
wishing or needing to work from home. 

CO5 9AB As someone who works from home, I'm not sure that this 
makes any sense over a house with the right number of 
rooms. 

CO5 9NE To a limited extent, provided that are reasonable in size and 
they do not alter the character of the village. 

CO5 9NE Provided they are small and do not alter the character of 
the village. 

CO5 9JD Very much in line with the historical pattern of a large 
percentage of employment in Kelvedon BUT safeguards 
need to be considered - ie potnetial for noise, odours, 
rubbish etc 

CO5 9LX Need to be well designed for the locality 

Policy BR3 
 

CO5 9NG sooner rather than later its very intermittent at present 

CO5 9LX essential to support the local community and bussinesses. 

CO5 9DB Extremely vital in this day and age 

CO5 9NE This is absolutely a priority, for both business and personal 
development. I work from home and need to connect to a 
server which drops often/is slow, but works well whilst in 
the London office. 
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Co5 9nz As long as mobile phone masts are not near housing/ 
schools etc 

CO5 9PA High speed broadband is imperative for those working from 
home. 

CO5 9NE provide it does not entail construction of any additional 
high masts or towers. 

CO5 9NE Provided no additional high masts or towers are required. 

Co59bf  Yes please!!!!! Particularly in London road where we seem 
to be in a dip. 

CO5 9JD Essential 

CO5 0SA more easily achieved by keeping within the boundaries as 
previous mentioned as nearer to existing utilities services 

Policy BR4 CMN83HB Except where industrialising the countryside. 

CO5 9LX We need to have work and homes available in one place, 
one community. 

CO5 9JW Rents need to be capped or subsidised. For example the 
rent on the old bank in the high street was so ridiculously 
high it was clear that the only real intention was to 
eventually sell it off as a housing opportunity to developers. 

Co5 9 pq Again see answer A1 

Co5 9nz  Existing businesses 

co5 9pa  BUT -- see comments under BR1 

CO5 9NE As mentioned above. No more residential conversion 
please! 

CO5 9NE Provided they are small and in keeping with the village. 

Co59hx Need to stop converting business premises into private 
homes (barclays/deli). 

CO5 9JD If protect if defined as encouraging every effort to find 
replacement uses for business premises which have 
become vacant but not if defined as never permitting 
change of use. 

Co5 9JE Loss of business properties along the High Street 
irreversible and a serious threat, as far as I'm concerned... 

CO5 0SA Monks Farm development does not encourage this 
no health centre  / doctors etc. 

Policy BR5 CO5 9AH none 

CO5 9LX People living in a good environment will have better 
attitudes towards community, work, and relationships, and 
be all round more productive. 

CO5 9JD Especially along the High Street 

CO5 9PA All retail and offices in the Conservation Area should be in 
keeping with the tradional character of the village. 

CO5 9AB It's a shame that some businesses e.g. Harunani dental 
practice have weeds growing between the paving and the 
building. They have also had some damaged signage in the 
past. 

CO5 9PA One Stop corner and whoever maintains this needs a kick 
up the backside as it's an eyesore in comparison to the rest 
of the village. 
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CO5 9NE The shop fronts of China City and the others in that area 
leave a lot to be desired 

CO5 9JD How? Certain matters form part of planning control 
particularly in Conservation Area but there must be 
allowances for personal taste and for elements of design 
and display which may not be to everyone's idea of being 
"in keeping" but signal a thriving business with popular 
appeal. 

Policy Ed1 
 
 
 
 

CO5 9LX With current economic and social imperatives day care 
facilities must be available 

CO5 9LX Appropriate location with safe drop off and parking yes, but 
not the fiasco with waiting, parking and bad driving we 
currently have outside the school in St. Mary's road. 

CO5 9DB Important to make life easier for young families and lovely 
to encourage young people to live in Kelvedon 

Co5 9nz Congestion around parking  is a huge issue with complaints 
regularly received by the schools 

co5 9pa Be aware that 'safe drop off' should include vehicles not 
blocking the driveways or access for nearby residents. 
Sometimes car parking at certain times of the day is a 
serious problem around St Mary's primary school and 
access to local driveways and the ability for large vehicles 
(including emergency vehicles) can be restricted.  

CO5 9DX Day care facilities need to be away from the high str 

CO5 9PA School drop offs/pick ups are a nightmare for residents and 
is becoming more of a problem as pupils come from outside 
of the village.   Parents park on corners and block drives 
causing dangers to not just other motorists but children 
walking to school. 

CO5 9NE yes, within reason, ie they are not too large to affect the 
character of the village. 

CO5 9JD Given justification of numbers 

CO5 0SA Existing day care facilities are poor - parking etc. The 
proposed new health centre at London Road development 
provides this. The Monks Farm proposal of extending 
existing facilities via money donation, is not practical. 

Policy Ed2 CO5 9NG Problem with parking now so what can be done . The whole 
area near the pre school is car solid and dangerous as cars 
are parked anywhere 

CO5 9LX Once more an unavoidable consequence of current trends 
in society. 

CO5 9LX Riverside Way  is becoming extremely busy with the 
increase in traffic  from both schools, and cars using it as a 
rat run to avoid the High Street congestion. 

CO59AB As required. 

co5 9nl  Expansion of and/or the addition of another preschool will 
be necessary to cater for any further housing development. 

Co5 9 pq Needs further clarification 

co5 9pa No comment for this one but see comment against Ed1 

CO5 9AG To some extent this has been done.  However, there is 
scope to further improve and grow the provision. 
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CO5 9NE I don't use the pre-school so have little knowledge to justify 
an answer. 

CO5 9ne Kelvedon & Feering preschool does not need replacing but 
is in desperate need of funding to make improvements on 
its building and outside play area. 

CO5 9AH Don't know enough about existing capacity. 

Co5 9pb If needed 

CO5 9PA Pre-school in ideal location but would imagine better 
facilities would be welcomed. 

CO5 9LU Preferably  by expansion of the existing site. 

Co59ph Happy with preschool facilities wouldn't want to replace 
them 

Co5 9pp The preschool is lovely as it is.  If it was expanded this would 
inevitably lead to more congestion on St Mary's rd. 

CO5 9BB The village needs to retain and encourage younger families 
by providing pre-school facilities 

CO5 9JD Support ongoing evaluation of needs and standards. The 
relationship between the primary school and the preschool 
is highly valued - too great expansion on current site could 
"over reduce" school's outdoor space. 

Co5 9JE Honestly unsure whether existing preschool needs either 
expansion or replacement so don't feel able to answer. 

CO5 0SA Existing pre school are poor - parking etc. The 
proposed new school at London Road development 
provides this. The Monks Farm proposal of extending 
existing facilities via money donation, is not practical 

Policy Ed3 CMN83HB I think drop off areas should be a sensible walk from schools 
to encourage exercise and all parking close to schools 
should be more controlled and enforced 

CO5 9DW if Monks Farm goes ahead I understand there will be no 
new school built so will go to St Marys. There is already 
parents parking dangerously in St Marys Road to pick 
up/drop off children. Monks Farm would make it far worse 

CO5 The school is a good size as it is, in my opinion expansion 
would require infrastructure larger than the current site will 
support. 

CO59AA We have a large primary school on a good site already 

CO5 9NG To expand the school and drop off you will have to move 
the school or use the valuable play areas 

CO5 9PJ Don't agree with expanding St Mary's not enough parking in 
the surrounding streets as it is. Some parents very 
inconsiderate when parking 

CO5 9LX Will be necessary as a consequence of the village growing in 
population. 

CO5 9LX As above. 

CO5 9LX Please see ED1 

CO59AB My preference would be for St Mary's school to expand to 
take the increased pupil numbers. How much scope is there 
to do this? 
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CO5 9JW This is absolutely the most crucial and critical issue. If this 
issue cannot be dealt with a satisfactory way and the 
development of the school provision is 100% guaranteed 
then no housing development at all should be allowed. 

Co5 9 pq As before 

co5 9pa However, care must be taken if these premises are to be 
relocated. The current position of St Mary's really should 
mean that it is within walking distance for most pupils. Fit 
children aged 4+ should have no problem walking distances 
of 1 mile+. Roughly how many pupils live further than 1 mile 
from the school? 

CO5 9AG Ed3 appears to suggest that one option is to expand the 
current school to accommodate additional pupils.  The 
school is currently close to full and has limited scope to 
increase pupil/parking capacity without building on the 
playground/playing fields thereby compromising the 
existing facilities.  This would be a backward step and Ed3 
should reflect this. 

CO5 9JR The head of the Kelvedon primary school has already stated 
that they cannot take many more pupils so there is a 
desperate need for another school. 

CO5 9NE I think the current primary school has expanded enough, 
but you could add staff parking along the front of the school 
field, near the electric 'hut'. A new school on new site 
makes more sense with the above provisions. So Yes and 
No. 

CO5 9AH Don't know enough about existing capacity. 

Co5 9pb Yes, if needed 

CO5 9AB Especially important to encourage walking or cycling and 
reduce reliance on cars. Maybe that would change if we 
have fewer non Kelvedon pupils. 

Co5 9PJ Current school policy allows over 40% pupils coming from 
outside the two villages (Kelvedon & Feering). This increases 
the number of parents dropping children off by car with the 
subsequent parking nightmare in surrounding streets as 
children cannot walk to school & children moving into the 
village cannot attend the local school.   

Co59ph Don't not school get too big unless junior infant school 
different sites if expanding 

CO5 9PA St Mary's is full. The teachers or the facilities cannot cope 
with more pupils. A new school will be needed not 
expanding the old one. 

CO5 9PA Dropping off and picking up children creates traffic and 
parking problems in the village at peak time in the morning. 
In the afternoon parking up starts an hour before the 
children come out. Much of this parking is inconsiderate if 
not downright dangerous. Providing dropping off points will 
be an impracticable solution given that everyone is dropped 
off within a very short period and merely encourages the 
use of vehicles. 
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Co5 9pp But not a split site as this would cause lots of problems for 
parents with children in different years.  The school planned 
for London Rd should be a separate school. 

Co59bf Definitely a need for expansion or a 2nd school. I work at 
the school and can confirm we are currently full as things 
stand and that's with a massive minority of children coming 
in from outside of the village. With the new green fields 
estate and with the 100 houses being built in feering, 
realistically there is not enough room long term at the 
school as it stands unless feering have plans for a new 
school? 

CO5 9JD If numbers justify such action - all viable alternatives should 
first be part of an ongoing assessment of the situation. 

Co5 9JE "Yes" to increasing primary education facilities as we need it 
increased; but yet to see evidence it needs expansion now. 
Would rather ensure places at local schools went to local 
children, rather than children from outside the village. 

CO5 0SA Existing primary school lack expansion area and  parking 
and drop off near school are poor. The proposed new 
school  at London Road development provides this. The 
Monks Farm proposal of extending existing facilities via 
money donation, is not practical. The practicability of 
extending on existing site with school times etc and site set 
up / storage / deliveries would be very difficult to provide 
safe  environment for children and traffic management 
issues on a very busy estate. 

Policy MA1 CO59AA It is essential that traffic from Tiptree direction can access 
the A12 in both directions from Inworth, to stop it coming 
through Kelvedon. 

CO5 9NG Vital junctions at either end of Kelvedon and Feering  to 
allow traffic access onto the A12 would reduce traffic flow 
through Kelvedon and benefit the local community 

CO5 9AG There needs to be a dedicated junction off and on to the 
A12 for Tiptree traffic so that it reduces the traffic on the 
high street. This needs to be done before new homes are 
built 

CO5 9LX And to minimize the dis-benefits  to the village. 

CO5 9JA A12 junctions to the north and south of Kelvedon must be 
multi directional 

CO5 9AA The line of the new A120 should take a route north of 
Kelvedon and not to its south (Rivenhall) so as to minimise 
any traffic flow through Kelvedon. This applies especially to 
commercial vehicles most of which are likely to be heading 
to/from the Colchester direction along the A120/A12. 

CO5 9LX Absolute priority. 

CO5 9DB Access onto A12  in both directions from  Tiptree is very 
important to prevent traffic having to use Kelvedon High 
Street 

CO59AB Kelvedon and Feering desperately need multi direction 
junctions at the A12 to minimise the through traffic along 
the High Street. 
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co5 9nl and to object any further development until all-way traffic 
flow is in place at the A12 junctions both to the north and 
south of the village.    

co5 9pq Would not be adhered to. Too many broken promises 

co5 9pa  Even without new homes being built, there does need to be 
a direct link between Tiptree and the A120 via Coggeshall 
and a new junction on the A12. The 2 x A roads must have a 
major upgrade including extra lanes. 

CO5 9JG Increased volume of traffic is one of the major problems 
affecting the village and it is vital this is solved before there 
is any more development 

CO5 9PA Improvements to A12 long over due! 

CO5 9AB The A12 junctions at both ends of the village and A120 
improvements are essential 

CO5 9NG Improvements tp start before Anydevelopments 

CO5 9BB This is very important for the future the village that the 
proposals lessen the through traffic and do not have a 
negative impact on the A12 

CO5 9NE access north and south bound a12 from both junctions is 
essential to reduce traffic on high st 

CO5 0SA Monks Farm development - the Station Road junction 
despite promised work by developers to widen. Will have 
little effect on the traffic from the new development as the 
hope large percentage catching train! They will still drive 
through Station Road to drop off kids to pre school / school 
/ doctors. As very few people walk these days - evidence in 
the number dropped off at present.   

Policy MA2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CMN83HB Provision of footpath/cycle path/ bridleway away from the 
London road unless it becomes much less heavily used 
(including LGV's) 

CO5 9DW Monks Farm will cause a nightmare at the junction near The 
Railway Tavern and along Station Road, which is already bad 
enough 

CO5 9LX Of course. 

CO5 9LX Absolute priority 

CO5 9DB Kelvedon is such a pretty village it is important to be able to 
walk round it safely and encourage less car use from locals 

co5 9pq See MA1 

CO5 9AG What does "safety and quality of life" mean in this context?  
Those responsible for approving or building modern 
cramped housing estates would almost certainly be able to 
say that they considered both in their design 

CO5 9JR If there is a development on Monks Farm there will be very 
bad traffic congestion on the high street. 

CO5 9AH A main objective should also be linked to good function and 
highways planning for efficient movement. 

CO5 9DX Ensure that the width of roads is wide enough as some new 
estates (Chelmsford) have narrow roads which creates 
additional traffic problems. 
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Co59ph Protect community from air pollution. Protect rural 
environment and blackwater  footpaths and bridleways. 
Reduce noise pollution as roads and also trains and with 
Stansted expansion increased airplanes 

CO5 9NG Suggest trial run of traffic lights  at crossroads high 
st/station rd before any decisions made. 

Co5 9pp Cycle lanes would be good!  Perhaps split paths/cycle paths 
where there is room. 

CO5 9 NX It is imperative that you find a solution for the traffic 
between Station Road and the High Street which will g 
considerably worse once Monks Farm is developed. 
 

Policy MA3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO5 9NG This would only be possible for the London Road sight 

CO5 9AG There needs to be a dedicated Tiptree junction off and on to 
the A12 to reduce the Tiptree traffic using Kelvedon high 
street to get to the A12 before any new homes are built 

CO5 9AH yes - one more 

CO5 9LX Traffic in Kelvedon is already a problem. We need a new 
A12 junction for Coggeshall and Tiptree traffic now. 2 or 300 
extra homes in Kelvedon will make this urgent 

co5 9pq See MA1 

co5 9pa Mega upgrades on the roads - A12, A120 and, locally, the 
dangerous junction that joins Swan Street, Station Road and 
Kelvedon High St/Feering  - are needed even without any 
new homes. 

CO5 9NE I don't understand this question. Of course new home 
development would trigger the need for a transport plan? 

CO5 9AH This should be a very low hurdle. Infrastructure is very 
important. 

CO5 9JD This needs to be done regardless due to the expansion of 
Tiptree! 

CO5 9AB We need a transport plan for all development as we are so 
congested already 

CO5 9LU Review and if necessary revise existing traffic management 
systems. 

Co59ph Recognition that historical Street restrict development. Also 
maintain historical buildings in their historical settings as 
much as possible 

CO5 9PA Wholly depends on where the development is to be placed. 

CO5 9JD Given the potential road/junction problems likely to arise 
from 1 or 2 major housing developments plus Feering site 
and sites in Tiptree, Coggeshall etc a transport plan (such as 
circular bus serving Kelvedon, Coggeshall, Feering) as 
supplement to Community Bus should be explored. 

CO5 9LX Inappropriate to increase number of homes simply to 
trigger transport/infrastructure projects. 

Policy MA4 
 
 
 
 

CMN83HB Not sure we need to become any more of a commuter 
suburb! 
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CO5 9NG But again lack of space for larger car park, trains would 
need to be much longer or more frequent, thats provided 
the cars can get through the grid lock caused by the extra 
houses/cars 

CO5 9LX Of course. 

CO5 9DB Vital to have better access to the station and many more 
car parking spaces 

CO59AB Increased housing will undoubtedly add further stress to 
the railway network. We will need added parking and 
access along Station Road MUST be improved. 

co5 9nl Provided improvements to the line to facilitate (eg 'Norwich 
in 90')  is not to the detriment of 
capacity/frequency/journey time of  Kelvedon services. 

co5 9pq Where is the extra parking space ? 

co5 9pa For this question, we need to look at ALL new housing 
proposed across the whole of Essex, Suffolk, Norfolk, 
Hertfordshire and Cambridgeshire with an estimate of the 
number of extra passengers arriving at Liverpool St between 
7.45am and 8.45am. There is a bottleneck of tracks just 
outside of Liverpool St that severely restricts the maximum 
number of trains into and out of the station and these 
tracks cannot be increased.  I suspect that Liverpool St is 
close to maximum possible capacity during the critical one 
hour morning period.  How can the car park be increased 
and access improved ? See my MA3 comment above 
regarding the dangerous junction at Swan Street 

CO5 9NE Shenfield station parking is a good example of what we can 
do. Leave the parking near the carpark entrance as pick up 
and drop off only and expand car park towards the Church 
Road bridge. 

CO5 9JD Increase the provision of public transport links to local train 
services. 

CO5 9PA Important to provide a good train service with sufficient 
parking at the railway station. 

CO5 9AB Need increased parking and better drop off and pick up 
arrangements.  The single lane drop off is inadequate. The 
number of spaces for pick up causes tail back to Station Rd 
which will cause even more problems when new 
development begins. 

CO5 9NE Access to and from Kelvedon Station should be enough to 
"torpedo" any future housing development in that region. 
The bottlenecks caused already are dangerous. I hope the 
Council Planning Officers complete a "walk through" at rush 
hour times before considering any housing development 
decisions. 

CO5 9NE Access to Kelvedon Station should be improved and 
completed before any housing development is even 
proposed. The traffic congestion there at rush hours is 
already at a dangerous level. 

CO5 9PA See earlier comments 

Co5 9pp Trains are already overcrowded and late all the time 
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Co5 9JE Not so much the parking. Would need to be in an 
appropriate location and not convinced there is one. 

CO5 9PP parking at station seems to be a problem there appears to 
be quite a few spaces at present but  with building 
elsewhere not sure how we can second guess numbers 
needed also can we encourage villages locally to lay on 
transport as Coggeshall does. 

Policy MA5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CMN83HB No opinion 

CO5 9NG Bus service is very good already 

CO5 9LX Of course 

CO5 9AA The current Route 71 provides a good regular service and 
there should be no action to reduce its frequency. 

CO5 9DB When we moved here in 1977 there was a bus service down 
Hollow Road. This was helpful as the road is too dangerous 
to walk down 

CO5 9NE Rarely use. 

CO5 9PA Important to encourage use of public transport. 

Co59ph Services are becoming more and restricted. Home bonus 
money should be put aside for public transport provision 

CO5 9PA An admirable objective but fares must be affordable to all 

CO5 9JD Given that Honywood and Thurstable are the secondary 
schools most likely to be attended by pupils from Kelvedon 
there should be greater attention to bus services to those 
communities particularly for after school activities 

Policy EH1 CMN83HB Yes but bring some common sense into local planning; 
preserve but do not strangle and ossify our heritage. Speed 
up planning which is slow to the point of driving normal 
people (those who work in the private sector and 
understand=d the meaning of mac days work) top the point 
of choosing to ignore and flout planning because it dies not 
serve its purpose any more. 

CO59AA As mentioned we need to reduce traffic on the high street, 
especially lorries, and make sure planning in the 
conservation area is carefully controlled.  

CO5 9LX See comments above on shop fronts etc. Quality of 
environment affects quality of life, and the productivity an 
cohesion of society. 

co5 9pa  The local Heritage Society should be fully involved with 
these proposed developments. 

CO5 9AG What does this mean? 

CO5 9AH It should be noted that we have a significant conservation 
area that should be protected. Not just the character of the 
listed buildings. 

CO5 9NE Heavy lorries and unchecked speeding traffic must be 
causing terrible damage to our old buildings, especially in 
the High Street. We must protect it now. 

CO5 9NE Heavy 40 ton lorries and unchecked speeding traffic 
through the village must be inflicting damage to the old 
properties, particularly those situated in the High Street. 

Co59ph Understanding what we are at risk of losing as a community 
and protect it as much as possible 
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Co59bf Within reason. 

Policy EH2 
 

Co5 9hx  Most important that there is sufficient development which 
is affordable for local people. 

CO5 9LX Of course 

CO5 9AA There should be no construction of multi storey 
flats/apartments that would detract from the present 
village environment. 

CO5 9DB Special care needs to be taken over design and look of new 
houses so they blend in with historic properties and keep 
feel of village intact 

co5 9pa It should but I cannot for the life of me see how this can 
happen. Everything suggested so far seems to be a severe 
detriment that will totally snarl up the roads. 

CO5 9NE Neither proposed sites are currently in the village centre 
and there are already homes surrounding each site which 
are not historical or contributing to the dinstictive character 
of the village. But, new development should be thoughtful 
and 'attractive' to encourage integration with the new 
services and residents. 

CO5 9AB It doesn't have to be old fashioned to make a positive 
contribution we need no more bland annexes and houses. 

CO5 9NE Developers must pay up front for the changes they will 
trigger. To wait until "after the event" and then plead 
poverty should not be an option left open to them. Perhaps 
they should be forced to set up a suitable "pot" of money 
before hand that is then not available to them until all the 
work is finished to satisfaction. 

CO5 9JD Yes - but avoiding Disneyesque pastiche 

Policy EH3 CO5 9LX See comments above re shops and historical buildings. 

CO5 9AH Within reason. 

CO5 9JD Given that the London Road site will almost certainly reveal 
additional information about the development of Kelvedon, 
there may be a need for greater on site provision than is 
usually the case. European examples of preservation and on 
site display as seen in even very small communities may 
need to be followed. 

CO5 9PP remains should be kept locally and open to public on 
occasions 

Policy EH4 CO5 9LX See comments above re historic buildings and sites,shop 
fronts etc. 

co5 9pq  Cannot be guaranteed!!!!! 

Co5 9pb Building on monks farm goes against this policy though. 
 

CO5 9PA Any new development in the village must also provide 'open 
spaces'. 
 

Co59ph Agricultural land should be protected to help maintain rural 
identity 
 

CO5 9PA Green spaces are essential for a feeling of wellbeing 
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CO5 9JD Area C (High Street) has an existing designation as Public 
Open Space. Some of the other areas shown on map as 
potential green spaces are leased by BDC to  Scout Group 
and KPC - does this give the necessary degree of protection? 
Designation of Trews Gardens at centre of private 
development seems overzealous. Teal Way is of particular 
importance as main (and vehicular) entrance to Brockwell 
Meadows Local Nature Reserve. 

Policy EH5 CO5 9LX Of course. 

CO5 9AA This is a major objective and is why there should be no 
advancement of the so called West Tey "garden 
community" development whose footprint would reach 
down to the outskirts of Feering/Kelvedon and create an 
effective ribbon development all along the A12 corridor 
from Rivenhall to Marks Tey.  

co5 9pq See EH 4 

CO5 9NE But also realise that traffic conveniences are on the 
outskirts of the village. There's plenty of space to develop 
here and retain the village within an expanded 'location'. 

CO5 9PA Very important to prevent coalescence with surrounding 
settlements, the bigger developments, the more green 
space needed around it! 

CO5 9NE Most definitly. Before I moved to Kelvedon I lived in an 
idylic little village in Kent. Over Development allowed the 
next village to swamp and effectivly merge with ours. The 
results were catastrophic and we had to move. So I speak 
from experience. 

CO5 9NE Most definitely. I previously lived in a lovely little village in 
Kent where over development caused two villages to merge 
with disasterous results. 

CO5 9PA It is essential for the village to retain its integrity and 
individuality. The simplest and cheapest way of achieving 
this is by maintaining green areas around the village 

Co59bf  We need to remain a village. 

CO5 9JD "Use of ""buffer"" designation should be followed up. 

Policy EH6 CMN83HB But also cycling and equestrian access routes - do not be 
too blinkered to other forms of exercise and physical and 
mental stimulation. 

CO5 9LX Quality of lie issue again plus transport (?+cycle ways) and 
walking to maintain health issues. 

CO5 9NE This would be lovely, we used to back from Coggeshall after 
our exams as 15 year olds. A more designated 'route' would 
have made this safer. 

CO59lx Also provide better footpaths between all parts of village to 
Railway station especially from existing footbridge over 
railway at Church Road 

CO5 9ne Love this idea. Walking on the road sometimes with 
children doesn't always feel safe so more well kept natural 
footpaths would encourage people to get out walking 
especially if they felt it was safer and push chair accessible 
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CO5 9AH Good idea. The river is unused and not sufficiently well 
managed. 

CO5 9AB This should not be where possible!  we should work around 
areas that dont give direct access to the river to create a 
continuous path even if it meanders. 

Co59bf For safety reason and to ease traffic (it would encourage 
walking), this would be beneficial. 

Policy EH7 CMN83HB No opinion 

CO59AA I don't think we need any more burial grounds, and should 
encourage cremation. 

CO5 9LX Of course. Also forming provision of wild life friendly areas 
for future generations - of wildlife and people. 

co5 9pa We may need to look to expand on these sites as we Baby 
Boomers approach old age. 

CO5 9PA Land should be identified for future use as a burial ground, 
preferably within a reasonable distance from the Church. 

CO5 9AB People should be able to choose their resting place. 

CO5 9JD Is a church-related ground appropriate? Should provision 
for more natural burial be explored? 

CO5 9PP It would be nice but as many to not attend church local 
burial is difficult 

Policy HSC1 CO5 9DX Can never get a doctors appointment first 

CO5 9LX of course. 

CO5 9AA A long term solution to the seperate Brimpton House and 
Health Centre surgeries needs to be found 

co5 9pq How and where would new practices be built. Where would 
practitioners come from. Shortage now!!!! 

co5 9pa Perhaps our current healthcare facilities can be merged 
with extra permanent GPs and nurses to create a more 
efficient service? 

CO5 9JR Because the K & F health centre provides such a good 
service some people even come from Tiptree, so there will 
be a vital need for more or expanded health care. 

CO5 9LU It is essential to retain healthcare facilities in the centre of 
the village with a reasonable short walking distance to 
Boots the Chemist.  
 

Policy HSC2 CO5 9DX Doctors cannot cope already 

CO5 9LX Of course 

CO5 9AA If a combination of the two existing surgeries serving 
Kelvedon & Feering takes place larger premises will need to 
be found with adequate off road parking provision. 

co5 9pa Yes but the extra number of new dwellings is very much a 
moot point. How many extra houses are proposed across 
the whole of East Anglia and what is the cumulative impact 
of this on the area?  I suspect that very few people know 
and do not want the general population to know. 

CO5 9PA Recognise the difficulties of recruiting GPs. 
 

CO5 9NE Make sure the developers contribute "up front". 
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Co59ph  Ensure monies from developers to fund long term jobs in 
health care to support residents including air ambulance 
ambulance, community nursing, physio , rehab, doctors 
social care 

Policy HSC3 CO5 9LX Of course 

co5 9pq Can't be guaranteed 

co5 9pa There are probably more organised activities in this village 
than many realise. Should the Parish Council make a list of 
these activities and contact names and numbers for any one 
who wished to join? 

Co5 9pp Leisure centre or dual use community/school leisure 
facilities would be good.   

Policy Ho1 CO59AA Timely should mean before developments are finished. 

Co Infrastructure first, development secong 

CO5 9NG Infrastructure BEFORE development 

CO5 9AG There needs to be a dedicated junction off and on to the 
A12 for Tiptree traffic so that it reduces the traffic on the 
high street. This needs to be done before new homes are 
built 

CO5 9LX Of course 

CO5 9AA By  "timely manner" should mean ahead of or 
contemporaneously with the development; not after the 
building work is completed. 

CO5 9DB Preferably before the hosing development starts 

CO59AB Developers must be held to account on provision of added 
infrastructure before or in step with current building. 

co5 9nl Delete 'where possible'.  infrastructure improvements to be 
funded and built in parallel.  No supporting infrastructure  =  
no development. 

Co5 9nz  Before properties inhabit 

co5 9pq Cannot guarantee outcome would be as promised 

CO5 9AG Remove "Where possible" otherwise this is a pointless 
statement 

CO5 9JR Even now there is a need for the A12 improvements, the 
Kelvedon and Feering bypass is in very poor repair, there is 
a need to put this infrastructure in place BEFORE any more 
building is sanctioned. 

CO5 9JG It is vital this is in place before development is completed 

CO5 9AH Preferably a good plan should be put in place prior to 
development start with essential elements installed prior to 
commencement. Key milestones and triggers should be 
applied to the commitments (e.g. restrict the occupation of 
new houses until the milestones have been met). 

CO5 9JD Prior to or at the same time as any development. 

CO5 9AB This should be a prerequisite for any substantial 
development 

CO5 9NE Developers to contribute "up front". 

Co59ph  Don't rush through building without appropriate 
consideration of effects on environment and community 
just in order support housing.  Ideally public transport 
provision should he improved asap 
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Co59hx By timely I'd like to think that's before or during 
construction not after 

CO5 9NG In conjunction with new homes, not afterwards 

CO5 9PA Unless it is in place before development it will never be 
provided 

CO5 9 NX Junction of Station Road and High St 

Co5 9JE Ideally ahead of development, as unlikely as that is. 

Policy Ho2 Co5 9hx No 4 bedroom houses, affordable and social housing should 
be the priority as it is the real need here. 

CO5 9DX Shortage of first time homes 

CO59AA I think the affordable end has had plenty of attention. We 
also need some traditional style, more expensive housing, 
so the balance of people does not change.  

CO5 9AH The housing mix should suit the needs of those who want 
the houses. 

CO5 9LX Absolutely must. Mixed kinds of houses, with "social" and 
"affordable" houses a priority.   

CO5 9AA There needs to be a greater emphasis on new "starter 
homes" for purchase and social housing for rent to 
encourage young adults to stay in the village. 

co5 9pa But what, exactly, are the needs of Kelvedon? And can we 
significantly  add to our housing stock, how much of 
Kelvedon will be destroyed?  Do the developers care? 

CO5 9JD Affordable housing for local people - not everyone wants to 
commute for London level salaries 

CO5 9NE Any developments must be to a level that the EXISTING 
residents of Kelvedon would expect. 

CO5 9NF What we need is family homes, no flats and not big 
detached 5/6 bedroom homes. We need affordable family 
homes. 

Co59bf Definitely. We need a mixture of all housing types to suit 
every scenario, not just massive and expensive family 
homes or profitable flats. 
 

Policy Ho3 
 

Co5 9hx Should be closer to 60 or 70% 

CO59AA I don't think affordable housing is clearly defined, so we 
can't put a figure on it in this way. 
 

Co5 9bb If this is the amount of affordable housing that is currently 
required for existing people of The existing demographic of 
kelvedon 

CO5 9LX 60% would be better. 
 

co5 9nl Agree that affordable housing quota should be included but 
not qualified to say whether 40% is a correct proportion. 
 

CO5 9NE As long as they remain 'affordable'. I know many people 
that grew up in the village that can't afford to live here and 
bring up children near their families. The cycle of 
affordability needs to continue from generation to 
generation 
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CO5 9AH This should be calculated on a viability basis and not on a 
flat rate. 40% could be a target (low compared to the GLA's 
target) but should be flexible to ensure the right 
development is brought forward. I would also question the 
current demand for social rented housing in Kelvedon - how 
many households are on the waiting list? 

Co5 9lu But might this make developers opt for 8 or 9 houses to 
avoid the social housing 'tax'?  Small 'executive' 
developments might not be marketable with a significant 
social housing element? 

CO5 9NF Affordable housing should be made available to residents 
first. 

CO5 9PA This needs to be enforced positively to ensure that locals 
get the opportunity to remain in the village 

Co59bf This is so important. So many people who have, like 
generations before them, lived in the village all their lives 
have now been priced out of our beautiful village both to 
buy and rent. Often it is only people who have sold up in 
towns and cities who can now afford our properties. Local 
people have no choice but to move away. 

CO59AQ
  

40% seems very high. What % does the law require? 

Policy Ho4 CO5 9LX Of course 

co5 9nl should be looked at on a case by case basis 

CO5 9AH This should be a question of town planning with flexibility. 
Distribution would be preferred but is not always practical. 

Co59bf  Not to just have "the cheap end" but distribute it evenly 
throughout the site. Every family and household is different 
and this will help to encourage a good neighbourly village 
feel without stereotypes. 

Co5 9JE Essential. 

Policy Ho5 CO59AA It's impossible to enforce, and runs the risk of houses 
being 'flipped' to outsiders. Local connection, i.e. living 
here, if you work in London and commute, does not make 
you more deserving than someone who works and lives 
currently in, say, Colchester. 

CO5 9LX Of course. 

CO5 9JR Due to the cost of new houses there will be a much greater 
demand for rented accommodation, many young couples 
will not be able to afford to get a mortgage 

CO5 9ne Definitely! There is a common fear for us residents looking 
to move that we may have to leave Kelvedon as all new 
properties will be used as a london over spill, and we won't 
be able to afford what they can 

Co59bf Absolutely, as per my previous comment where I 
mentioned local people of many generations being forced 
out. This village is fast becoming unrecognizable and not 
just aesthetically. Let's retain what's left of our kelvedon of 
old. That comment truly comes from the heart. 

Co5 9JE And second/third occupation if at all possible! 
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CO5 9LX Not sold at reduced value to first owner and then released 
to open market on resale simply encouraging profiteering. 

Policy Ho6 Co5 9hx Not a requirement for everyone. Good communal gardens 
work. 

CO5 9LX All houses should have a reasonable minimum out door 
space. 

CO5 9DB This is questionable as people do not seem as keen on 
maintaining large gardens these days 

CO5 9JR Also proper car parking as many homes now need parking 
for two vehicles, if this does not happen then they 
properties will look like the really bad design of the the new 
estates in Tiptree where most houses have to park on the 
pavements outside the property. 

CO5 9AB All homes should have some outside space including flats. 

CO5 9PA An admirable aspiration but the desire to have a garden is 
becoming less  important. 

Policy Ho7 CO5 9LX Of course 

CO5 9AG How is this controlled?  Many new builds in Kelvedon do 
not meet this criteria. 

Co59ph Use brownfield sites first 

Co59bf Some of the modern builds you see in towns these days 
look like holiday flats or chalets. Let's keep the village a bit 
more traditional. 

Co5 9JE  Most, not all. 

Policy Ho8 CO5 9DX Road systems cannot cope already 

CO5 9NG Again infrastructure first our roads cannot take anymore 
traffic 

CO5 9AG There needs to be a dedicated junction off and on to the 
A12 for Tiptree traffic so that it reduces the traffic on the 
high street. This needs to be done before new homes are 
built 

CO5 9LX Of course 

CO5 9AA This must be a legal obligation imposed on developers and 
the Local Authorities. So often much is promised but little 
delivered! 

CO5 9LX Absolute priority 

co5 9nl  This should not be a 'wish list' item but a stipulation of any 
medium/large scale development. 

co5 9pa But what is this infrastructure? 

CO5 9ne It's seems ridiculous that Monks Farm can even be 
considered as a place for development when the road in 
question suffers to much with traffic, accidents, diversions 
from the A12, people not knowing who has the right of way, 
no safe crossing etc. If the development was to go ahead 
(which I really hope it doesn't! ) the whole infrastructure 
needs reconsidering- traffic lights, a round about outside 
the Tavern and zebra crossings for pedestrians! This is one 
of the main reasons I think developments should stay to the 
outskirts of the town i.e.: London Road, so there is less 
pressure on our village and better access to the A12 

CO5 9PA Would be ideal! 
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CO5 9PP sounds a good idea not too sure how it would work at some 
stage people would not have the infrastructure they needed 

CO5 9 NX Need to understand the phasing and when it will impact 
those with property ajoining the development site  

Policy Ho9 CO5 9LX of course 

CO59AB Very important. Some of the approved buildings from the 
past are quite shameful. New building must be well 
designed and complement existing structures. 

co5 9pq  This must not happen. All false promises 

CO5 9NE In consultation with our local councils, heritage association 
and other interested parties. 

Co5 9JE There are situations (outside the Conservation Area!) where 
extensions that really don't "blend in" are totally 
acceptable. In my opinion. 

CO5 9AB There are many examples of poor extensions and annexes 
in Kelvedon. We need to ensure that the designs are much 
better and less bland. They need to enhance the village not 
just provide and take up space 

 
Comments on yours 
or your family’s need 
for affordable housing 

Co5 9hx Rents and prices are obscene for most normal working 
people. The majority of properties should be affordable 
with a good social provision to ensure diversity in Kelvedon. 
With luck it will improve the village and hopefully drive 
down over inflated rents and prices.   

Co5 9hx Rents and prices are obscene for most normal working 
people. The majority of properties should be affordable 
with a good social provision to ensure diversity in Kelvedon. 
With luck it will improve the village and hopefully drive 
down over inflated rents and prices. 

CO5 9NG We are lucky and don't require affordable housing as we are 
settled where we are.   
 

CO5 9LX At the present time we have a house. 
 

CO5 9AB My family do not live in the Local area.   
 

CO5 9JW "There should be land set aside in any development for self 
build homes. Individuality of design is what gives a place its 
character. Hundreds and hundreds of bland houses will 
swamp the village and create a 'new town' feel. Imagine if 
all the building along the High Street we identical? How 
boring would that be? 

co5 9pa But not in Kelvedon 
 

CO5 9AH N/A 

CO5 9PB if we were looking to move we would be lookign for a 
bigger property.     

CO5 9JD Adult children still living at home need to opportunity to 
move onto the housing ladder and then I will be able to 
downsize.    

CO5 9PA Adult children living at home on low income. 
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CO5 9PA There is a definite need for affordable housing as house 
prices are bananas so totally unachievable for anyone local 
who doesn't earn an absolute fortune or have inherited 
money. I also believe this should be part buy part rent 
affordable housing so people have an investment and pride 
in their home as opposed to social housing.    

Co5 9JE "We're lucky enough to own our home which is probably 
now worth around £330,000. Less, if you notice the leaky 
roof. While that's not hugely expensive by local standards 
I'd not class us as needing affordable housing; certainly 
there are others who would need it (and should qualify for 
it) more than us. While this is our home it's not where we're 
from, so should we ever find ourselves in a position where 
we needed to move somewhere cheaper there are plenty 
others who should, I think, have priority on local affordable 
housing. I'd say our personal need is low. Obviously this 
doesn't mean I don't support as much provision of local 
affordable housing as is possible! 

CO5 0SA future homes for grand children 

CO5 9PP In the future it would be nice to have a choice of downsizing 
to a well appointed smaller living space and easily 
maintained house and garden possibly one storey 

Co59bf My son will need to either buy or rent in the next few years. 
He should have an opportunity to be able to remain in the 
only village he's ever lived in just as many of my working 
class family have for many generations. I have many cousins 
and second cousins etc who are in exactly the same 
situation in our village too and who hope to continue living 
here.......if they and my son can afford it.   
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Appendix 2 – Comments received at consultation presentation on Sat 15 July 2017 

 

Post code Policy no Comments 

CO5 9AU None given Speeding on central drag - need speed humps/cameras on London 
Road 

CO5 9AU None given Need more crossings in the village 

CO5 9JZ 
  

None given Make more us of the park by activities. Hold Boot sales and fun 
fairs and craft fairs on the recreation ground and do more 
activities in the village in the holidays 
 

CO5 9JZ None given Build more bungalows for the elderly 

CO5 9JZ  None given More shops 

CO5 9JZ  None given More buses 

CO5 9PH None given Respect of historical infrstructure  which limits development - ie 
almost single lane 

CO5 9PH None given Respect historic environment 

CO5 9PH None given Respect rural location 

CO5 9PH None given Promote environmental protection 

CO5 9PH None given Varied residents 

CO5 9PH None given Supportive 

CO5 9PH None given Community spaces 

C05 9AU None given As a resident of Kelvedon for over 20 years and a parish councillor 
for 14 of these, I feel that Kelvedon is already overdeveloped and 
too many surrounding villages rely on our infrstaructure.  We 
cannot and will not accept any more development in Kelvedon 
and suggest housing needs , caused by lack of government 
building in the past, our designated in xxx self contained x villages 
locate throughout the country 

CO5 9AU None given It is imperative that the A12 junctions are changes to dual access 
to minimize through traffic 

CO5 9PB None given I feel very strongly that more provision of homes for social rent 
rather than so called "affordable" rent should be made 

CO5 9NW None given Living in Station Road both London Road and Monks Farm will 
have an impact on daily living, however for me London Road wins 
hands down as I cannot believe Monks Farm has even been 
considered as that road is dangerous enough as it is. The 
pavements are very narrow and access to the site is unbelievable!! 
The junction with Station Road and High Street is bad enough as it 
is especially with the coaches pushing their way through. 
Obvioulsy the people who favour this site have no idea of the 
problems here. The London Road site has easy access to the A12, 
space for a school and Drs Surgery.  In other words - Room to 
imrove the village as a whole rather than building a load of houses 
and leaving the village without room to develop faciliies to cope 
with all the new developments.  Most people moved to Kelvedon 
for a quiet village and better way of life.  seems we'll all be moving 
again soon ! Shame, I moved here nearly 450 years ago and seems 
I will be living in what I moved from. 
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CO5 9PY None given With the proposed development there must be provision formore 
trains into Lndon and back 

CO5 9DX None given I think the London Road site is the best for developing as will 
cause  the least congestion in the village 

CO5 9PQ None given I would have liked to see some mention of the allotments in 
Church St. They can help to provide a source of activity for a range 
of ages and contribute to healthly living 

CO5 9AR None given I think the London Road site is the best site for developmemt.  
Monks Farm would be a nightmare regarding traffic 

CO5 9NE None given Cycle paths to connect villages for school children and commuters 
etc.  Coggeshall to Kelvedon etc 

CO5 9EE None given I found the voting a little strange . It was obvious that villagers 
would vote a certain way. We want to live in a village - we do not 
want to live in a very large village or a small town.  With the 
proposed developmenst Kelvedon is in danger of being converted 
into a place that we dont want it to be. 

CO5 9NG None given It is vital we retain a balance of housing and infrastructure, 
businesses, healthcare, green areas and traffic flow 
 

CO5 9JS  None given I think any building should have a part that helps the village like a 
Drs Surgery and extension for the school and where possible those 
to be provided before the housing is built to make sure you get 
what is proposed. 
 

CO5 9AT HE1 ( not 
one of the 
numbers 
listed) 

Infrastructure (especially relating to traffic, Green  {spaces?} and 
healhtcare should bre in place and tready to function prior to the 
completion of the first residential property - history tells us that in 
other developments residents have waited  (or are still waiting) 
for the completion of the "selling points" 
 

CO5 9PA None given Kelvedon is a 'rail transport hub". Developmenst  (housing) in 
surrounding villages will have an immediate detrimntal impact on 
the village without proper consideration and implementation of 
appropriate infrastructure solutions/provisions prior to the 
development commencing. Structured sensible development is 
essential to ensure the integrity of Kelvedon - an historic village 
rather than using it as a commuter hub for the surrounding area. 
 

CO5 9JD None given Traffic - speed cameras especuially when A12 constantly rdirected 
at night and heavy lorries roar past listed buildings, especially 
those - like ours - very close to the road. 
 

CO5 9JD ED3 This needs to be before houses are built 
 

CO5 9JD HO1 Not 'possibly'  - 'must' well before new homes 
 

CO5 9JD HO5 Why not always? 
 

CO5 9JD  Green spaces - only yes as long as they arent added together to 
argue we don’t need one more bigger space 
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CO5 9LY None given Traffic and transportation is a major concern for me.  Monks Farm 
site seems the most suitable option rather than London Road.  
Residents from Monks Farm would find it much easier to walk to 
the Station, walk to the Primary School , walk to the shops, wak to 
the bus stops for secondary schools.  Increased High Street traffic 
will be detrimental to the load of traffic, safety issues, 
environmental issues.  In addition there would be increased 
problems getting a seat on a train with the addition of London 
Road site.  Monks Farm is the only sensible solution to offer 
housing but maintaining Kelvedon as a village 

CO5 9AL None given If both Monks Farm and London Road get developed, is it 
posssible to ensure that the maximum number of houses (ie 500 - 
600) don’t get built but instead two more generously spaced 
"green" developments are built? The two could still have, say, 400 
- 450 residences/properties , including flats, which would still be 
well abovs Kelvedon's 300 allocation.  This could help ECCs 5-year 
housing targets with still providing what we would hope to be 
manageble/sustainable developments in keeping with the villages.  
This may be a faint hope but its just an idea that may be worth 
pursuing.  You are very welcome to liaise with me and St Marys 
PCC over possible fields/areas of land for a burial ground.  We 
would appreciate being included in any conversations with 
yourselves and BDC/ECC and developers very much. 

   

   

   

   

   

 

 

 

 

 



Neighbourhood Planning Survey  
BUSINESS OWNERS AND EMPLOYERS  

 

Please tick to indicate which village your business is in:  

 

      Kelvedon      Feering        
 

Business Name          _____________________________________________________    

 

Address                      _____________________________________________________ 

 

Email                          _____________________________________________________ 

 

What is the nature of your business? _______________________________________ 

 

Are you a sole trader / limited company/ partnership? _______________________ 

 

Do you work mainly from your home address?        Yes                                   No   

 

1. How long has your business been established 

 

Less than 12 months  

1 to 5 years  

5 to 10 years  

More than 10 years  

 

2. Number of employees 

 

1 to 5  

6 to 10  

11 to 25  

More than 25  

 

3. What staff skills/education do you need 

Casual/Part time  

Low skilled  

Highly skilled  

Professional  
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4. Can you recruit sufficient staff? 

 Yes No 

Casual/Part time   

Low skilled   

Highly skilled   

Professional   

 

 

5. What advantages does your business location offer your business? 

 

Access to A12   Comments  

Good public transport   

Local business network   

Other, please specify   

 

 

6. How does your current business location constrain your business? 

 

Traffic congestion  Poor public transport links  

Lack of parking  Limited local business network   

Low speed Broadband  Poor mobile phone network  

Limited access to A12  Other, please specify   

 

 

 

7. What new business space do you need, if any? 

 

Small retail <500sq ft  Small warehouse <500sq ft  

Large retail >500sq ft  Large warehouse >500sq ft  

Small office <5 employees  Small workshop <500sq ft  

Large office >5 employees  Large workshop/factory  

I don’t need space  Other, please specify  

 

 

 

 

 



8. Where should any new space be located within the village? 

 

Nr Village centre  Nr to A12 Jct.23 (Kelvedon 
South) 

 

Nr Kelvedon Railway 
Station  

 Nr to A12 Jct.24 (Feering)  

Land to North East (off 
Coggeshall Road)  

 Other location,  
please specify 

 

Land to South West (off 
London Rd) 

   

 

9. What transport infrastructure improvements do you need? 

On street parking  Footpaths  

Off street parking  Cycle paths  

More bus links  Cycle storage  

More regular trains  Other, please specify  

 

 

 

 

10. Would you support more retail space?            Yes             No 

 

 

If yes, where should it be located? __________________________________________ 

 

11. Should existing commercial and employment sites be protected?  

 

 

 

 

12. Would you support more home working from your employees? 

 

 Yes  No  

 

Please add any other comments you feel are important for your business below. 

 

Thank you for completing this survey, we will share the results with you. 

Yes  No  
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Background to the  

Braintree District Council’s (BDC) draft Local Plan was approved for consultation by Council on the 

20th June 2016. A Local Plan is the basis for the future development of homes, employment and 

business sites without damaging the countryside. It is not just for new homes, for it must ensure that 

housing growth is supported by: 

• Infrastructure 

• Jobs 

• Schools 

• GP Surgeries 

• Roads 

• Public transport links to service not only 
residents to come but those already here 

 

The Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan (KNP) Business & Retail team organised this survey to gather 

baseline evidence of the businesses currently in Kelvedon. 

Survey Objectives 

This survey’s objectives were to: 

• Increase awareness and engagement with the business community in Kelvedon about the 

Neighbourhood Plan Process. 

• Ask Business and Retail owners / managers to answer questions about their businesses in 

relation to their location in Kelvedon, what aspects of Kelvedon are attractive to their 

business. 

• To enquire about the number of local employees in order to establish ideas of sustainability, 

employment for locals and do they use environmentally friendly modes of transport? 

• To find out if any of the businesses wanted to expand, would Kelvedon be considered an 

area of growth? 

• To enquire about what facilities they utilise and whether these are adequate for their needs. 

• Finally it was important to know the impact the proposals of new houses and road changes 

would have on their business in either a negative or positive way. 

Survey Design and Distribution 

The Business and Retail topic group devised a survey to gather key data about current Business and 

Retail premises in Kelvedon. The main target area was those that had premises within the village 

itself, rather than businesses that worked from home, as these may or may not be more directly 

affected by increases in houses which are planned for the village. At present outline planning has 

been granted in Kelvedon at the Monks Farm site for 250 houses, but additional land at London 

Road has applied for permission for 250 houses with an employment area, school and health 

facilities and an additional 125 houses and employment area have been applied for at land near 

Cranes Lane. This is in addition to the 750 houses granted at Feering.  

It was felt it was important to gather information from existing businesses with premises as to 

whether these changes would have a positive or negative impact on them and if they required any 

support going forward in order for their business to be sustained. 
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At present Feering does not have many business or retail premises, a number of pubs, a builders 

merchants and a car retail centre and so rely heavily on the business, retail and services offered in 

Kelvedon. It must be noted however that in the Local Plan an Employment Land Needs Assessment 

(ELNA) was completed by consultants Aecom for BDC in 2015 and they used employment 

projections from the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) together with additional local 

information to recommend the amount of additional floor space or land that would be required to 

meet forecast employment needs. 

The Council and its partners are driving forward the growth of the economy in the District and have 

provided, within this, land at Feering of up to 4ha, which has been designated as an employment 

policy area. This designation may ultimately affect businesses in Kelvedon in terms of part of their 

customer base, those who live in Feering, utilising alternative facilities if they are built to rival those 

in Kelvedon. 

It was also important to consider if any businesses in Kelvedon were looking to expand, and if so 

where; at their current site, a new site in Kelvedon or elsewhere? 

The printed surveys were distributed by hand on 8th November and 23rd November and were 

collected on 17th, 20th, 21st and 30th November 2017. The survey was delivered to 65 businesses with 

premises in the High Street and also those at the Allshots business Park. 53 responses were received 

giving a return result of 81.6%. 

Questions 

The first three questions in the survey asked for the details of the company in terms of name, 

address and the position of the person completing the survey. 

Question 4: enquired about the Business sector or sectors they were in. Out of the 53 replies 

received these are the various sectors operated in the village: 
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Question 5: Business and Retail owners were asked to state how many years they have been present 

in Kelvedon. Out of 53 replies we received the following response: 

 

 

Question 6: Asked about the aspects of Kelvedon that was attractive to their business. Out of 53 

responses the table below shows the importance of a number of features that Kelvedon has to offer 

and shows which are of most importance: 

 

Other aspects considered attractive were: A nice place to work, inherited farm, and adequate 

housing for families. 
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Question 7: Asked the number of employees in Kelvedon (Full / part time), out of the 53 replies we 

received the following responses: 

 

 

Question 8: Asked for the total number of employees in the whole of the UK, this question only 

affected those companies with a national presence such as Leaders Estate Agents, Tantulum, the Co-

op and Dentistry for You, the rest of the businesses were all independent. Not all retailers gave 

complete answers for this question or the data was not known to them. 

 

Question 9: Asked how their employees, who worked at their Kelvedon premises, travelled to work 

received the following response: 

 

Walk from Home 20 38% 

Cycle from Home 5 9% 

By rail to Kelvedon 9 17% 

By Local Bus Services 4 8% 

By Car / Car Share 45 85% 

By Motor Cycle 0 0% 

Work from Home 4 8% 

 

Question 10: Asked where their employees lived and the responses are: 

 

In Kelvedon 28 53% 

In Feering 12 23% 
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If outside of the village in which direction with they travel from: 

Colchester Direction 33 62% 

Chelmsford Direction 32 60% 

Coggeshall Direction 20 38% 

Tiptree Direction 19 36% 

 

Question 11: Asked if they were looking to expand their Kelvedon business in the next 5 years and 

the following are the results: 

 

Question 12: Asked if they considered certain facilities adequate to support their business now and 

for any planned expansion: 
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Question 13: Asked what impact they believed the following proposals may have on their business 

over the next 10 years. The proposals were to build 250+ houses in Kelvedon, to build 750 houses in 

Feering, the planned A12 widening scheme and the proposed A120 to A12 link. The following are the 

replies: 

 

Question 14: Asked for the 3 most important issues they would like to see addressed in the 

Neighbourhood Plan to assist their business going forward. Not all responders filled in all 3 or any of 

the 3 available free text answers. Of those that did reply, their responses have been sub divided into 

common categories which are listed below; 
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Roads / Traffic 

1. High street traffic flow (more double yellow lines needed) 
2. Slow down traffic in the High Street 
3. Road 
4. Please sort out Inworth Road Gore pit corner 
5. For my business it would be good, however for the locals I think it would have a huge 

effect on traffic in the village 
6. Clear and efficient village roads 
7. lined loading bay on road by bus stop 
8. improve traffic flow and major junctions at Station Road / Angel corner in addition to 

issue 1 
9. Highway access to the Hg St and Station Road etc this can be a major bottle neck at 

times and will get worse 
10. Access to site and connectivity to the areas 
11. Good Road Access 
12. HGV access to site needs improvement 
13. Good Road links 
14. Improved Road Access 
15. Traffic on Hg St 
16. Traffic  
17. A12 capacity 
18. Traffic on High St from A12 
19. better roads to A12 both directions 
20. Transport - the A12 is a major concern as it can't cope with rush hour traffic as most 

my employees use it to get to work 
21. A12 and A120 
22. A120 / A12 
23. The Planned A12 widening Scheme 
24. The proposed A120 to A12 link 

Parking 

1. Off Street Parking  
2. Off Street Parking 
3. Parking 
4. Parking 
5. Parking for staff and customers 
6. More public parking available to stop people parking in our customer car park 
7. Parking on Hg St 
8. No public parking only one 
9. Only problem car parking in Hg St, people park car and go to work 
10. Parking availability 
11. Parking and traffic relief as already have problems at times with commuters trying to 

use our car park 
12. Parking 
13. Road Parking outside club on pinch point of Hg St / Rolley Lane / Public Car Park very 

dangerous - no line of sight exiting car park 
14. Adequate free short term parking 
15. Parking in Kelvedon Hg St 
16. Parking 
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Customer and Business Support 

1. People using the local shops 
2. Businesses supporting each other. We use local suppliers for example and speak 

highly of other businesses of the same nature. Be nice if it was reciprocated 
3. Encourage local Residents to support all leisure / entertainment / public facilities 
4. Problem with Kelvedon is lack of support for local businesses by the very people that 

live here. This is in part due to the way the shops are spread around and having the 
need for shoppers to go into Tiptree to do their full shopping. Both co-op and one 
stop are convenience shops 

5. greater accessibility for new customers 
6. Facilities for welfare for staff 
7. Trained Labour 
8. Access to labour 

Government Help 

1. Government Funding to allow expansion of schools in the area 
2. More Police Protection 
3. Local Council Support for small independent businesses 
4. A sensible rise in business rates not 20% hike that we had to absorb this year. 
5. Law enforcement measures 
6. Assistance from KPC/KNP if a120 comes through site 
7. Crime 

Public Transport i.e. Bus and rail 

1. Bus stop off Road  
2. Bus Stop off Road  
3. bus service Coggeshall to Kelvedon All day service 
4. Good Rail service 
5. Transport links 
6. Bus Route 

Development: 

1. To ensure a good mix of new homes including low cost housing 
2. to ensure villages are not over developed 
3. any development to be sympathetic with the surrounding villages 
4. more homes 
5. Affordable housing (not necessarily social) so that people can afford to use our 

business 
6. Redevelopment of Goldkeys / deals site 

Types of Shops / businesses: 

1. Somewhere for Young People to go 
2. More of a choice of local shops to retain local residents 
3. Revival of Local shops 
4. A bakery 

Infrastructure 

1. Infrastructure 
2. install infrastructure before building any more houses 
3. Improve rural business infrastructure: broadband and road links 

Communication 

1. Prior knowledge and better communication of planned road works, especially of the 
A120 to A12 link 

2. Good Broadband 
3. Mobile Connectivity 
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Community: 

1. Keeping the village community feeling / respect of which the pubs play a big part 
2. retention of village character 
3. Our business is mainly international so could be located in a range of locations. 

Kelvedon is currently a pleasant place to live which is why we are based here. 

Other 

1. St Dominics have before BDC a proposal for inclusion in the new local plan to build 
on our adjacent land 28 extra units being a mixture of bungalows and apartments to 
included doctors / nurses facilities, together with 21 bed care home. These extra 
units would be for sale or rent with local people having priority and be fully linked to 
all the care home facilities. 

2. Air 

Street Lighting 

1. Street Lighting To Be Left on Later 
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Dear Kelvedon Resident

Over the last few months we’ve been busy putting together the first draft of the Neighbourhood Plan for 
Kelvedon. This is based on the views and opinions we’ve collected from you, the residents of Kelvedon, 
over the last couple of years via our community survey and at consultation events. The Neighbourhood 
Plan is an essential document which will shape the future of development here in our village.

We now need your feedback. One of the requirements of the Neighbourhood Plan is that residents are 
consulted on the policies contained within it. The policies are the key to guiding future development in 
the village. We need you to complete this questionnaire with your response to the draft policies which 
have been extracted from the complete Neighbourhood Plan documents. The complete Neighbourhood 
Plan documents are just too big to send out a copy to every household. They include the evidence or 
‘justification’ text and maps referred to in this questionnaire. If you are able to look on-line or to access 
the copies in the Kelvedon Parish Council office or the Library, it would be beneficial. The results of this 
consultation will be used to create the final Neighbourhood Plan, so it is essential that as many residents 
as possible respond.

The consultation period will last at least six weeks, during that time the complete draft Neighbourhood 
Plan will be available online, at the Library and at the Parish Council Offices to view. Members of the 
Neighbourhood Plan team will also be available to talk to at our stalls at the Church Fête on 7th July and 
the Kelvedon Community Festival on the 14th July with the complete Neighbourhood Plan.

The Parish Council Privacy Notice can be viewed on their website also on the Kelvedon Neighbourhood 
Plan website www.kelvedon.org.uk

Anyone over the age of 18 years can complete one questionnaire. All replies will be entered into a prize 
draw to win a bottle of Champagne. To ensure your entry please complete your questionnaire by the 
closing date of 14th September 2018.

Your completed questionnaire and comments on this Regulation 14 draft Neighbourhood Plan can be 
provided in the following ways, but it would be a tremendous help to the volunteers if as many replies as 
possible could be done online.

Online web link: www.kelvedon-np.co.uk

Complete paper version:

You can return this paper questionnaire by hand to a special KNP post box at one of the following 
addresses:

• Kelvedon Library, Aylett’s Foundation School, Maldon Road

• Co-Op Food Store, 83 High Street.

• Bhavani General Store, 7 High Street

• Kelvedon & Feering Health Centre, 46 High Street

• Kelvedon St. Mary’s Primary School, Docwra Road (until Friday 20 July)

• Railway Tavern Public House 182 High Street

• One-Stop Shop 237 High Street

• Kelvedon Parish Council offices– normal postal letter box at Suite 1, The Old Bank, 63 High Street

Additional paper copies of the questionnaire can be requested by email: info@kelvedon.org.uk or may be 
collected from -

Kelvedon Parish Council Offices - Opening hours: Monday and Thursday 9.30am-12.30pm

or

Kelvedon Library - Opening hours: Monday & Thursday 1pm-6pm, Saturday 9am-1pm
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Thank you for taking part in this consultation – all feedback will be taken into account when drafting the 
final version of the Plan. No comments given will be identifiable to the person who made them.  If you 
have any questions or require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact us: 

Via email: info@kelvedon.org.uk

Telephone: 01376 570285 (during Parish Council office hours)

The deadline for the completion of the questionnaire is 14th September 2018. 

As a statutory public consultation, we are not permitted to consider anonymous feedback. Please 
complete your personal details below so that your responses can be included.  Your details will not be 
used for any other purpose or passed to a third party. 

Name............................................................................................

Address.......................................................................................

Postcode .....................................................................................

Please use the space below for any other comments or additional policies or policy areas that you think 
we should include.  Please ensure any additional sheets are attached securely and clearly reference 
policies to which they refer- thank you:

Thank you for your support
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Vision Statement

The Vision for Kelvedon looks forward over the next 15 years and has been derived from public opinion 
received via our surveys and consultations.  This has been used as the ‘starting point’ for all policy 
objectives and detailed policies contained in the complete draft Neighbourhood Plan and extracted into 
this questionnaire.  Although we have asked for votes and opinions in the past on the Vision Statement, it 
is included below for completeness

Planning Policy Objectives

From the Vision Statement above, the planning policy objectives have been developed for each policy 
area.  These objectives are the guiding principles for the policies.  

Housing Objectives

• To enable local people to stay in the village throughout their lifetime, as their needs change.

• To ensure an adequate supply of affordable housing to meet the needs of the Parish.

• To maintain a strong community by ensuring a mix of home types and integration between 
different types and tenures of housing within the village.

• Blend new housing into Kelvedon and ensure that the design and style of the new development 
reflects or improves upon the character of the local housing.

• Provide new housing as required by the Braintree Local Plan.

VISION STATEMENT

Kelvedon will continue to be a rural village, proud of its heritage and conserving the natural habitat 
for the benefit of the whole community. Our growth will be sustainable, well designed and attractive, 
so that the village remains a friendly, safe and tranquil place to live, with easy access to places of 
work and leisure for everyone.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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Housing Policies

HO1 - NUMBER OF NEW HOMES

a. Braintree District Council’s Submission Local Plan indicates that the minimum number of new 
homes to be built in Kelvedon in the period 2017 to 2033 will be 291.

b. The site known as Monks Farm or Land west of Kelvedon Station has been granted outline 
planning permission for 250 dwellings, under planning application number 17/00418/OUT.  This is also 
identified as Site 335 in Braintree District Council’s Submission Local Plan.

c. The Site 332 as identified in Braintree District Council’s Submission Local Plan has been 
identified for 41 Specialist housing units in association with St Dominic’s Care Home.

d. Further new residential development above this 291 minimum number will be supported 
where it is demonstrated that the provision of necessary infrastructure, including healthcare provision/
improvements, primary school place provision, sewerage capacities and road infrastructure, can be 
achieved in time to serve the needs of the development once complete and occupied. Conditions, 
planning obligations and S106/Community Infrastructure Levy contributions, of an appropriate and 
reasonably related scale, will be sought and used to manage the phasing and occupation of new 
dwellings.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

HO2 - PHASING OF NEW HOMES OVER THE PERIOD 2017 to 2033

As part of the planning application process for sites of 10 or more homes, a housing trajectory and 
phasing plan for the delivery of new homes and infrastructure should be submitted. The trajectory 
should take into account, where possible, the infrastructure requirements of the development and the 
cumulative provision of infrastructure from other developments

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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HO3 - DEVELOPMENT BRIEFS

Development proposals which include 10 or more dwellings on sites larger than 0.4 hectares will be 
required to submit a Development Brief, as set out in Appendix A, Volume 2 and to actively engage 
in consultation with the Parish Council and the community as part of the design process, prior to a 
planning application being submitted.

Planning applications for developments which require a Development Brief, must be accompanied by a 
Statement of Community Consultation, as set out in Appendix B, Volume 2.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

HO4 - LOCATION / SITES WHERE DEVELOPMENT WILL BE PERMITTED

Applications for housing development outside the Village development Boundary will be only 
considered favourably if ALL of the following conditions are met: 

a. Most homes built on the site shall be within 720m walking distance of Kelvedon village centre, 
which is defined as the T-Junction between Kelvedon High Street and New Road AND

b. The site adjoins the existing Village Development Boundary of Kelvedon along at least one of its 
boundaries AND

c. The proposal will make a positive contribution to the local character, that the site is of an 
appropriate scale for the edge of a settlement development and will not overwhelm the existing village 
AND

d. Safe and satisfactory access and egress arrangements can be made into the site; AND

e. There is genuine open countryside separating the proposed site from the built-up areas of 
neighbouring villages AND

f. New homes are not sited on a flood plain with Environment Agency Zones 2 and 3: i.e. which 
has a moderate or significant flood risk where there are no flood defences or are within the extent of 
extreme flood. Developers would be required to demonstrate any additional flood modelling work that 
has taken place, in order to supersede the flood zone maps AND

g. That new development is of a high quality for both design and materials and designed to be 
inclusive. 

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Continued overleaf
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HO5 - MIX OF HOUSING TYPES

Development proposals for new dwellings will be expected to contribute to the aim of ensuring a 
balanced mix of housing in the Parish.

On developments of 10 or more homes, developers will provide a mixture of housing types for the 
market, which is based on the most up to date information on housing needs available in Kelvedon, 
which currently are:

    1 Bedroom 7%

    2 Bedroom 31%

    3 Bedroom 50%

    4 Bedroom 12%

A diverse mix of home types within each of the categories will be provided, in line with projected 
need, to include, for example: starter and smaller homes i.e. those with one, two or three bedrooms, 
bungalows, flats, a mixture of detached, semi-detached and terraced homes for all sizes.

Provision of bungalows within the development is required, at the rate of at least 17% of a development 
over 10 dwellings, to meet the needs of local residents.

Subject to being in keeping with the surrounding area, development proposals delivering two to three-
bedroom houses will be encouraged.

Schemes of fewer than 10 dwellings should seek to provide two-bedroom starter homes, bungalows 
and/or one and two-bedroom flats, suitable for a variety of occupiers.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

HO4 - LOCATION / SITES WHERE DEVELOPMENT WILL BE PERMITTED continued

Comments

Questionnaire 2.indd   7 28/06/2018   10:41



Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire

8

HO6 - DENSITY, FOOTPRINT, SEPARATION, SCALE, BULK

New development should respect its surrounding and be of an appropriate density, footprint, 
separation, scale and bulk of the buildings in the surrounding Parish generally and of nearby properties 
in particular, unless it can be demonstrated that the proposed development would not harm local 
character.

All new developments must ensure that:

a. The scale, height and massing fits unobtrusively with the existing building (or in the case of for 
new dwellings the curtilage) and the local character of the street scene.

b. The development makes a positive contribution to the local character and scale of the area.

c. The spacing between buildings to respects the character of the street scene.

d. The gaps which provide views out of the village to surrounding countryside, are maintained.

e. The materials are compatible with the materials of the existing building.

f. The traditional boundary treatment of an area is retained and, where feasible, reinforced, and

g. The privacy, daylight, sunlight and outlook of adjoining residents are safeguarded.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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HO7 - AFFORDABLE HOUSING

a. On sites, accommodating 11 or more dwellings, the equivalent of a 40% affordable housing 
provision will be provided, in line with BDC’s Local Plan.

b. Tenure will be on a 70/30 split of rented and intermediate housing, unless it can be 
demonstrated that the ratios need to be adjusted to meet local need.

c. The type of affordable housing provision must reflect local need. Shared ownership provision for 
smaller households is particularly required.

d. The location, layout and design of the affordable housing within the scheme must create 
an inclusive development, wherein the dwellings are distributed in clusters and are externally 
indistinguishable from market housing

e. The first occupation of any affordable dwelling will be specifically for people with a local 
connection to the Parish of Kelvedon, with a housing need, in accordance with the prevailing Allocations 
Policy of the Local Authority. This requirement will form part of the section 106 Agreement.

Local connection is defined as follows:

• The applicant has lived in the parish for 2 of the last 8 years and / or

• Has immediate family (parents, children, siblings) who have lived in the Parish for 5 years or 
more, or

• Has been employed for more than 20 hours per week in the Parish for 2 years or more

• Applicants must have registered on the District Housing Register

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

HO8 - MINIMUM GARDEN SIZES

Houses, when built, should have a minimum private garden size of 100m². Exceptions to this 
requirement will be:

a. One and two-bedroom dwellings – a minimum private garden area of 50m² will be required.

b. Three-bedroom terrace dwellings – private gardens shall be a depth of 2.5m x the width of the 
house (except where provision would exceed the 100m²).

c. For flats– a minimum balcony area of 5m², where appropriate, will be required, with a similar size 
private area for the ground floor dwelling, and a private communal area for all, which shall be to a high 
specification of design and materials, with a hard and soft landscaped garden area of 25m² per flat.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Continued overleaf
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HO8 - MINIMUM GARDEN SIZES continued

Comments

HO9 - HIGH QUALITY BUILDING AND DESIGN

All new developments should demonstrate good quality design, respect the character and appearance 
of the surrounding area and be in accordance with the national technical housing standards. In the 
Conservation Area, this means recognising and reinforcing Kelvedon’s vernacular architectural heritage, 
through choice of materials, height, space, layout and orientation.

Outside the Conservation Area, a positive contribution will be made to the street scene, where choice 
of materials complements those buildings nearby and by being of a height and scale that is in keeping 
with the neighbouring buildings.

Development that fails to take the opportunities available for enhancing the local character and 
quality of the area will not be permitted. A central part of achieving good design is responding to and 
integrating with local surroundings and landscape context, as well as the built environment through:

a. Using good quality materials which complement the existing palette of materials used in the 
area.

b. Using green hedging and/or trees for highway boundaries wherever possible and in keeping with 
the street-scape.

c. Adopting the principles of sustainable urban drainage where appropriate.

d. Minimising surface water run-off and incorporating sustainable drainage systems(SuDs)where 
required.

e. Ensuring safe access for pedestrians, suitable for those using a pushchair, wheelchair, mobility 
scooter, or other walking aid.  For cyclists, safe and attractive cycle routes to link up, where practical, 
with existing cycle routes in the Village, or surrounding villages, will be provided, and for road users, 
streets will be designed in a way that encourages low vehicle speeds and allows them to function as 
social spaces.

f. Providing adequate refuse and recycling storage, incorporated into the scheme to minimise 
visual impact.

g. Innovative design, that is sustainable in its design, construction and operation.

h. Parking will be designed so that it fits in with the character of the proposed development. 
Consideration should include:

o Garages designed to reflect the architectural style of the house they serve.

o Garages to be set back from the street frontage.

o Parking located in between houses (rather than in front) so that it does not dominate the street 
scene.

Continued overleaf
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HO9 - HIGH QUALITY BUILDING AND DESIGN continued

To help achieve the above;

• New developments will adhere to the principles of the Building for Life Standard (BfL) or 
any successor schemes, to help deliver Kelvedon’s vision to remain an attractive, well designed 
and sustainable place to live, as it grows. On the traffic light scoring system, the design of new 
developments will normally be expected to score as many ‘greens’ as possible, minimise the number of 
ambers and avoid ‘reds’.

• Developers submitting applications will demonstrate how they have considered Building for Life 
and other national design guidance and standards.

• The detailed internal layout of buildings is not generally a planning matter, however all units 
must be positioned or sited to maximise outlook and natural light, for the benefit of its occupiers. In 
2015, the Government introduced technical housing standards which are a nationally described internal 
space standard. All new development should be in accordance with these standards.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

HO10 - REPLACEMENT DWELLINGS AND EXTENSIONS

The replacement of existing dwellings and the building of extensions within the Village Development 
Boundary, will be supported where it meets the following criteria:

a. There should be no over-development of the plot, taking into account the existing footprint of 
the dwelling and the relationship to plot boundaries; AND

b. It incorporates good quality design, which maintains or enhances the character and appearance 
of existing buildings, the street scene and surroundings; AND

c. It does not have an unacceptable impact on the amenities of neighbouring occupiers or impact 
significantly on the landscape setting, Conservation Area, or listed buildings

Specifically, proposals must provide and maintain adequate:

• Private amenity and utility space.

• Access and parking.

• Materials compatible with the materials of the existing building.

• The traditional boundary treatment of an area is retained and where feasible, reinforced.

• The privacy, daylight, sunlight and outlook of adjoining residents are safeguarded.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Continued overleaf
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HO10 - REPLACEMENT DWELLINGS AND EXTENSIONS continued

Comments

HO11 - WINDFALL SITES

The Plan supports the development of ‘windfall sites’ (small development sites within the current Village 
Development Boundary) proposed for 5 or less dwellings, that would develop currently derelict or 
brownfield sites, providing that the development:

• Respects the Conservation Area and any other nationally listed or Local Heritage Asset

• is able to provide and retain suitable off-street parking facilities

• fulfils the requirements of the Kelvedon Design Guide
Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Questionnaire 2.indd   12 28/06/2018   10:41



Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire

13

MA1 - TRAFFIC CONGESTION

Otherwise acceptable proposals that accord with the policies in the Plan and result in improvements 
to the free flow of traffic in the village will be supported. Proposals requiring planning permission 
and which seek to increase the number of access points or which would involve an increase in 
traffic generation will need to demonstrate that they do not further inhibit the free flow of traffic or 
exacerbate conditions of parking stress, including conflict with larger vehicles, in the following areas:

a. that section of the High Street between New Road and St Mary’s Road;

b. the section between Trews Gardens and Station Road ; and

c. Station Road to the High Street during peak rush hour movements. 

This would apply to any development of over 10 units of 2 or more bedrooms.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

MA2 - TRAFFIC CALMING

Proposals for housing development which will directly access onto the London Road, Kelvedon High 
Street, Station Road and Coggeshall Road will be required to make provision for, and contribute to, 
appropriate traffic calming measures.

Contributions for these improvements will be sort from S106 and/or Community Infrastructure Levy.  
The cost of these improvements will be based upon the number of off-street car-parking spaces per 
development.
Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Moving Around Objectives

• Support measures to reduce traffic and congestion.

• Reduce commuter parking within existing residential roads and proposed developments

Moving Around Policies
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MA3 - TRANSPORT AND ACCESS

New housing development should achieve the objective of improving connectivity within the village and 
must provide appropriate safe pedestrian and cycle routes to public transport hubs e.g. bus stops and 
the railway station, and also the medical, recreational, educational and retail facilities. Where possible 
these routes should link to other local and national networks.

Access for all should be the norm. Where possible, shared use cycle ways/footpaths should be provided 
within new housing developments. The needs of those with mobility problems and visual impairment 
should be considered e.g. dropped kerbs, textured surfaces thus also benefiting the needs of people 
with pushchairs.

Housing developments will be required to implement ‘shared spaces’ or ‘living streets’ to reduce both 
the speed and dominance of motorised transport, by removing unnecessary street furniture/road 
markings, introducing specific materials and a speed limit of less than 10 mph.

Provision should be made for the ongoing maintenance of any foot or cycle paths provided under this 
policy through adoption of the path as highway or by recording the path as a public right of way on the 
Definitive Map or by other appropriate mechanism.

Any new public or shared private parking areas should provide secure covered cycle bays or storage. 
Increased secure cycle parking will be provided at local amenities e.g. Health Centre, Library, Kelvedon 
Recreation Ground, and railway station to meet demand, encouraging residents to use cycles instead of 
cars.

Provision should be made for sustainable modes of transport including the requirements of electric 
and hybrid cars within new and refurbished developments and car parks. Consideration should also be 
given to car sharing schemes open to residents of both new developments and existing with provision 
for storage/parking of cars and in conjunction with reduced parking standards and controlled parking 
zones.

This Plan will resist any proposals that would reduce public bus and train services for either their 
destination or frequency of service to the village.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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MA4 - PARKING PROVISION

Proposals for all new homes to be built in Kelvedon should provide for one off-street parking space for 
each bedroom, unless otherwise justified, having regard to site-specific circumstances and Essex County 
Council parking standards. 

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Health and Social Care Objectives

• Kelvedon will have healthcare facilities which are of a sufficient standard and capacity to cater 
comprehensively for the needs of its existing and future populations. 

• It must also be recognised and planned for, that a large part of the population are either ageing 
adults or younger children, which will place age-related needs on local healthcare delivery and care-giving 
facilities.

• The facilities will be accessible, local and adequately arranged to provide primary healthcare to a 
population whose demography is both growing in size and age.

HSC1 - CREATION OF NEW AND IMPROVED HEALTHCARE 

The creation of new and improved healthcare facilities within the village will be encouraged whilst 
resisting any loss of the existing services, which thereby reduce the provision of health services to our 
increasing population. 

Healthcare in the village will be maintained in step with the development of new dwellings making 
it future proofed and sustainable and should be aimed at providing services to an ‘enhanced level’ 
providing essential and additional GP services to a higher standard and including other specialised 
services such as treatment of minor injuries. In addition to clinical space, particular attention should also 
be given to accessibility, parking and proximity to public transport services. 

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Health and Social Care Policies
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Education Objectives

• Education provision to be in step with housing provision. 

• Education provision to continue to be of good quality, appropriate for both the needs and location 
of the village.

Education Policies

ED1 - THE PROVISION OF DAY CARE NURSERY 

The Plan supports the continued provision of nursery day care facilities within the village and will 
support further expansion of the current facilities providing that it is in keeping with the Conservation 
Area and is able to demonstrate that there are suitable off-street parking facilities for the additional 
staff.  Additional day care facilities within the Village Development Boundary would also be welcomed, 
again, providing that there is sufficient off-street parking for staff and a suitable location for parents to 
park.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

ED2 - THE PRE-SCHOOL PROVISION

The Plan supports the provision of high quality permanent and improved preschool provision providing 
that a suitable site with regards to location, size of building, suitable parking for staff and visitors onsite, 
and for parents nearby and external play space provision could be found.  Ideally, the location would be 
centrally located within the village to encourage walking to and from the provision for all users

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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ED3 - THE PROVISION OF PRIMARY SCHOOL EDUCATION

The Plan supports the expansion of the current Kelvedon St Mary’s Primary Academy school buildings 
to accommodate the likely increase in pupil numbers associated with proposed development, providing 
that satisfactory staff and visitor car parking can be provided for within the site

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Heritage Objectives

• Maintain the character of Kelvedon and enhance the setting of the Conservation area and listed 
buildings through high quality design of the public realm along the High Street.

• Ensure that new development proposals reflect the local vernacular for layout, street scene and 
house styles.

• Recognise the importance of Local Heritage Assets to Kelvedon

• Support a new burial ground for the village

Heritage Policies

HE1 - THE HIGH STREET

The public realm of the High Street for pedestrians and local businesses will be protected and enhanced.

The map below identifies the three local centres along the High Street:

• St Mary’s Square

• junction of New Road

• junction of Station Road

In these areas, public realm enhancements which improve pedestrian movements and help to create 
focal points for business activity and community interaction will be particularly welcomed.

In addition, the High Street has two pinch-points that severely hamper the flow of traffic during rush 
hour periods - also identified on the map. These are due to a narrowing of the cross section of the road 
and on-street parking which restricts the flow of traffic. In other areas, the cross section of the road is 
particularly wide and enhancements could be made to provide defined on-street car parking lay-bys. 
Realignment of the kerbs, ‘build-outs’, changes in surface, restriction of parking and crossings could be 
utilised in these areas to make positive changes to the public realm.

The introduction of appropriately designed measures to create gateways to the village in the locations 
shown on the map, which improves conditions for all highways users and creates a sense of place for 
the village, will be supported.

Development proposals which will impact on the public realm will need to demonstrate how they will 
contribute to a high quality public realm within Kelvedon High Street, subject to complying with other 
policies.

Continued overleaf
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HE1 - THE HIGH STREET continued

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

HE2 - NEW BURIAL GROUND

The Plan would support the designation of a new burial site If land became available in close proximity 
to the Church Street area and in particular St Mary the Virgin Church. An alternative location would be 
in close proximity to the other smaller cemetery that is associated with United Reform Church located 
alongside Kelvedon Recreation Ground. Either of these locations would have to fulfil the requirements 
of statutory consultees such as Natural England/Environment Agency

Ideally, such locations should be able to provide the following:

• 40-50 years of suitable ground, 

• be adjacent to or very close to a road, to provide access for both pedestrians and vehicles,

• provide parking facilities for hearses and sufficient for attendees and disabled drivers. 

The Churchwardens have requested that such a location would ideally be within 500 metres of the 
Church, for a more traditional burial site, however it is recognised that sites further away may need.to 
be considered.

Consideration will also be given to the creation of a natural burial ground for the village.  A natural burial 
ground would offer an alternative form of burial not currently available in the parish. A natural burial 
ground may be better suited in a more rural location within the Parish should a suitable site become 
available, support for this will be given provided that the site is deemed of an appropriate size for 
intended duration, be adjacent to or very close to a road, can provide parking facilities for hearses and 
sufficient attendees including disabled drivers.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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HE3 - LOCAL HERITAGE ASSETS

The Plan supports the process of the designation of Local Heritage Assets, by Braintree District Council, 
in accordance with the NPPF.  Development should respect, and where possible enhance the setting, 
character and appearance of non-designated Local Heritage Assets within the Neighbourhood Plan 
area. Where possible, and subject to viability considerations, Local Heritage Assets should be used to 
reinforce local distinctiveness and contribute to the social and economic well-being of the area.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Natural Environment Objectives

• To protect and enhance the various green spaces within and around the village 

• Allow for new open spaces to be created to meet the requirements of the village 

• That new development is well designed and integrated into existing green infrastructure.

• Make better use of the River Blackwater as a leisure resource whilst conserving and protecting the 
wildlife habitats.

• To ensure key views are respected

• To define a green space gap to prevent coalescence. 

• Protect the provision of allotments within the village

Natural Environmental Policies

NE1 - EXISTING PUBLIC OPEN SPACES

The Plan supports the retention of existing designated Public Open Spaces within the village, which 
includes the formal Recreation Ground, and the other informal public open spaces at Church Road, 
Brockwell Lane and Thorne Road and the Brockwell Meadows Local Nature Reserve.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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NE2 - THE PROVISION OF NEW RECREATION AND PLAY SPACES

The Plan will support the designation of public open spaces within new development or the re-
purposing of existing amenity spaces within the parish to meet the shortfall identified.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

NE3 - PROTECTION OF HEDGEROWS AND BIODIVERSITY

All development proposals will seek to enhance biodiversity wherever possible.

Significant housing development proposals which are likely to have a direct or indirect adverse impact 
on local biodiversity, habitat, wildlife of a Local Nature Reserve or protected species, will be permitted 
providing an independent survey report, which is supported by Braintree District Council’s Ecological 
Adviser demonstrates that:

• there are no alternatives with less harmful impacts, or: 

• that appropriate mitigation measures or, as a last resort, compensation measures, can be 
provided to achieve a net enhancement to the site’s biodiversity. 

Surveys or assessments, including Phase 1 Habitat Surveys, which accompany development proposals, 
should be undertaken at an appropriate time of year to reduce the need for repetition.  Some surveys, 
however, may need to be repeated for particular species throughout the year, if so required.  Surveys 
must include proposals for the measures that will be taken by way of appropriate mitigation to minimise 
and compensate for any likely impact the development may have on them, in accordance with the 
requirements of the licence from Natural England. 

Significant housing development proposals which may result in the loss of bird nesting habitat, must 
include by way of mitigation within the new development, suitable alternative nesting habitat.

Housing development proposals should seek to maintain and enhance hedgerows and in particular 
those associated with ditches, and where possible increase their connectivity to allow the freedom 
of movement for species on or through the site. Planning applications for new dwellings must clearly 
demonstrate how they have incorporated appropriate measures to secure the connectivity of the 
corridor.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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NE4 - CREATION OF FOOTPATHS ALONGSIDE THE RIVER BLACKWATER

The Plan will support the promotion of existing footpaths and the formation of new paths if landowners 
are willing to formalise a long-distance footpath through the parish, alongside or close to, the River 
Blackwater, between Coggeshall and Kelvedon.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

NE5 - DESIGNATION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACES

The Plan seeks to designate the following as Local Green Spaces:

1. The Allotments of Stoney Field, on Church Hill 

2. Glebe Road Play area

3. Thorne Road amenity space

4. Brockwell Lane amenity space

5. The Scout hut and its environs, off St Marys Road.

6. Footpath from Brockwell Meadows to Riverside Way

7. Teal Way amenity space

8. The amenity space between Curlew Close and Heron Road

9. Kingfisher Way amenity space

10. Junction of Swan Street and Heron Road

11. Trews Gardens amenity space

12. The green space on the High Street

13. Church Road amenity space

14. Greys Orchard

Any development of these spaces will only be supported where it is for formal or informal recreation 
including play, and sports, including indoor facilities and ancillary support facilities or allotment uses

Continued overleaf
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NE5 - DESIGNATION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACES continued

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

NE6 - PROTECTION OF KEY VIEWS

Housing development proposals must demonstrate how they have taken account of the Key Views 
identified in Volume 2 Appendix F. In particular, development proposals must set out details on how 
they take account of the key views, by way of their scale, height, position within the application site, the 
use of materials and external lighting.  

Any development or alterations within these views must ensure that key features of the view can 
continue to be enjoyed, including distant buildings, areas of landscape and the juxtaposition of the 
village’s edges and open agricultural countryside.  

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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NE7 - ALLOTMENT SITES

If housing development is proposed on the current allotment sites, then the equivalent or better number 
of allotment plots will be provided elsewhere by the developer, at an accessible location, in close 
proximity to the village, to enable users to walk or cycle to the site.  

Replacement or new allotments shall be of a similar quality with regards to soils, preferably on a sunny 
south facing aspect, secure boundary treatment, limited overhang from adjacent vegetation and include 
the provision of water, storage and car parking for users.   

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

NE8 - RECREATIONAL DISTURBANCE AVOIDANCE AND MITIGATION

All residential development within the zones of influence of European Sites will be required to make 
a financial contribution towards mitigation measures, as detailed in the Essex Coast RAMS, to avoid 
adverse in-combination recreational disturbance effects on European Sites.

In the interim period, before the Essex Coast RAMS is completed, all residential development with the 
zones of influence will need to deliver all measures identified (including Strategic measures) through 
project level Habitat Regulations Assessments (HRAs), or otherwise, to mitigate any recreational 
disturbance impacts in compliance with the Habitat Regulations and Habitat Directives.  

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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Business and Retail Objectives

• To maintain and support strong economic and social activity for Kelvedon.

• To sustain economic growth by enhancing employment opportunities in the Parish; having a 
thriving retail core and increased options for home working.

• To support superfast broadband and excellent mobile telephone provision, available to all 
residents and businesses.

• Ensure any development of business premises is done in an environmentally sensitive way.

• To support and retain the number and mix of independent shops in the village High Street.

BR1 - SUPPORT FOR LOCAL BUSINESSES

New business uses defined as Class A1, retail, Class A2-5 and D1-D2, and the expansion of existing 
businesses, particularly where they extend the range of types of products and services offered, will be 
supported throughout the parish provided that:

a. There is no unacceptable impact on residential amenity.

b. Any new buildings are of a scale and design that respects the landscape character of the area in 
which it is located.

c. Any historic, cultural or architectural features are retained or enhanced.

d. Satisfactory access and egress arrangements, vehicular parking and covered, secure cycle 
parking provision can be made.

e. Satisfactory arrangements can be made for the containment and disposal of waste.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Business and Retail Policies
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BR2 - WORKING FROM HOME

Any new or redesigned dwellings should include provision to enable a home office to be accommodated. 
This should be achieved through the design of the building, to allow conversion of roof space or similar 
area (i.e. bedroom), into an office or workspace, or by providing space within the internal layout.

New larger housing schemes should, where appropriate and a need and desire can be shown, make 
provision for work or business hubs which are readily accessible, by foot or bicycle, from new homes and 
can provide business and social facilities with services for the community.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

BR3 - LIVE WORK UNITS

Planning applications, to provide live–work units, will be supported, in each case falling within ‘Use 
Class B1’, throughout the built area of the village, having due regard to other policies and subject to 
there being no adverse impact on amenity, particularly residential amenity, by reason of:

a. the scale and form of development proposed,

b. the levels of activity generated by the proposal,

c. the level of traffic generated,

d. excessive noise or light pollution, smell, dust etc.

Each live-work unit should have:

a. a minimum of 40 sqm of definable functional workspace and a minimum residential element of 
no less than 35 sqm to achieve a suitable form of development,

b. have suitable independent access to both uses,

c. internal uses which may be horizontally or vertically split,

d. appropriate provision of household and commercial refuse storage,

e. a minimum requirement of one to two bedrooms
Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

Questionnaire 2.indd   25 28/06/2018   10:41



Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire

26

BR4 - BROADBAND & MOBILE CONNECTIVITY

The development of new, superfast broadband and mobile infrastructure to serve the parish will be 
supported.

Proposals for new residential and commercial development must demonstrate how they will contribute 
to, and be compatible with, superfast broadband or higher and high-quality internet connectivity. This 
should be through a ‘Connectivity Statement’ accompanying the planning application. Such statements 
should consider land use, the anticipated connectivity requirements, their speed, and known data 
networks, including a realistic assessment of connection potential, or a need to contribute to any such 
networks.

Where no internet provider is available, as a minimum (subject to viability), suitable ducting that can 
accept superfast broadband must be provided to the public highway, a community led local access 
network, or another suitable location.

Where possible, additional ducting should be provided that contributes to a local access network for the 
wider community. The costs associated with this can be considered alongside any other requirements 
and be subject to viability testing.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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BR5 - PROTECTION OF BUSINESS PREMISES/RETAINING AND ENCOURAGEMENT OF 
EMPLOYMENT
Change of Use

Proposals for the change of use of commercial premises from employment or community activity (Use 
Classes A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, B1, and C1) in the parish will only be supported if it can be satisfactorily 
demonstrated that

a. The continued operation of a business or service is no longer financially viable and the premises 
has been appropriately marketed for at least six months at a reasonable market rate or

b. There is no longer a need for the facility or a suitable replacement has been provided in a 
suitably convenient location elsewhere.

ALSO

a. If a specific business or service is no longer financially viable, a use from the range of acceptable 
Use Classes should be sought for the premises.

b. Any resultant increase in deliveries as the result of a change of use, especially by HGVs or other 
large vehicles, must not adversely impact the traffic flow in the area or the safety of road users, or harm 
the amenity of neighbouring properties and local residents, AND

c. There will be no unacceptable increased pressure on parking availability in the immediate area.

Commercial Zones

Five commercial zones have been identified in Kelvedon and are shown on the map of Central 
Commercial Zones in Kelvedon. Within these areas, growth and diversity of economic activity will be 
encouraged, to continue to provide small scale shops, services and community facilities to meet the 
needs of the local population.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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BR6 - COMMUNITY ASSETS

Development proposals that would result in the loss of the following types of community assets will 
be resisted, unless it can be shown that they are poorly used, not viable or adequate provision is made 
elsewhere:

1. Sports and leisure facilities (including in-door and outdoor provision).

2. Community centres and halls.

3. Places of worship and associated halls and spaces.

4. Library.

5. Scout Hut.

6. Post Office.

7. Public Houses.

8. Conservative Club.

9. Labour Club.

10. Doctors and dentists – please refer to Health & Social Care Policy HSC1.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments

BR7 - SHOP FRONTS AND ADVERTISEMENTS

Proposals for new shop fronts, or alterations to existing shop fronts, will be permitted where the 
following criteria are satisfied:

a. The proposal does not result in the loss of a traditional shop front or features and details of 
architectural or historic interest.

b. The proposal is in sympathy with the character of the Conservation Area, and the architectural 
style, materials and form of the building(s) of which it is part;

c. Where a fascia is to be applied, it is of an appropriate height, in scale with the overall height of 
the shop front and other elements of the building and will not intrude over the first-floor level.

An advertisement will be permitted where it is designed, constructed and sited so as to preserve or 
enhance the character or appearance of the Conservation Area, and does not cause visual clutter in the 
street scene, or significant harm to the appearance of any building on which it is be displayed due to of 
its size, design, construction or materials.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Continued overleaf
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BR7 - SHOP FRONTS AND ADVERTISEMENTS continued

Comments

BR8 - BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE/FARM DIVERSIFICATION

Outside the Village Development Boundary, as defined on Map 11, the following proposals for small-
scale commercial development, which involve the conversion and re-use of existing buildings or an 
extension of an existing building will be permitted where:

a. The scale and form of any proposal does not adversely affect the character and appearance of 
the countryside or the locality, the amenities of local residents and other countryside users, AND

b. The proposed new use does not detract from, or prejudice, an existing agricultural undertaking 
or its future operation, AND

c. Wherever possible, existing buildings are used, to reduce the need for additional built 
development, AND

Where conversion or re-use of an existing building is not practical and where a need can be 
demonstrated, new buildings should be appropriately designed and sited.

Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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DC1 – DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

Subject to the financial viability of development and the regulations governing contributions, where 
appropriate, development will be required to contribute towards the provision of relevant infrastructure 
in the parish.

Planning applications for both residential and relevant non-residential development should clearly 
demonstrate the impacts that they will have on the local infrastructure and how developer contributions 
will mitigate these impacts, either wholly or proportionally, depending upon the viability of the 
development.

The requirements for planning obligations should be discussed and agreed prior to the planning 
application submission to the relevant bodies.  Developer contributions towards local infrastructure 
needs will be sought whilst those for wider impacts outside of the parish will sought in accordance with 
the requirements of BDC’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan and ECC’s Developer Contributions Guide.

Development proposals which fail to provide relevant sufficient mitigation of the impact of the 
development through developer contributions will not be supported unless:

a. the development can be shown to be of proven public benefit and that this outweighs any 
collective harm without that mitigation. OR

b. it has been proven that full mitigation cannot be afforded, allowing only for the minimum level 
of developer profit and land owner receipt necessary for the development to proceed, using a fully 
transparent ‘open book’ method of viability assessment. OR

c. if viability improves prior to the completion of the development, obligations which will have 
been previously agreed from the developer will be provided for appropriate additional mitigation 
contributions.

Evidence of financial viability will be provided in an ‘open book’ by the applicant and must clearly show 
that developer contributions can be provided without rendering the scheme financially unviable.
Do you agree with the above policy? Please tick one box

Yes No No Opinion

Comments
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Please use this page for any further comments
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Please use this page for any further comments
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Under the  Neighbourhood Planning (General ) Regulations 2012, Regulation 
14 requires that before submitting a Neighbourhood Plan to the Local Planning 
Authority for examination,  that a formal 6 week minimum public consultation  
on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan must be carried out.  

Kelvedon undertook this consultation between 14th July and the 14th 
September 2018,-an eight week period to ensure that the summer holiday 
period did not interfere with the consultation.  During the week leading up 
to the 14th July every household in the parish received a copy of the Policy 
Questionnaire document - a copy of which is appended to the Consultation 
Statement.  It was deemed too expensive to provide every household with a 
copy of the Neighbourhood Plan as it was over 100 pages contained within two 
volumes.  Parishioners were directed to the KNP website where full copies of 
the Neighbourhood Plan - both volumes 1 and 2, were available to download.  
Printed copies of the Plan were also available at the Library and the Parish 
Council offices for viewing.  

1. INTRODUCTION
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Additional copies of the questionnaire were also available from the Library 
and the Kelvedon Parish Council offices.  Responses could be completed on 
the paper copy and returned to seven different locations throughout the 
village or the questionnaire could be completed on-line.  Each respondent was 
asked to provide their name and address in order to fulfil BDC’s consultation 
requirements. Respondents were asked if they agreed, disagreed or had no 
opinion for each policy and also to note any comments for each.  Space was 
also available for additional comments to be made regarding any of the policies 
or the Neighbourhood Plan as a whole.  All the responses from returned 
paper copies were subsequently entered into the same on-line software 
(KwikSurveys) by members of the KNP steering group so that the results could 
be easily collated and sorted.   Letters were also sent to all Statutory Consultees 
and neighbouring parish councils detailing the links to the documents and the 
consultation parameters..

Two consultation events were also held during the period; one at the St Mary’s 
the Virgin Summer Church fête on the 7th July, the other at the Music Festival 
on Kelvedon Recreation Ground on the 14th July.  At both events a selection 

Figure 1: Total Results per Policy  shown as a percentage
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of the most pertinent policies had been reproduced on display panels plus 
copies of Volumes 1 and 2 of the Neighbourhood Plan were available to view.  
Throughout the period, the consultation was widely publicised on village social 
media outlets, within local newspaper and magazine articles as well as on the 
Kelvedon Parish Council and the Neighbourhood Plan websites.  

The feedback received during the consultation period has been collated  as 
‘themes’ into this document along with responses to those comments.  It 
was decided to group the comments into these themes as many were similar 
and reoccurring on the same subject.  Those comments made by Statutory 
Consultees and agents on behalf of speculative developers are appended.  Only 
Coggeshall Parish Council responded to the consultation.  Due to the nature 
of their responses, they have not been counted in the Yes,- No,-No -Opinion 
figures  contained within the graph opposite, Figure 1.  

From the 1500 delivered questionnaires,  320 were completed, either on-line or 
by hand (and subsequently entered into the same on-line software).  The graph   
in Figure 1 details all of the responses for the policies and  demonstrates that all 
policies received approval.  

2. RESULTS
The following tables set out the number of responses for each policy along with 
the comments made, the KNP Steering Group response and proposed changes 
to the policy.

In total we received 1848 comments, plus those received from the statutory 
consultees; these have all been read and analysed to determine whether the 
vision statement, objectives  or policy should be amended in any way.  All those 
received from Statutory consultees are listed either in their entirety or précised  
for the sake of brevity within the tables.  The full responses from the Statutory 
Consultees are also appended.

With regards to the comments received from the community, as indicated 
above, a number of similar comments were received on a number of the policies 
and therefore these have been ‘themed together’ as opposed to listing every 
one individually. 

The list of Statutory Consultees that provided a response are listed below:

Essex County Council (ECC)

Braintree District Council (BDC)

Coggeshall Parish Council (CPC)

Anglian Water (AW)

Natural England (NE)

Historic England (HE)

National Grid (NG)- they declared that they do not have any high voltage 
electricity or high pressure gas in the parish, although there is a gas main to the 
west of the village.

Environment Agency (EA)

Mid Essex Health Trust-NHS England (MEHT NHS)

Plus:

Centre for Sustainable Energy (CSE)- a copy of the Plan was sent to them for 
comment and feedback.

The Coal Board declared that they have no interests in the parish and therefore 
would not be returning a response.

One behalf of local developers and land owners, the following Agents also 
returned responses:

CALA Homes- developers for the land West of the Station, known  colloquially 
as the Monks Farm Site. 

JCN on behalf of Barkley Projects and the London Road site 

Melville Dunbar on behalf of the Cranes Lane, second London Road  site.

Correspondence has also been received from the following with regards to the 
proposed  Local Green Spaces, : 

JS Wright  regarding the proposed site at Brockwell Lane reiterating their 
ownership  of the land which does not have any form of public access or PROW.
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

JCN VS.1 The vision statement makes no reference to 
the importance of protecting or enhancing the 
infrastructure of the village

Policies make direct references to 
protection of health, education and public 
transport.

None needed

JCN VS.2 There should be greater emphasis on sustainable 
development as some of the objectives are beyond 
the scope of the NPPF

? ?

CSE VS3 Suggested that it be made clear that all growth 
would be environmentally as well as socially 
sustainable and in particular for issues surrounding 
climate change.

Noted- amend wording Insert ‘both environmentally and 
socially ensuring new development 
is built in line with the government’s 
targets for reducing climate change. 
New development will be ...,’ after 
the word sustainable

VISION STATEMENT

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

YES NO NO OPINION

308
92%

20 5

 The vast majority of comments received from the community referring to the 
Vision Statement concerned the desire to retain Kelvedon as a rural village.  
Concerns were also expressed for the need for more infrastructure and 
services and the degradation of the sense of tranquillity as a consequence of 
increased traffic , its associated noise and movement.
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community VS4 Kelvedon can’t remain a rural village if new 
development is going to happen

The policies and Design Guide aim to 
ensure that any new development reflects 
the current genus loci of the village

None 

Community VS5 The village needs growth (housing and 
employment) otherwise it is not sustainable 
and will stagnate

The NP supports sustainable growth 
including the provision of infrastructure

None

Community VS6 The village is no longer tranquil due to 
increases in traffic

The NP supports improvements to the 
A12 and A120 which will reduce the flow 
of traffic through the High Street

None

Community VS7 The village must retain its identity from other 
local villages and towns by retaining green gaps

Noted None

Community VS8 Adequate infrastructure provision The NP supports improved health and 
education provision

None

Community VS9 More policing is required Noted None

Community VS10 Issue concerning junction of Swan Street and 
the High Street needs to be addressed

Noted None

Community VS11 Concern for the damage that HGV lorries are 
doing to the physical fabric of Listed buildings

Noted None

Community VS12 Kelvedon is well placed for sustainable growth 
due to transport infrastructure

Noted None

Community VS13 ‘Sustainable’ also means economic 
sustainability

Noted None
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

JCN HO1.1 Housing Numbers, Reference to Emerging Local 
Plan, the listing of the sites, and in point d remove 
listing of housing number

• The number to be built is to be 
confirmed by BDC – this may range from 
291-300 so await their response, but part 
a is to remain with amendments.

• B and c have been removed to the 
justification section of HO4

• Number in point d has been 
removed

Anglian 
Water

HO1.2 Anglian Water is supportive of Policy HO1 as it 
states that planning permission will only be granted 
if it can be demonstrated that there is, or will be 
sufficient capacity within the foul sewerage network 
for the proposed development in addition to that 
identified in the Local Plan.

No change No change

HOUSING POLICIES

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

These policies relate to the predicted population growth for the plan period 
in the village,  phasing of development, design briefs and quality of new 
development, location within the parish and mix of house types, affordable 
housing, garden sizes, replacement dwellings and development of brownfield 
sites

HO 1 Number of New Homes

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

69% 2/129
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO1.4 Minimum should be the maximum We cannot propose a maximum – 
cannot cap development – but policy 
acknowledges we will accommodate 
the minimum. We will confirm minimum 
number with BDC (291-300 – emerging 
local plan). We recognise the concern, but 
cannot impose a maximum.

Amendments as per HO1.1

Community HO1.5 Villagers don’t believe current infrastructure 
is enough to support proposed numbers set 
forth by BDC

Infrastructure point to apply to any new 
development i.e. now not just above the 
number proposed.

BDC have deemed the current 
infrastructure sufficient to cope with 
proposed numbers.

Again current infrastructure deemed 
sufficient so this applies to any new 
developments above the minimum.

no change

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC HO1.3 Remove number, amalgamate b and c and explain 
further in justification, revise d and reference DC1

• Number will be confirmed by BDC and 
will remain once confirmed

• B and c removed to the 
justification sections of HO4

• d) to be revised to reference 
DC1 – have kept wording as is as 
it reflects in detail what the Parish 
need to see.
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO1.6 Infrastructure built before housing – it must be 
in place and not just planned

Policy already states that the 
infrastructure can be achieved in time to 
serve the needs of the development once 
complete and occupied, but have added in 
‘or in advance’

added in ‘or in advance’

Community HO1.7 Monks Farm should not have been chosen site Chosen sites are not those chosen by KNP, Will move details of these sites to 
the justification area of HO4

Community HO1.8 Consideration given to Feering too as they use 
our facilities

Cannot consider Feering as it is not part of 
the NP plan area – legal issue

no change

Community HO1.9 Concern too much growth will mean we lose 
village feel and go against vision statement

Again, can’t cap development, but the 
village is constrained by boundaries etc 
and policies read together try to ensure 
this vision is maintained.

no change

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

HO 2 Phasing of New Homes over the period 2017-2033

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

89% 2/48

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC HO2.1 The policy should be deleted The new NPPF gives greater validation to 
this policy

Policy to remain as it is

CALA 
Homes

HO2.2 Where there are committed sites within Kelvedon, 
any future applicant is only obligated to discharge 
conditions in strict accordance with the wording of 
the condition.  

If a planning obligation / agreement is 
already in place prior to the KNP being 
ratified then this will stand. 

 Policy to remain as it is
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

CALA 
Homes

HO2.2 
cont..

It is not fair and reasonable to impose Policy HO2 
as there is already a binding agreement between 
the applicant and Local Planning Authority which 
prescribes the timing and delivery of financial 
obligations and necessary infrastructure works.

However, if the permission lapses, then 
this policy can pick up and ensure that 
houses are phased in such a way as to 
cause the least amount of disruption 
and to make sure infrastructure that is 
required is in place, taking into account 
other developments that may be taking 
place in the village.

No amendment proposed

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO2.3 Infrastructure in place first and mandatory Noted As Ho1

Community HO2.4 Instead of ‘Should’ – ‘must’ and delete ‘where 
possible’.

Noted Have kept ‘should’ and deleted 
‘where possible’.

Community HO2.5 Reference made that this should apply to new 
developments only

Noted Moot point – and no, as if planning 
permission lapses this policy would 
then apply

Community HO2.6 Quantity of houses – 10 was questioned as 
some want this lowered

Noted Definition for 10  houses as this 
constitutes a major development 
under NPPF definition

HO 3 Development Briefs

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

92% 2/21
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC HO3.1 The policy should be deleted The new NPPF gives greater validation to 
this policy

Policy to remain as it is

CALA 
Homes

HO3.2 Where sites benefit from outline planning 
permission, Development Brief’s in accordance 
with Appendix A, Volume 2, for reserved 
matters applications should not be considered 
necessary.  Matters set with the Parish Council’s 
Development Brief are usually considered during 
the determination of an outline planning application 
and therefore duplication of reports at the 
reserved matters stage is not relevant.  Details of 
reserved matters are strictly defined in the Town 
& Country Planning (Development Management 
And Procedure) (England) Order 2015 article 1 (2).  
It is therefore considered that Policy HO3 should 
only be applicable to new sites where planning 
applications are submitted in outline or full. 

This generally applies to new applications 
or where a planning permission has 
lapsed. The new NPPF gives greater 
validation for this policy and as such it 
will not be amended other than to cross 
reference the VDB with a map.

Policy to remain as it is

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO3.3 Quantity of houses was questioned as some 
want this lowered

Noted Definition for 10 houses added 
as this constitutes a major 
development under NPPF 
definition in glossary

Community HO3.4 Reference made that this should apply to new 
developments only

Noted Moot point – and no, as if planning 
permission lapses this policy would 
then apply

Community HO3.5 VDB mentioned a number of times Note Cross reference VDB with a map

STATUTORY CONSULTEES
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HO 4 Location/Sites where Development will be permitted

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

88% 6/28

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Environment 

Agency

HO4.1 Suggest strengthening any development in zones 
2 or 3 or over 1 ha should have an  FRA. They also 
advise having own Flood Risk Policy

Remove point f. and create a new policy 
in the Natural Environment section that 
covers flood prevention

Policy NE 9 Flood Prevention added

ECC HO4.2 Query on which Map reference in terms of VDB As per Policy 3 will be cross reference 
with correct Map

Reference added

ECC HO4.3 Reference to development in countryside, 
affordable housing etc.

This is dealt with under other polices No amendment to policy

ECC HO4.4 Also questions if all the points need to apply or if 
it  should be AND / OR

We feel that all these points are necessary 
for development outside of the VDB so 
have kept 

No amendment to policy

JCN HO4.5 Issue with 720m walking distance Added in a provision to include other 
sustainable modes of movement, such as 
cycling and public transport.

Policy amended to reflect other 
modes of transport

Melville

Dunbar

HO4.6 Issue with 720m walking distance Added in a provision to include other 
sustainable modes of movement, such as 
cycling and public transport.

Policy amended to reflect other 
modes of transport

KPC HO4.7 Remove reference to flood protection as 
incorporated into NE8 Flood Protection Policy 

Agreed Remove points f. and g. from Policy 
HO4

STATUTORY CONSULTEES
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HO5 Mix of Housing Types

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

83% 1/68

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO5.2 Request for more bungalows in the mix, 3 bed 
homes should be a priority and some ask for an 
increase in 4 bed homes

The mix has been properly analysed and 
is supported by the justification – we 
could reference  ‘homes suitable for older 
people’ rather than just bungalows but 
many surveys have shown the village’s 
desire and need for bungalows.

Policy to remain as it is

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

CALA 
Homes

HO5.1 Policy HO5 as drafted is not supported as local need 
for Kelvedon has not been balanced with the wider 
need of the District and wider housing market.  
The ambition of the Neighbourhood Plan needs 
to be better aligned with the strategic needs and 
priorities of the wider area. 

The mix of housing the KNP is proposing 
reflects where Kelvedon has abundance 
of certain types of housing and a lack of 
others in order to readdress the balance.

Policy to remain as it is

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO4.x Avoid any negative environmental impact on 
the area / protect green corridors

Noted This is about coalescence – green 
corridors protection will come 
under environmental policies 
but have added in an additional 
bullet point  ‘ to avoid negative 
environmental impact on the area’
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HO6 Density, Footprint, Separation and Scale

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

95% 0/33

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO6.1 Parking to be off street where possible This is a matter for moving around 
policies.

Policy to remain as it is

Community HO6.2 New materials e ) can sometimes work just as 
well

Amend wording to ‘be comparable with 
existing building materials and at least 
compatible with and preferably enhancing 
the setting’

HO7 Affordable Housing

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

85% 1/58

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

CALA 
Homes

HO7.1  Policy HO7 (b) should allow for a 5% variance either 
way to accommodate local need.

The mix of housing the KNP is the local 
flavour that has been added and is one 
of the reasons for the introduction of NP 
is the first instance. This policy is closely 
aligned with BDC’s housing mix, and 
reflects where Kelvedon has abundance 
of certain types of housing and a lack of 
others in order to readdress the balance.

Policy to remain as it is
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HO8 Minimum Garden Sizes

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

82% 1/46

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO7.1 Retention of affordable housing beyond first 
occupation

Unfortunately not possible. The wording 
of the policy has also been amended to 
say first priority will be given to those 
with a local connection and have added in 
a cascade with Kelvedon 1sr, secondly to 
other adjoining parishes and 3rd to BDC 
waiting list

Policy to remain as it is

Community HO7.2 Lower 5 years to 3 years Have changed as this may make this part 
of the policy more appealing

Amended policy

Community HO7.3 District Housing Register – not everyone  is on 
this who needs affordable housing

Amended final bullet point to ‘first priority 
to’.

Amended policy

Community HO7.4 Issues with definition of affordable housing Definition of affordable housing added Definition added to justification test

Community HO7.5 40% too high 40% is in line with BDC and will not 
change

No Change

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

CALA 
Homes

HO8.1  The updated Essex Design Guide (2018) no longer 
includes minimum garden sizes and therefore is this 
policy justified?

The updated Essex Design Guide does use 
this and the calculation has been in use 
since 1973.

Policy to remain as it is.
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO8.1 2.5 m too narrow Confusion over understanding of wording 
used – the ‘m’ has been removed to make 
this clearer

Policy changed

Community HO8.2 Some say garden size too big, some say too 
small

Have used the Essex Design Guide and 
this calculation has been used since 1973

Policy changed

HO9 High Quality Building and Design

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

95% 3/53

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC HO9.1 Suggest adding in provisions to mitigate against 
climate change

NP cannot set standards, this has to be 
done in the local plan. We have added in 
that we will support a low carbon future.

Policy changed as proposed

ECC HO9.2 Suggests to change to ‘a preference for 
natural flood management techniques when 
implementing SUDs’

The wording has been adjusted to 
accommodate this.

Policy changed

CSE HO9.3 Suggests adding in about being highly energy 
efficient

Under g) wording added in that renewable 
energy is encouraged, but again we cannot 
set the standards as it is not for a NP to do

No change

Anglian 
Water

HO9.4 We would ask that the Policy be strengthened 
in Policy HO2(9?) to ensure that SuDs are 
incorporated wherever technically feasible to 
address surface and sewer flooding.

Additional  water pollution and flooding 
policies included NE8 and 9

Additional policies

STATUTORY CONSULTEES
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO10.2 Repeat reference to parking It is already in the policy so no amendment 
required

Policy not changed

Community HO10.3 Add in minimum garden sizes This is already covered in the wording, 
if it is a replacement dwelling then it 
won’t be permitted if too large and 
permitted development legislation covers 
extensions.

Policy not changed

HO10 Replacement Dwellings and Extensions

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

96% 1/20

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Environment 
Agency

HO10.1 Suggests adding reference to flood zones 2 and 3 
and for any replacement dwelling to be improved 
to prevent flood damage.

New Policy NE8  covers flood prevention 
and includes reference to extended and 
replacement dwellings.

Policy not changed

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO9.5 Garages to reflect size of new bigger cars Have added under the bullet point ‘ 
suitable size to fit current vehicle size’

Policy changed

Community HO9.6 Visitor Parking mentioned frequently VP will be dealt with under Moving 
Around Policies

Policy not changed

Community-KPC H09.7 Add reference to design Guide and Character 
Assessment to Volume 2

Agreed Reference  to Appendices D and  E 
added to the last bullet point.
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HO11 Windfall Sites

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

93% 1/33

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Natural 
England

HO11.1 Windfall developments should meet the 
requirements of natural environment and subject 
to project level HRA

Amend policy Policy HO11 changed to include 
reference to natural environment 
policies and HRA requirement for 
proposed new development

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HO11.2 Subject to ecological assessment, brownfield 
sites may be refuges for wildlife

Add bullet point to policy Have added in a bullet point 
requiring mitigation sought for the 
loss of habitat that a brownfield site 
can represent.

Community HO11.3 Add in minimum garden sizes This is already covered in the wording, 
if it is a replacement dwelling then it 
won’t be permitted if too large and 
permitted development legislation covers 
extensions.

Policy not changed

Community HO11.4 Why not keep as open space of plant trees? 
Further consultation on these brownfield 
sites given before decision is made

Difficult to turn brownfield sites into 
open space etc as there are brownfield 
registers which priorities development of 
brownfield over greenfield sites

Policy not to change

Community HO11.5 Off Street parking is key This will be dealt with under Moving 
Around Policies

Policy not to change

KNP HO11.6 Advised by Ann Skippers to change the policy 
heading to better reflect policy use

Agreed. Have changed the name of the policy  
to ‘Sites within Village Boundary that 
were previously developed’
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC MA1.1 Development Management Policies  consider the 
impact of any scale of development on these matters 
and reference to the threshold should be deleted 

Wording amended to extend scope of 
Policy whilst retaining reference to areas 
of greatest concern.  Reference to number 
of units removed

Policy amended

MOVING AROUND POLICIES

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Moving Around policies encompasses all aspects of transport from being able 
to access other villages and towns to encouraging and allowing for sustainable 
modes of transport in the future.  The policies recognise the issues of today and  
aim to prevent them from being repeated in the future.

MA 1 Traffic Congestion

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

87% 1/88

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community MA1.2 Calls for improvement to parking provision 
(High Street and some side roads)

Wording amended to extend scope of 
Policy whilst retaining reference to areas 
of greatest concern

Policy amended

Community MA1.3 Traffic Problems from recent development and 
from future developments

Wording amended to extend scope of 
Policy whilst retaining reference to areas 
of greatest concern

Policy amended

Community MA1.4 Inappropriate volumes of through traffic 
causing health and safety concerns and 
damage to conservation area.

Wording amended to extend scope of 
Policy whilst retaining reference to areas 
of greatest concern

Policy amended
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community MA1.5 Need for junction improvements - High St-
Station Rd-Swan St in particular

Change to order of areas listed to reflect 
importance of Station Road junction 
which will be under increased pressure 
from Monks Farm development and 
from traffic to Kelvedon Station from 
large scale developments within Station 
catchment areas.  

Policy amended

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC MA2.1 Should delete reference to the number of off-
street parking spaces

Reference to be removed Policy amended

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

MA 2 Traffic Calming

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

87% 1/73

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community MA2.2 Call for physical measures to reduce speed 
including 20mph limit, keep traffic moving, 
benefit local trade, improve pedestrian safety, 
remove bottle necks through redesigned on 
street parking and provision of additional 
restrictions

Remove all references to specific 
roads/areas and to contributions to 
improvements being based on the 
number of off-street parking spaces per 
development in order to strengthen the 
Policy and to cover the whole NP area

Amend Policy

Community MA2.3 Urgent need for additional zebra crossing(s). Covered by HE1 No change proposed to the policy

Community MA2.4 All possible efforts to support A12 and A120 
trunk road schemes. 

Noted No change proposed to the policy
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC MA3.1 Propose amendment to policy to ‘New housing 
development should achieve the objective of 
improving connectivity within the village and should 
seek to provide appropriate safe pedestrian and 
cycle routes.’

Amend policy wording Policy amended to include 
‘wherever possible’ in paragraph 1 
and to read ‘must provide wherever 
possible ‘

ECC MA3.2 Travel plans should be mentioned in the Policy as 
well as the supporting text.

Agreed Added reference to Travel Plans 
and Travel assessments and 
statements

ECC MA3.3 KNP could consider supporting a statement of 
any new development providing 5% active and 5% 
passive EV charging points

Additional text to justification expanding 
on policy requirements

No specific policy change on this 
point.

MA 3 Transport and Access

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

89% 3/49

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community MA3.4 Need for provision of/improvements to 
footpaths, pavements and cycleways including 
extensions in order to reduce car use, promote 
better access to Station and reduce pollution/
improve health

The policy wording to be amended

The justification for the policy has been 
considerably amended.

The policy wording was unaltered 
except for addition ‘wherever 
possible’  in Para 1 to read ‘must 
provide wherever possible’.

The justification for the policy has 
been considerably amended.
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC MA4.1 Policy should be amended to be in agreement with 
ECC Parking Standards

The policy was supported, comments 
were divided on the desirability of one 
space with both approaches having 
concerns re potential implications for on 
street parking/congestion .  Removal of 
the whole policy was debated and it was 
agreed to reword.

Policy reworded to read: ‘Proposals 
for all new homes to be built in 
Kelvedon should provide off street 
parking spaces at a minimum to 
ECC Parking Standards unless 
otherwise justified by site specific 
circumstances.

MA 4 Parking Provision

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

82% 1/72

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community MA4.2 Need for adequate domestic parking space 
provision. One space per bedroom would be 
impractical as insufficient in smaller units and 
over provision in larger dwellings.

The policy was supported, comments were 
divided on the desirability of one space 
with both approaches having concerns 
re potential implications for on street 
parking/congestion.  

Policy reworded to read: ‘Proposals 
for all new homes to be built in 
Kelvedon should provide off street 
parking spaces at a minimum to 
ECC Parking Standards unless 
otherwise justified by site specific 
circumstances.’
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

NHS 
England

HSC 1.1 NHS England reimburses rent to contract holders 
who are not necessarily building owners

Wording amended to reflect comment Justification text amended

NHS 
England

HSC 1.2 Assumptions contained within justification do not 
take current provision into account and hence 
maybe confusing

Clarification of the comment has been 
sought from NHS

Clarification with the NHS sought, 
no response received.  Therefore, 
no amendments made.

NHS 
England

HSC 1.3 Identification of GP numbers required to meet 
current and future healthcare needs may raise 
unrealistic expectations and do not align with future 
models of care.  

Clarification of the comment has been 
sought from NHS

Clarification with the NHS sought, 
no response received.  Therefore, 
no amendments made.

NHS 
England

HSC 1.4 Text relating to Practice Manager’s observations do 
not reflect current and 15year plan

Practice manager’s comments were made 
on 18.05.15 which reflected situation at 
that date.  

Justification wording not amended

HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE POLICY

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

94% 5/46

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

The Health and Social Care policy supports the provision of improved health 
care for the village.

HSC1 HEALTHCARE FACILITIES
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HSC1.6 Additional services and GPs are needed now as 
well as for new development proposals

Noted None

Community HSC 1.7 No mention of additional care for the elderly 
and those no longer able to live independently. 

HO1 identifies a form of additional 
accommodation for the elderly as well as 
Ho5.  It is beyond the remit of the KNP to 
provide further support

None

Community HSC 1.8 Any new GP surgery must be in the centre of 
the village and within walking distance

Noted None

Community HSC 1.9 The current primary school site would be ideal 
for enhanced medical centre.

Noted None

Community HSC 
1.10

Contained within this should be the provision 
to support more NHS dentists as well.

Noted None

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC HSC1.5 Final sentence should be amended to read: In 
addition to clinical space, in particular, attention 
should also be given to accessibility, parking and 
proximity to public transport services and to 
encourage walking and cycling.  

Noted and agreed Added  ‘and to encourage walking 
and cycling. ‘ to final sentence..
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

JCN ED1.1 No objective to support Nursery provision The education objectives are to be in 
step with housing provision, good quality 
and to suit the needs of the village.  KNP 
believes this covers the provision of 
nursery care

None needed

ED1 THE PROVISION OF DAY CARE

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

87% 1/19

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Education Policies

Education policies cover the provision of education from early years to 
primary school to ensure that education infrastructure is in-step with housing 
development.

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community ED1.2 Parking should be provided for the dropping 
off and collection by parents

The justification text states that suitable 
safe parking for parents is available and 
that a central village location is preferred 
to encourage walking.

No changes proposed to text

Community ED1.3 Any new day care provision should be in centre 
of the village 

The justification text states that that a 
central village location is preferred to 
encourage walking.

No changes proposed to text
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ED2 THE PROVISION OF PRESCHOOL FACILITIES

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

87% 1/31

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

JCN ED2.1 No objective to support Nursery provision The education objectives are to be in 
step with housing provision, good quality 
and to suit the needs of the village.  KNP 
believes this covers the provision of 
nursery care

None needed

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community ED2.1 Parking should be provided for the dropping 
off and collection by parents

The justification text states that suitable 
safe parking for parents is available and 
that a central village location is preferred 
to encourage walking.

No changes proposed to text

Community ED2.2 Any new day care provision should be in centre 
of the village 

The justification text states that a central 
village location is preferred to encourage 
walking.

No changes proposed to text

Community ED2.3 Development of the current Kelvedon and 
Feering Preschool to aid transition to Primary 
school

The policy supports this as well as 
investigating alternatives as needs 
require.

No changes to proposed policy
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ED3 THE PROVISION OF PRIMARY SCHOOL FACILITIES

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

82% 1/74

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC ED3.1 The provision of staff and visitor car parking should 
be consistent with the EPOA parking standards for 
Use Class D1 non-residential institutions

To be added to justification text Justification text to be amended to 
incorporate reference to EPOA Use 
class D1.

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community ED3.2 Parking should be provided for the dropping 
off and collection by parents

The justification text states that suitable 
safe parking for visitors is available and 
that a central village location is preferred 
to encourage walking. Safe parking is the 
responsibility of drivers.

No changes proposed to text

Community ED3.3 Consideration should be given to a new 
secondary school within the village with 
additional development

ECC have guidance on secondary school 
provision.  If development proposals reach 
such numbers ECC will  consider such 
requirements 

No changes proposed to text

Community ED3.4 Development of the current Kelvedon and 
Feering Preschool to aid transition to Primary 
school

The policy supports this as well as 
investigating alternatives as needs 
require.

No changes to proposed policy

Community ED3.5 Future development should identify and 
financially pay for a second primary school

The justification text reiterates the 
ECC guidelines for the provision of new 
primary schools

No changes to proposed policy
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Historic England HE1.1 Suggests changing the policies to Historic 
Environment Policies

Accepted To change policy titles to Historic 
Environment.

HE1 THE HIGH STREET

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

85% 1/77

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Heritage Environment Policies

The retention of Kelvedon’s historic character is vitally important to the 
community.  These policies also extend to recognising the wider urban fabric 
and not just that within the Conservation area.  

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HE1.2 New pedestrian crossings are needed in the 
north, centre and southern end of the High 
Street

The policy supports this- community 
action to pursue

No proposed change to policy

Community HE1.3 Concerns that without improvements to the 
A12 and a new junction that would ease HGV 
traffic that improvements will not be possible

Such proposals will take into consideration 
proposed works

No change to the policy
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Environment 
Agency

HE2.1 Any new burial grounds need to comply with 
EA requirements concerning the protection of 
ground water.

Justification text includes reference 
to this and that although preferable to 
be close to the church a new site may 
need to be elsewhere for this reason 

No proposed change to policy

HE2 NEW BURIAL GROUND

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

83% 1/35

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HE2.2 Concerns with proposal to extend URC 
graveyard alongside Recreation Ground

In light of comments - KNP SG will remove 
this element of the policy

Delete: An alternative location 
would be in close proximity to 
the other smaller cemetery that 
is associated with the United 
reformed Church located alongside 
Kelvedon Recreation Ground. 
Either of these locations.  

Replace with: Any new location 
would have to fulfil the ....

Community HE2.3 Concern expressed for the time span stated of 
‘40-50 years of suitable ground’

The time span of 40-50 years refers to 
the period of active burials taking place 
based on the current rate of demand for 
plots.  The overall lifespan of the cemetery 
thereafter will be as required by the 
statutory authorities

Amend text to: 40-50years worth of 
new burials based upon demand
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HE3 LOCAL HERITAGE ASSETS

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

91% 0/11

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community HE3.1 Support is required for owners of heritage 
assets (national and local designations) to allow 
modernisation.

This is a National and District issue No proposed changes

NE1 EXISTING PUBLIC OPEN SPACES

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

97% 0/42

Natural Environment Policies

Climate change and the protection of the natural environment are important  
issues to the community.  Kelvedon shares natural resources with its 
neighbouring  parishes, such as the river and the air about us.  Protection and 
enhancement provided through these policies where possible are causes for 
concern for future generations.
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE1.1 The policy should aim to enhance multiple user 
groups and improve biodiversity/wildlife.

Include a reference to improve 
biodiversity to all public open spaces in 
the justification text

Amend the following : ‘The 
Plan supports the retention 
and improvement, including 
biodiversity, of these community....’

Community NE1.2 Brockwell Meadows is a Local Nature Reserve 
and should be protected and enhanced as such, 
rather than as a POS.

Its status is recognised as an LNR by the 
Parish Council

No change to policy

Community NE1.3 Additional green spaces should be created for 
30 housing units

Braintree’s Open Space strategy 
document sets criteria for the provision of 
new POS within new developments.

No change to policy

Community NE1.4 Reference to Green space  Gap within policy 
Objectives on page 12

Erroneous reference to be removed Remove bullet point for green space 
gaps from page 12

NE2 NEW PUBLIC OPEN SPACES

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

92% 1/28

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC NE2.1 New recreational spaces should be multi-
functional including any repurposed spaces.

Propose to include reference to 
multifunctionality of spaces

Add a final line: ‘Such spaces should be 
multifunctional, if appropriate.’

STATUTORY CONSULTEES
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE2.2 Concerns expressed about the ‘repurposing’ of 
amenity spaces

BDC’s own Open Spaces strategy 
considers the possibility of re-classifying 
or re-purposing the different types of 
open space to make up shortfalls. 

No changes to be made

Community NE2.3 ‘Consideration of’ to be inserted after ‘or the’ Agreed Insert ‘consideration of’ after ‘or 
the’

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE3.2 Change reference to ‘habitats’ to ‘priority habitats’, change 
‘survey report’ to ‘ecological survey report’; change ‘net 
enhancement’ to ‘measurable net gain’; refer to ‘Natural 
England’s standing advice for species’ rather than the 
‘requirements of the licence’.  Hedgerows should be referred to 
as ‘native hedgerows’ and to refer to ‘wildlife corridors’

Policy text to be amended accordingly as 
proposed

SEE FULL 
RESPONSE ON 
PAGE 32

Community NE3.3 Concerns that any development of greenfield sites will 
negatively impact biodiversity and wildlife

NE3 is intended to reduce, mitigate and 
enhance biodiversity as much as possible 
however all required development will have 
an impact

No further 
changes 
proposed.

NE3 PROTECTION OF HEDGEROWS AND BIODIVERSITY

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

92% 1/39

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC NE3.1 Environmental net gains should be embedded 
into developments mandatory by the ‘Green 
Future: Our 25 year Plan to improve the 
Environment 2018

Environmental net gains and the 
‘Essex biodiversity validation checklist’ 
produced by ECC to be added to policy

SEE FULL RESPONSE ON PAGE 32

STATUTORY CONSULTEES
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Respondent NP Ref Proposed Action

Community NE3.2 CONTINUED All development proposals will seek to maintain and enhance Green Infrastructure and biodiversity wherever 
possible as Environmental Net Gains.

Significant housing development proposals which are likely to have a direct or indirect adverse impact on green 
infrastructure, local biodiversity, priority habitat, wildlife of a Local Nature Reserve or protected species, will be 
permitted providing an ecological survey report, which is supported by Braintree District Council’s Ecological 
Adviser, demonstrates that:

•there are no alternatives with less harmful impacts, or: 

•that appropriate mitigation measures or, as a last resort, compensation measures, can be provided to achieve  
measurable net gains to the site’s biodiversity. 

Surveys or assessments, including Phase 1 Habitat Surveys and Project Level HRA’s, which accompany 
development proposals, should be undertaken at an appropriate time of year to reduce the need for repetition.  
Surveys must include proposals in accordance with Natural England’s standing advice for protected species. 

Significant housing development proposals which may result in the loss of bird nesting habitat, must include, by 
way of mitigation within the new development, suitable alternative nesting habitat.  Developers should refer to 
the Essex Biodiversity Validation Check list produced by Essex County Council Place Services.

Housing development proposals should seek to maintain and enhance Green and Blue Infrastructure such as 
native hedgerows, trees, ditches and water bodies  and where possible, increase their connectivity to allow 
the freedom of movement for species on or through the site. Planning applications for new dwellings must 
clearly demonstrate how they have incorporated appropriate measures to secure the connectivity of the Green 
Infrastructure and wildlife corridors.
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE4.3 Concerns expressed for the protection of 
wildlife in close proximity to new paths

Any new routes would avoid protected 
species habitats where harm can be 
demonstrated

Addition of ‘in particular’ added 
after long distance footpath

Community NE4.4 Concerns that landowners would be unwilling 
to support this proposal

-The policy is worded as such No change proposed

NE4 CREATION OF FOOTPATHS/BRIDLEWAYS ALONGSIDE THE RIVER BLACKWATER

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

95% 1/44

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC NE4.1 New development should be connected to 
existing PROW

This policy is aimed specifically at 
extending the PROW network in close 
proximity to the river.

No change proposed

KPC Ne4.2 Re -number the policy within the Moving 
Around section

Agreed Policy re numbered MA 5.  
All subsequent NE policies 
renumbered accordingly.  

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

NE5 DESIGNATION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACES

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

94% 1/38
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NE6 PROTECTION OF KEY VIEWS

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

93% 0/18

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE5.2 Remove The allotments of Stoney Field, Trews 
Gardens and Greys Orchard from the list as 
all privately owned.  Change reference to the 
‘area around the Scout Hut’

Agree The allotments of Stoney Field, 
Trews Gardens and Greys Orchard 
removed from list.  Amendment 
made to Scout hut description

Community NE5.3 The Labour club allotments should be included 
in the list

These allotments are included within 
BDC’s policy as such

No change proposed

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC NE5.1 Based  upon a needs assessment, the community 
should identify any green space deficiencies and 
what would bring value.

Include references to multifunctional and 
improvements to Green Infrastructure and 
biodiversity.

Last sentence of the Policy changed 
to: Any development of these space 
will on be supported where it is 
for formal or informal recreation, 
including multifunctional, play and 
sports improvements and ancillary 
support facilities.  Improvements 
should seek to improve the Green 
Infrastructure and provide net gain 
to biodiversity .
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE6.1 Reference to the Appendix needs to be 
amended

Amend reference to Appendix G (not F) Reference changed accordingly

Community NE6.2 Why only 5 proposed views worth protecting Views were proposed in the Village 
Consultation in 2016 and no others were 
proposed.

No change proposed

Community NE6.3 The assessment methodology shouldn’t 
contradict those within published LVIA 
guidance.  

The methodology doesn’t contradict best 
practice guidance

No change proposed

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE6.1 A strong feeling that existing well established 
allotment sites within the village should not be 
developed and that alternative sites would be 
poor quality

The policy is intended to protect existing 
sites but recognises that one is privately 
owned. 

No change proposed

Community NE6.2 - - -

NE7 ALLOTMENT SITES

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

83% 0/46
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community NE8.2 The comments related to a lack of 
understanding as to its purpose as a policy and 
how it related to Kelvedon

None Deleted

NE8 RECREATIONAL DISTURBANCE , AVOIDANCE AND MITIGATION

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

73% 1/29

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

KPC NE8.1 There is no longer a requirement for a RAMS 
related policy and it should be deleted

Delete the policy Deleted

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

ADDITIONAL POLLUTION & FLOODING POLICIES

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Coggeshall Parish 
Council (CPC)

NE7 Following KNP Regulation 14 consultation,  
CPC have developed extensive pollution policy 
with the intention of them being supported in 
other adjoining parishes.

Agreed Additional Policy NE7 Air, Noise 
and Water Pollution

Coggeshall Parish 
Council (CPC)

NE8 Following KNP Regulation 14 consultation,  
CPC have developed extensive flood 
prevention policy with the intention of them 
being supported in other adjoining parishes.

Agreed.  This supports the comments 
received by Natural England to KNP 
regulation 14 consultation

Additional Policy  NE8 Flood 
Prevention
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR1.2 Lots of comments regarding desirable business 
types

-Community aspirations lists support 
many of those suggested

-None

Community BR1.3 References made to pollution such as light 
smell and noise

Add reference to policy for pollution- Policy to include reference to 
pollution

BR1 SUPPORT FOR LOCAL BUSINESSES

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

94% 1/23

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC BR1.1 KNP should clarify Use classes supported and 
makes no reference to B1 - Office and Light 
industrial

BDc have identified specific areas for 
B1 provision and expansion

Additional reference made to 
pollutants and energy efficiency, 
otherwise policy remains as previous.

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

Business and retail policies

In the span of a generation’s lifetime, Kelvedon has lost a number of retail 
premises from its High Street and gained others.    In order to keep the High 
Street vibrant, active and encourage social interactions, as well as reduce 
journeys outside of the village for essential foods and services, the village  
needs to support and encourage such businesses.  280
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR2.1 All the comments were generally supportive of 
new development providing office space within 
new homes-

No changes proposed No change to the policy

BR2 WORKING FROM HOME

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

79% 0/27

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR3.1 There was a degree of confusion in community 
comments as to what these are, but otherwise 
supportive.

No changes proposed No changes proposed

BR3 LIVE WORK UNITS

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

72% 0/18
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR4.2 A strongly supported policy, however there 
is a resistance to Mobile phone masts and 
overhead wiring with a desire to replace this 
with underground wiring .

No change proposed No change proposed

BR4 BROADBAND AND MOBILE CONNECTIVITY

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

89% 1/23

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

-ECC BR4.1 Recommend that the phrase Connectivity 
Statement is replaced by ‘Planning Statement’ 
which are required with planning applications 
and include reference to broad band 
connectivity 

Accept propose change Amend references to ‘Connectivity 
Statement’ to ‘Planning Statement’.

STATUTORY CONSULTEES
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR5.2 - - -

Community BR5.3 - - -

BR5 PROTECTION OF BUSINESS PREMISES/RETAINING AND ENCOURAGEMENT OF EMPLOYMENT

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

87% 1/18

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC- BR5.1 Recommend that criterion a) for the marketing 
of vacant premises is extended from 6 months 
to 1 year.  This would reflect emerging Local 
Plans and will assist in the retention of such 
properties.

Accept recommendations Change criterion a) from 6 months to 
12 months 

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

BR6 COMMUNITY ASSETS

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

92% 0/31
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR6.1 Some comments stated that they didn’t want 
any buildings/assets re-purposed even if poorly 
used

No change proposed No change proposed

Community- KPC BR6.2 Amend  policy title to Community Facilities Agreed Policy title changed

Community- KPC BR6.3 Remove reference to ‘poorly used’ Agreed Reference removed.

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR7.1 Concerns expressed about the use of 
inappropriate lighting used for shop frontages, 
especially in the Conservation area

-Add reference to lighting Add ‘include lighting’ to point b. 

Community- KPC BR7.2 Add reference to Conservation Area to the 
first sentence to clarify the extent of the  policy

Agreed Reference to the Conservation Area  
to be added to the first line.

BR7 SHOP FRONTS AND ADVERTISEMENTS

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

92% 0/21
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community BR8.2 Concerns expressed about the potential over 
development

Its believed that the policy is suitably 
restrictive 

No proposed changes

BR8 BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE/FARM DIVERSIFICATION

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

86% 0/17

DC1 DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

YES Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

83% 1/47

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

ECC- DC1.1 The policy should be reviewed against LPP 82 of 
the BDLP, which states that ‘new development 
is only permitted if existing  infrastructure exists 
or its impact can be mitigated and funded.’

Mitigation will be sort where 
appropriate.

No amendment to the policy

STATUTORY CONSULTEES
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COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community DC1.2 Suggestion for S106 funds to be used towards 
additional commuter parking provision at the 
station

This is covered by Travel plans submitted 
with larger development Planning 
applications.  Otherwise a Village wide 
consultation is planned on parking within 
residential streets.

No change proposed to the policy

Community DC1.3 All new houses should be fitted with grey water 
recycling for toilet flushes to conserve water 
resources

Covered by Objective 5 of the Design 
Guide Volume 2.  In addition Anglia Water 
can require S106 funds to improve their 
facilities

No change proposed to the policy

Community DC1.4 Many concerns expressed about the amount of 
traffic through the village from neighbouring 
villages and the effect on the High street’s 
congestion

Issues dealt with Moving Around policies No proposed changes to the 
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OTHER COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Number of Comments received
Statutory consultees/Community

82 community plus Statutory 
Consultees 0 

COMMUNITY

Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community OC1.1 All new houses should be fitted with grey water 
recycling for toilet flushes to conserve water 
resources

Covered by Objective 5 of the Design 
Guide Volume 2.  In addition Anglia Water 
can require S106 funds to improve their 
facilities

No change proposed to any policy

Community OC1.2 Many concerns expressed about the amount of 
traffic through the village from neighbouring 
villages and the effect on the High street’s 
congestion

Issues dealt with Moving Around policies No proposed changes to any of the 
policies

Community OC1.3 Concerns expressed about the number of 
houses proposed by HO1 and speculative 
developments

The proposed figures are based upon 
statistics for predicted growth within the 
village.

No change proposed to any of the 
policy

Community OC1.4 Concerns expressed for the current capacity of  
local infrastructure and proposed development

Noted elsewhere No proposed changes to any of the 
policies

Community OC1.5 Concerns for the proposed widening of A12 
and the new route for the A120 impacting on 
the village and connections for Tiptree

Noted elsewhere No proposed changes to any of the 
policies

Community OC1.6 Concerns expressed for the capacity of the 
trains

Beyond the remit of the NP No proposed changes to any of the 
policies

Community OC1.7 Concerns expressed that NP and its policies 
will not be enforced once adopted

Noted No proposed changes to any of the 
policies

Community OC1.8 Concerned expressed regarding development 
of back gardens

To date this has not been a problem within 
Kelvedon and there are very few, if any, 
gardens within the VDB capable of such.

No proposed additional policy
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Respondent NP Ref Comment Response of Steering  Group Proposed Action

Community OC1.9 Concerns expressed for noise pollution from 
the A12 that can be heard within the centre of 
the village with no mitigation

Outside of the remit of the KNP No proposed changes to policies

Community OC1.10 Concern  expressed for flood prevention and 
water source recharging

Noted and additional policy proposed Policy NE9 added

Community OC1.11  References made to Maps which were not 
included in consultation  documents sent out

The maps were available on line and in 
the printed copies available at locations 
around the village and at consultation 
events

No proposed changes

Community OC1.12 The recent removal of free  school transport 
will result in additional car movements for 
those not able to afford it 

Beyond the remit of the KNP No proposed changes

Community OC1.13 Comment with regard to the Deals area and 
surrounding industrial and transport uses are 
now incompatible with their central village 
location.  Propose an aspirational statement if 
they’re ever proposed to be redeveloped. 

Noted and agreed that such existing uses, 
buildings and layout are in appropriate 
for the village and that any proposals for 
redevelopment  should consider the whole 
and not just part

Site assessments and aspirational 
statements added to Volume 1 for 
four areas within the VDB.

Community OC1.14 Concerns expressed about the limitations 
put on historic building renovations and in 
particular the restrictive use of sympathetic 
double glazing  units 

Noted Beyond the remit of the KNP as 
Listed buildings are a National 
designation
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Appendix 12: Examples of Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan updates within 

local publications 

 

Kelvedon Parish Council Magazine, Kelvedon News Edition 17, June 2018 

 

 



 

 

 

 



Kelvedon Parish Council Magazine, Kelvedon News Edition 18, Autumn 2018 

 



Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan Facebook page, September 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan Facebook page, September 2018 

 

 

 



 

Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan Facebook page, July 2018 

 


