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1. Introduction  

 

1.1. Marks Tey Parish Council (MTPC) has instructed Philippa Jarvis of PJPC Ltd, a 

Chartered Town Planner to provide these representations to the Publication Draft 

of the Colchester Borough Local Plan (June 2017) (PDLP) on their behalf. 

 

1.2. MTPC previously commented (in September 2016) on the Preferred Options 

version of the local plan.  At that stage, the PC had concerns regarding the 

proposed Garden Communities and in particular, whether their viability, including 

risk assessment, and full impact had been properly considered and assessed.  

MTPC was, as a result, concerned about the implications for and effect on Marks 

Tey village and its community in the wider parish.  There remain concerns 

regarding these matters and these are set out in detail below. 

 

1.3. Whilst these representations are not provided on the Council’s formal 

Representation Form, I have reviewed that document and the responses set out 

below follow the same general format.  

 

1.4. Whilst these representations relate to the CBLP, the MTPC are aware that it has 

been prepared as part of a wider strategic approach of the North Essex 

authorities including Braintree and Tendring.  Therefore, the comments made are 

in respect of Section 1 of the plan, which relates to the North Essex Strategic 

Plan / Garden Communities, specifically Policies SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP6, SP7 

and SP9, and Section 2, specifically Policy SS11.  

 

2. Legal & Procedural Compliance 

 

2.1. There are many legal and procedural requirements associated with the 

production of a local plan.  MTPC is not aware of any failure in this regard noting 

that the various documents required and consultations and notification processes 

appear to have been produced and undertaken in accordance with the 

Regulations.  

 

3.   Duty to Cooperate 

 

3.1. MTPC acknowledges that it is necessary to consider the need for growth within 

the wider area and notes that there has been continuing dialogue between the 

relevant authorities (Braintree, Colchester, Tendring authorities and Essex County 

Council).  This is explained in the various supporting documents which show a 

good degree of collaboration and agreement on matters of principle, in particular 

with regard to the Garden Communities.   

 

4. Soundness 

 

4.1. The tests of soundness are set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF – namely that 

the plan should be:  
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• Positively prepared 

• Justified 

• Effective 

• Consistent with national policy 

  

4.2. Brief comments on these are set out below. 

 

4.3. Positively prepared – MTPC believes that the plan has generally been ‘positively 

prepared’ in that it seeks to meet its objectively assessed need for growth and 

that this has been part of a joint approach with appropriate adjoining authorities.  

However, there is concern that the infrastructure requirements associated with 

that growth, and in particular with regard to the specific proposals for the Garden 

Communities, have not been fully or properly assessed for the reasons set out in 

detail below.  MTPC are concerned at the minimal dialogue with the Parishes and 

communities affected by the longer term Part 1 proposals particularly as they are 

affected for 30 years or longer. CBC have delivered the same minimum 

involvement given to Part 2 affected communities and all additional contact has 

been MTPC driven. There is lack of detail on the Part 1 proposals and lack of any 

commitment to sustainable incremental growth of the proposed new communities 

or how they affect existing ones. This lack of detail on the Part 1 longer term 

proposals creates considerable difficulties and problems for MTPC and the 

emerging Neighbourhood Plan.  These are all fundamental elements of achieving 

sustainable development.  

 

4.4. Justified – It is noted that alternatives have been assessed within the 

Sustainability Appraisal, although most of these nevertheless included an option 

for a ‘sustainable settlement’ suggesting that the garden community strategy has 

been a main part of all alternatives considered.  In that case, it is questioned 

whether full alternatives have been considered, that is, a strategy based on the 

maximisation of brownfield sites (which CBC claim all are already consumed) and 

extension of existing settlements only. Although MRPC do not believe this is a 

viable option, it should have been proved.  Also no alternative means of delivery 

of the garden communities have been fully presented to CBC members with the 

Development Company proposal being considered by MTPC to be high risk 

compared to a development corporation delivery approach. 

 

4.5. Effective – MTPC are in principle concerned about the deliverability of the Garden 

Communities, in particular the Braintree / Colchester borders site, given that it is 

clear from the work undertaken thus far that there is a need to ensure that 

issues surrounding the already over-used highway infrastructure is resolved.  

MTPC believes that there is insufficient detail in this regard, in particular, how 

they are to be funded.  The significant transport related costs, including the fully 

sustainable transport package, cannot rely on the development alone. 

Furthermore, it is unclear what level of Government funding is available or 

committed – this is vital to the success of the strategy. Further concerns over 
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viability and whether the transport infrastructure, particularly the suggested 

modal shift, can be delivered are set out clearly in representations and 

documents submitted by other opposing contributors. Some form of transitional 

arrangements need to be stated in the documentation to recognise and deal with 

the fact that the modal shift in transport, parking, and environmental and social 

involvement needs time to develop and transitional arrangements are needed to 

get from where we are to where we want to be. (Many current new 

developments/estates assume this shift will be immediate and thus fail – the LP 

does not address this.) 

 

4.6. Consistent with national policy – For reasons above, MTPC are concerned as to 

whether the Braintree / Colchester Borders GC would satisfy national policy, 

particularly in regard to promoting sustainable transport, supporting the rural 

economy, and plan-making.  In light of above, in particular regarding questions 

over deliverability, MTPC believes that the plan would not promote sustainable 

development.  Therefore it would not be consistent with national policy and 

would fail to meet this test of soundness.  

 

5. COMMENTS ON SECTION 1 – SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN 

 

General Background 

5.1. Marks Tey Parish is a community of some 2,500 residents and some 120 different 

businesses, consisting of the village of Marks Tey and the separate hamlet of 

Little Tey, both situated and divided by the A12 and A120 trunk roads which 

divide the community into 5 definable separate areas. Marks Tey has a main line 

station into London, is the start of a single line rail connection to Sudbury in 

Suffolk, and is on Junction 25 of the dualled A12. Work is currently being planned 

on widening the A12 (in the current roads programme) and of rerouting and 

dualling the A120 (for a future roads programme). Both Marks Tey and Little Tey 

has a church, but Little Tey St James the Less Church is parochially linked with 

the neighbouring village of Great Tey not with St Andrews Church Marks Tey. 

The whole area of Marks Tey Parish is (uniquely of all parishes in the 

Braintree/Colchester/Tendring authorities) totally covered by the zone identified 

in the LP for one of the Garden Communities.  

 

Comments on the strategic approach / vision for the area 

 

5.2. MTPC supports the general approach of the North Essex authorities in meeting 

the strategic needs of the area.  In particular, it is considered that the principle of 

seeking to accommodate a significant amount of the growth needed to meet the 

objectively assessed needs of the area partly within a number of Garden 

Communities, to be a visionary and forward-looking approach.  However, it is an 

extremely ambitious and potentially costly approach which needs to be based on 

a proven and realistic, achievable strategy.   If these can be demonstrated, then 

MTPC would support the principle provided they provide advantage to 

existing/involved communities in the short, medium, and long term. 
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5.3. This approach is also supported if it means that it has the potential to deliver a 

level of housing greater than the assessed need as this will provide some 

flexibility in housing delivery should other sites not come forward – however, that 

of course depends on the garden communities themselves being viable.   

 

5.4. Following on from various consultations that have taken place thus far, it is 

unclear how large these communities might actually grow and thus the 

consequences for and effects on existing communities such as those in Marks 

Tey Parish are uncertain and therefore difficult to assess and this uncertainty 

could exist for 30 or more years.  

 

5.5. It is noted that the general approach of providing new standalone sustainable 

communities is a strategy being considered throughout the country to meet the 

significant level of housing need, MTPC find it surprising that the draft plan itself 

does not clearly set out the principles that such developments are based on and 

seek to achieve.  These are clearly identified in the relevant TCPA documents 

which are taken forward through the Garden Communities Charter.  It is 

suggested that these should form the basis of the specific section dealing with 

the garden communities.  

 

5.6. Whilst MTPC support the principle of the Garden Communities subject to the 

comments made (as above), there is concern that alternative strategies may not 

have been fully considered.   MTPC note that the justification for this given by 

CBC is that this is the only way to defend against scattered developer led 

development, which in the past has not led to promised facilities being delivered, 

and changes to the original plans. MTPC supports this, as all the local landowners 

have advanced plans to develop their land, and it is likely that Marks Tey Parish 

could be extended by developers in a less planned way, without appropriate 

facilities, if not controlled with an overall plan for the area, as we have seen 

elsewhere.  

 

5.7. Since their original conception through the local plan process (2015), the Garden 

Community sites have not developed beyond ‘broad locations’ on a map.  MTPC 

consider that the stage has now been reached where there should be clearer and 

more specific detail about where each community is to be located, what they are 

to provide and how they are to be delivered.  The plan is still vague in this 

respect, though it is noted that there is to be a separate Joint Strategic Growth 

DPD, which will deal with the Garden Communities in more detail.  Whilst MTPC 

consider that such an approach is appropriate, there should be clearer principles 

established within the LP to guide the development of these DPD documents. 

This is because of the effect on surrounding communities and the current lack of 

detail within the LP as to how they, particularly Marks Tey Parish, are to be 

treated.   
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5.8. Marks Tey Parish has been given no promise of green zone protection from the 

garden community but adjacent, less affected, communities have! This is the 

huge issue for Marks Tey and Little Tey, as the broad location clearly engulfs the 

village and hamlet with no detail and no buffer zone. It seems from meetings 

with planners that the thought is that Marks Tey Parish will be a suburb, albeit 

with it’s “own identity”. This is because of the location of the station, which is 

vital for the Garden Community, and sits on the outer edge of the broad location. 

This is not made clear in any consultation document, which makes it impossible 

for any consultation to happen on what may be a major change, indeed the 

potential loss of the villages. The lack of clarity and the difficulty in 

understanding the proposals for residents is a major issue of concern.  Either the 

DPD should be done at the same time as the LP or the LP should give affected 

communities some clear protection/assurance/detail on how the DPD will affect 

them, else effectively the LP gives the DPD a blank cheque. 

 

5.9. Therefore, MTPC consider that it is essential that a number of development 

principles, which clearly define not only how the new Garden Community is to be 

developed, but also how it is to relate to and potentially integrate with, existing 

communities is clearly set out in policy.  Whilst this may in the main relate to 

detailed matters, which are not appropriate to explain in detail at the strategic 

level, it is noted that there is little mention within either the supporting text to 

the plan or its policies, as to how the impact of such proposals on local 

communities is to be assessed and positively planned for. and delivery risks 

identified and mitigated against. 

 

5.10. The draft plan contains no reference to the Garden City Principles of TCPA 

though it is noted that the Garden Community Principles (as contained within the 

Garden Communities Charter) are referred to, but these should be enshrined in 

policy – this would be beneficial to assist in the understanding of the concept and 

to direct what will be a considerable amount of further policy and guidance.  

(Specific policy comments on this point are made below).  

 

5.11. Transport infrastructure is crucial to the success of these communities – and in 

respect of the Braintree / Colchester Borders Garden Community, there needs to 

be clear recognition that it is subject to final outcome of improvements to the 

A120 and dependent upon it’s provision or temporary new capacity highway 

construction linked to the A12 avoiding existing settlements.  (In this regard 

specific comments on SP9 are made below).   

  

5.12. A specific concern arising from the above is that in the event that the Garden 

Communities fail to deliver, there will be a need for a minimum of 2,500 

dwellings to be accommodated within the area (potentially 7500 within the wider 

North Essex) and it is unclear what the burden will be on individual communities 

such as those in Marks Tey Parish.  
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5.13. The general approach of MTPC is that they will take a positive and supportive 

approach to such a strategy provided it results in:  

• Consideration of and how improvements to Marks Tey can be achieved 

through the proposed Braintree / Colchester Borders Garden Community, 

including village sustainability, whilst protecting village identity 

• That any new development has to be based on an improved A120 

• That it provides clearer evidence of viability and risk management  

• That there is clearer evidence of wider support (including financial) from the 

Government and other bodies 

• That each phase of any development needs to be sustainable in its own right 

and add and improve what exists to guard against the development proposals 

stalling before full completion. 

 

Comments on specific policies 

 

5.14. Section 1 – MTPC’s view is that these policies have changed little from the 

previous preferred options draft and therefore many of the previous comments 

still apply.  These are set out in relation to the specific policies below.  To the 

extent that changes to policies are suggested, this should be taken as an 

objection to that policy as currently worded.  

 

5.15. MTPC is aware that the detailed principles of the Garden Communities are to be 

put forward and consulted upon through a separate Strategic Growth DPD in 

respect of which consultation will take place on the preferred options later this 

year.  However, this main Local Plan document should and will clearly set the 

parameters for such documents through the proposed policies and therefore it is 

relevant to comment at this stage.  

 

5.16. SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex.  This is the policy that introduces the 

Garden Communities as part of the spatial strategy.  The policy refers to Map 3.3 

and the proposals map, neither of which appear to have been provided as part of 

the documentation. The reference to ‘substantial additional housing and 

employment development’ to be delivered beyond the plan period is vague and 

provides little basis on which to comment.  The policy refers to Garden City 

Principles – but apart from reference in SP7 that these principles are ‘elaborated’ 

in the North Essex Garden Communities Charter, these are not referenced, 

explained, or guaranteed. There is little in the supporting text to explain this 

element of the spatial strategy or the role that it is intended to have.  As they are 

so important for this LP and other related DPD’s, and as a precedent to the 

subsequent LP, these principles should be set out clearly here, or in the specific 

section on Garden Communities, so that they can be referenced throughout the 

plan and its policies.  

 

5.17. SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs.  MTPC does not seek to dispute the overall 

housing need figures, as it does not have the ability to do so, but notes that the 
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Garden Communities will clearly not be able to make any contribution to delivery 

until the latter part of the local plan period.  As noted elsewhere, on the basis of 

the lack of clear evidence, the deliverability of these numbers is questioned.  

  

5.18. SP4 – Providing for Employment and Retail.  MTPC considers that whilst it may 

not be possible to be specific at this stage, the supporting text and policy should 

give a clear indication that the Garden Communities will be expected to deliver 

on site employment opportunities, including specific provision for live / work 

units, business start up units and other innovative approaches to supporting the 

economy, in accordance with the stated principles of the Garden Communities 

and that some start on this should be included in the first LP period to build up 

demand for residential development and aid financial viability. MTPC has 

suggested expansion of the Andersons/nurseries site between the railway and 

the A12 for this purpose.   

 

5.19. SP5 – Infrastructure and Connectivity.  As currently worded, the first sentence of 

this policy is not linked to the strategic priorities set out.  It needs to be re-

worded to make it clear that all development is expected to contribute to or to 

demonstrate how the stated strategic priorities will be achieved as appropriate / 

relevant. 

   

5.20. SP6 – Place Shaping Principles.  These principles will clearly be of particular 

importance for Garden Communities and should be developed through master 

planning, design codes etc.   It should be made clear, as noted above, that each 

phase of any development needs to be sustainable in its own right and add and 

improve what exists to guard against the development proposals stalling before 

full completion. 

 

5.21. SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex.  As 

this is the main policy setting out the guiding principles for the Garden 

Communities, it should include the ‘Garden City Principles’ if not already set out 

elsewhere (policy SP2 to which it should refer).  The wording of the more 

detailed section on the requirements for each community and the design, 

development and delivery principles which it is expected to incorporate need to 

be more clearly and succinctly worded. The criteria set out in (i) to (xiv) are 

lengthy and repetitive and would benefit from clear headings and greater clarity.  

In respect of the necessary infrastructure provision, it should be made much 

clearer that this is a fundamental part of the early consideration of each 

proposed community and that a clear infrastructure phasing / implementation 

plan will be required to support their delivery. This phasing / implementation plan 

should commit to each phase being self sustaining and improving what exists to 

guard against the Garden Community stalling or taking longer than envisaged, it 

should be a clear requirement criteria rather than ‘lost’ in the second paragraph 

of the policy. There is little / no reference to considerations of existing 

communities, the impact on which should be assessed and appropriate mitigation 
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and integration provided. This policy should also set criteria for the determination 

of the planned size of the Garden Communities. Size ranges are included in the 

proposals but no criteria that will determine their final size. 

 

5.22. SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community.  The first paragraph is 

lengthy – it should refer to the ‘Garden City Principles’ and all elements that it is 

expected to incorporate – employment, green infrastructure, district centre, well-

connected neighbourhoods with emphasis on sustainable modes of transport.  It 

should make reference to the principles established in policy SP2.   

 

Under A1, there should be more specific guidance as to what is envisaged by 

‘integration with the existing community of Marks Tey’ – MTPC would like to see 

clear guidelines for this which creates a sense of place, removes the traffic, aids 

movement around the village, re-connects the fragmented parts but leaves them 

with identity, and adds facilities and quality of environment, but without losing 

the access to countryside.  In respect of the latter, whilst there is a wish to see 

linkages with the facilities and amenities that the new Garden Community will 

provide, there is a need to maintain a degree of separation to protect the 

settlement identity of Marks Tey Parish and therefore provision should be made 

for landscape buffers to promote this. This has been indicated in the document 

for less affected communities but not for Marks Tey or Little Tey. It should also 

commit to link with such criteria within the developing Marks Tey Neighborhood 

Plan. 

 

B3 should make specific reference to ‘later living’ and care homes;  

 

D7 Transportation should make clear that the nature of the Garden Community 

relies heavily on the future changes to the A120 corridor and that this will need 

to be fully considered. Indeed the Council’s own supporting evidence suggests 

that little development will take place before the outcomes delivered by the A120 

to A12 improvement scheme in the Marks Tey Parish area are realised 

(Movement and Access Study, Jacobs).  There should be clearer indication that 

walking / cycling links will be provided to the station – it is considered that a 

relocation of the station would be unlikely to be feasible / viable, at least in the 

short to medium term, and could disadvantage existing residents of Marks Tey 

Parish – if it was to be taken forward, measures to maintain or improve 

connectivity with the existing community should be included.  (No such provision 

is included in D11). An additional pressing problem with the existing station for 

Marks Tey and adjacent communities is that of station parking. The proposals will 

make this considerably worse at least in the short to medium term and the LP 

contains no recognition of this issue, nor short, medium, or long term proposals 

for how this will be addressed.   

 

E12 Community Infrastructure - the provision of linkages from the new 

community facilities to existing residents of Marks Tey is welcomed – MTPC 



Representations to the Publication Draft of the Colchester Borough Local Plan 

On behalf of Marks Tey Parish Council  Final 11 August 2017 

PHILIPPA JARVIS PLANNING CONSULTANCY LTD 10

would like to see more positive measures such as this so as to ensure that any 

impacts on the village are minimised and wherever possible, positive 

enhancements and benefits are provided as it is clear that the village will be 

directly affected by this development, even at the ‘initial’ suggested phase.  

 

MTPC does not wish this to be a lost opportunity in terms of providing 

improvements to Marks Tey Parish; whilst there is reference to this (A1) a much 

stronger commitment should be made.  

  

6. COMMENTS ON SECTION 2 – LOCAL PLAN FOR COLCHESTER 

 

6.1. MTPC generally supports these policies and only has specific comments on the 

following.  

  

6.2. SG3 Economic Growth Provision – it is noted that this policy makes reference to 

4.5 hectares to come forward through the Garden Communities; this should be 

referenced in the main policy (SP2) to give clarity.  

 

6.3. SG8 Neighbourhood Plans – MTPC note that this is a rather generic policy and 

consider that for Marks Tey Parish there should be a commitment to providing 

clearer guidance to take forward the neighbourhood plan.  

 

6.4. SS11 – it is noted that this policy has been amended since the pre-submission 

version and MPTC welcomes these changes, which respond to some of the 

concerns expressed at that earlier stage.   It is clear that given the very 

substantial changes that will take place should the Braintree / Colchester Borders 

Garden Community proceed, there is a need for a ‘bespoke’ approach to be taken 

to Marks Tey Parish which cannot be determined until the full implications are 

clearer.  MTPC therefore welcome the retention of the existing village envelope 

boundary and that there is to be no further allocation(s) at this stage.  

 

6.5. MTPC also welcomes the recognition that the emerging Neighbourhood Plan will 

be affected by not only this Local Plan but by the emerging Strategic Growth DPD 

which will deal with the details of the Garden Community.   Thus there is a need 

for flexibility as the NP is likely to require review at a later stage of the process to 

respond to this DPD.   

 

7. Oral Examination 

 

7.1. I confirm that MTPC wishes to participate at the examination.  

 

7.2. The PC and wider community will, no doubt, be significantly affected by the 

proposed Braintree / Colchester Borders Garden Community and wish to ensure 

that the Inspector is fully appraised of the community’s concerns in this respect. 
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7.3. The community wish to emphasise that they wish to be involved with and work 

positively with the Council and any partners / stakeholders in the planning and 

developing of the Garden Community and its supporting development plan 

documents, masterplans and development frameworks, but has seen little in the 

existing publication plan to give confidence that an appropriate working 

relationship and dialogue will be set up.  

 

8. Summary and Conclusions 

 

8.1. MTPC would make the following summary points.  

 

8.2. Whilst MTPC considers the proposal to absorb a significant proportion of the 

growth required within new Garden Communities to be visionary and forward-

looking, there is concern that this is an extremely high risk strategy with no 

identification or mitigation of the economic or delivery risks all of which directly 

affect Marks Tey Parish.   Whilst recognising the amount of collaborative work 

that has been undertaken, largely at MTPC’s instigation, there remains important 

areas where the risks appear to have not been fully assessed.  In particular, 

there remain questions over funding, partnerships and the need to involve 

further parties and the Government to ensure that they can be delivered.  

 

8.3. Related to this is the need for the plan to fully recognise the significant and 

considerable infrastructure investment that is required to support such 

communities.  MTPC is aware that this is where such ‘sustainable communities’ 

have failed in the past as the cost of such infrastructure was under-estimated 

and cannot be funded solely by the developments themselves.  A fundamental 

part of such Garden Communities is that they provide for the means to establish 

fully sustainable means of transport ‘up front’ and the costs of such provision 

need to be fully considered, and are delivered in sustainable phases that improve 

what exists, to mitigate stalling or slow delivery. 

   

8.4. It is also absolutely clear that the Garden Community relies heavily on the 

upgrading of the A120 and the outcome of the current scheme upgrades is 

currently unknown.  This should be made clear within the document / policy. 

Also, at least in the short term, it is very detrimental, uniquely, to the community 

of the parish of Marks Tey with considerable further uncertainty over a period of 

30 plus years, again with no stated / very little proposed mitigation.  The relevant 

policies make only brief reference to this factor whereas MTPC consider it to be a 

fundamental element to its success and sustainability.  The plan has been 

‘improved’ insofar as the shortcomings of the existing settlement are now 

recognised, albeit the village continues to be recognised as a sustainable 

settlement, not least due to the existence of the station, and hence its 

identification as a broad location for one of the Garden Communities.  
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8.5. Therefore, there is a need for policies to be more focussed, succinct and positive 

to provide clear guidance for / expectations of development and how it is to 

contribute to the strategic priorities of the area and the overall achievement of 

sustainable development - this is a very important point for the Garden 

Communities proposals in order to guide and set the parameters for what will be 

further detailed policy in the form of DPD’s and SPD’s.  The supporting text 

should be similarly focussed but could include more detail to explain the aims and 

objectives of policy and how it should be interpreted.  The importance of this 

should not be underestimated given that this plan is to guide, and manage 

positively, development for the next 20 years and beyond. 

 

8.6. The level of direct consultation with the local community has been ‘disappointing’ 

to say the least particularly given the clear impact on the village, which is clearly 

set to extend beyond the local plan period.  MTPC would suggest that this is at 

odds with national policy in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which 

at para. 150 states that local plans are the key to delivering sustainable 

development that reflects the visions and aspirations of local communities.  Para. 

155 also states that a wide section of the community should be proactively 

engaged so that Local Plans as far as possible reflect a collective vision and a set 

of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area, including those 

in any neighbourhood plans that have been made. Indeed, point 25 of SP9 

commits to ‘the establishment of long term governance and stewardship 

arrangements …. and to include community representation to ensure residents 

have a stake in the long term development, stewardship and management of 

their community’. As the LP effectively commits Marks Tey Parish to be the first 

established phase of the new community such involvement has not so far been 

delivered and thus MTPC questions the ability to deliver in the future. 

 

8.7. For the reasons set out above, MTPC also finds the publication draft local plan to 

lack clear guidance in policy and thus also at odds with NPPF para. 154.  A 

number of policies would benefit from being set out in more precise manner. 

There is a need for a Plain English summary so that the document and proposals 

can be read and understood as widely as possible by the communities affected. 

There is a need for polices to give clearer direction as to what the Garden 

Communities are expected to achieve (through clearly stated principles) and 

through the requirements of policy.  MTPC consider that in particular policies SP2 

and SP9 could be improved in this regard, in particular to give clear expectations 

as to the level of employment and type of housing.   There is also a need for 

policies to set out clearly what integration / enhancement measures with Marks 

Tey Parish are required to maintain and improve settlement identity and to 

ensure that suitable transition arrangements are put in place, not least with 

regard to the transport infrastructure.  

 

8.8. In more general terms, MTPC remains concerned about the level of development 

sought and that this remains the most ambitious seen across the country.  Such 
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concerns are highlighted by the current factors such as Brexit and general 

economic and political uncertainties – some clear Government support is needed 

at this stage.  The new Garden Communities initiative put the authorities in the 

national spotlight and requires a national level of excellence and commitment. 

 

8.9. Due to the above concerns, particularly in relation to deliverability, MTPC find 

cause for concern with regard to the soundness of the plan in respect of whether 

the approach is justified, effective and consistent with national policy.  

 

Philippa Jarvis Planning Consultancy for Marks Tey Parish Council 

11th August 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


