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Dear Andrew

After our telephone conversation on 3 July to update you on recent developments regarding the consultation on accommodation for gypsies and travellers in Epping Forest District, I thought it would be useful if I set down a brief for the next stage of Stansgate’s work. As you know a number of other Action Groups in the district have now agreed to contribute to your costs and this brief has been agreed with all of them. 

Common objective of the Groups

At a meeting on 2 July at which six of the seven Groups were represented it was agreed that our common immediate objective was to persuade EFDC to extend the existing list of potential sites as set out in their consultation document to include sites that are more acceptable. Although the reasons for finding specific sites unacceptable might vary between the Groups, it was agreed that as a whole the current list was unacceptable to all six Groups. At the time of writing the position of the seventh Group (Abridge) is unclear and efforts are being made to establish whether they are prepared to join the other six.

The Groups believe that EFDC are likely strongly to resist a proposal to extend their existing list of potential sites. Various reasons have been offered to justify their position. These include the constraints of government policy on site selection criteria, the lack of availability of alternative sites, the timescale to which the consultation programme has to adhere and the cost implications. There may be other reasons of which the Groups at present are unaware.

Approach to achieving the common objective

Because of this likely resistance from EFDC, the Groups have decided on a two-pronged approach. Both would be pursued simultaneously:

1. To offer EFDC alternatives ways in which the plan of activities leading up to the submission of a DPD might be modified in order to allow the existing list of potential sites to be extended to include more acceptable sites. 

2. To set out the basis on which the Groups are likely to challenge EFDC if they continue with their current plan based just on the existing list of sites. 

The basis of that challenge is currently being developed with the Groups’ legal advisers and is outside your brief. Suffice to say that an important part of that challenge is likely to be based on the way in which EFDC so far has resisted extensions to their existing list of sites.

Stansgate’s brief 

The objective of Stansgate’s brief for the next stage of work is to assist the Groups in persuading EFDC to adopt an alternative to their current plan to submit a DPD based on just their existing list of potential sites.  The way in which we envisage this being carried out is:

1. To show that EFDC has missed a number of opportunities for identifying more acceptable sites by identifying examples of potential sites from sources which may not have been fully researched or which have been excluded by EFDC without adequate justification. It is envisaged that around 15-25 example sites would be identified at this stage. These sites would be examples chosen to demonstrate ways in which the existing list could be improved by including more acceptable sites rather than be proposals for particular sites to be included in the list. These potential sources to include:

· extensions to urban developments 

· extending existing sites, allocating and/or extending tolerated sites, allocating unauthorised sites and granting permanent permissions for temporary sites.

· potential G&T sites sourced from the responses to the general “call for sites” already carried out by EFDC

· sites on small areas of either urban or rural brownfield land

· sites in either rural or urban areas that would achieve reasonable separation from settled communities

· sites in areas which have been judged as too remote from services (for example the rural east and north of the district)

· sites in areas which would result in a wider and more equitable spread of sites across the district

· sites which would arise if the positive factors used by EFDC for assessing site suitability were broadened or the negative factors narrowed in ways consistent with Circular 2006/01

2. To consider how the feasibility of delivering a DPD might be improved by the inclusion of sites identified from these potential sources, taking account of such factors as:

· the balance between private and publicly owned land

· the likelihood of avoiding the need to pursue compulsory purchase

· the likely degree of public opposition

· the numbers and potential total capacity of such sites

3. To consider EFDC’s current plan for submitting a DPD based on the existing list of potential sites, to assess how the plan might be modified to allow the list to be extended and to estimate the likely implications for timescales and costs. This should include an assessment of the effects (if any) of extending the list to include:

· only sites already submitted as omission sites (some of which EFDC may be obliged to include on the list anyway)

· a small number as opposed to  a comparatively large number of additional sites

· only sites from particular areas (e.g. from areas not previously considered by EFDC as suitable)

· only sites from particular sources (e.g. only extensions to or changes in status of existing sites, or only sites sourced from the responses to the general “call for sites”) 

4. To assess alternative ways in which the existing list of sites might be extended and how EFDC’s plan of activities might be modified taking account of: 

· the extent to which that alternative might meet the Group’s objective of extending the list of sites to include sites that are more acceptable

· the likelihood of  that alternative being acceptability to EFDC

5. To present the conclusion and recommendations in a short written report and attend an all-Group meeting to assist the Groups to decide:

· the package of example sites to be presented to EFDC (we would aim for around 10 sites in the package which would likely be a mix of different types of site, some would be favoured by certain Groups, others by other Groups)

· the Group’s proposals for modifying EFDC’s plan of activities leading up to the submission of a DPD 

6. Any further work required to support the Groups in their presentation to EFDC, for example in: 

· contrasting  the approach taken to site selection by EFDC in comparison to other Districts

· outlining the approach taken by other Districts in developing equivalent DPDs and the progress and timescales those Districts have achieved thus far.

Organisation of the work

Prime responsibility for the work would rest with Stansgate and the Groups assume that you personally would carry out the majority of the work. The Groups are happy to arrange for Ivan Le Gallais to assist you as you require. Ivan is a Planning Consultant and a former Director of Planning at EFDC. He is obviously familiar with the District and has carried out earlier work for the Groups in identifying potential sites. He has also attended a recent meeting with EFDC at which the draft plan for the activities leading up to the submission of a DPD was described. The costs of Ivan’s time will be paid for separately by the Groups.

I would be your main day-to-day client contact. I would report progress to John Worby. John Worby is the all-Group facilitator and would ensure that all of the Groups were kept informed about the work. On commercial matters (fees, bills etc) your contact would be Collette Vanner.

I understand that you have made (or shortly will make) contact with Ivan to arrange to meet and I have suggested that 10 July in Stratford might be convenient for you both. Following that meeting I would like from you a plan and timetable for the work including an estimate of the costs of your time and expenses and an estimate of the amount of Ivan’s time that the work will require.

I hope that it is clear from the brief what the Groups are looking for but if you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

John Horsfield

