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THORNWOOD ACTION EXECUTIVE MEMBERS


BACKGROUND
1. Thornwood Action is an ad hoc group formed to co-ordinate Thornwood Common’s response to the Development Plan provision for Gypsies and Travellers (the Consultation document) sent out for consultation by Epping Forest District Council (EFDC). 

2. Thornwood Action has a seven member Executive and holds public meetings approximately fortnightly. This response has been drafted by a small volunteer team appointed by the Executive and advised as necessary by legal counsel. The text has been approved in detail by the Executive; all of whose names, addresses, contact details and signatures are included at the end of this submission.

SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS IN THIS SUBMISSION

3. This submission does not set out to criticise Government policy as regards the provision of sites for Gypsies and Travellers. Indeed the Executive as a whole is generally supportive of Government policy as set out in The Road Ahead and Circular 01/2006 ODPM. However the Executive are firmly opposed to the way in which EFDC plan to implement that policy within Epping Forest District (the District) and Thornwood Common in particular. This submission sets out the basis for the Executive’s opposition. 

The Consultation options as a whole

4. The Executive submits that the Consultation options, as they relate to the District as a whole, are not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the reasons summarised below.

5. EFDC appears to have adopted a policy of not locating Gypsy and Traveller sites on agricultural land other than close to settled communities. That policy underpins the methodology used in developing the Consultation document though this is obscured and never clearly stated, explained or justified in the document.

6. Large parts of the District were excluded without any supporting evidence or obvious rationale. This would not allow different needs in the Gypsy and Traveller population to be met and would unduly constrain their choice. It would lead to concentration of the Gypsy and Traveller population, increase the pressures on infrastructure and would be likely to lead to otherwise avoidable tensions between the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities. No thought appears to have been given to the relative size of the settled community into which sites are proposed and no allowance made for existing sites in the calculations.

7. The Government has laid great emphasis on peaceful co-existence of the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities and we agree that this should be a fundamental guiding principle. It is disappointing that this tenet appears to have been overlooked in the selection of potential sites. Nearly all are either within or immediately adjacent to settled communities. Such an arrangement is unlikely to appeal to either community and will undoubtedly militate against peaceful co-existence.

8. The Consultation process as implemented by EFDC proposes to exclude a number of types of response, the effect of which would be to dissuade people from submitting responses that would otherwise properly be considered. These are submissions it proposes to exclude because:

· it is contended they contravene the Race Relations Act;

· they are based on fears and concerns; and/or 

· they are anonymous (particularly in respect of omission sites). 

9. The Consultation document purports to be a ‘Consultation on Options’. However the way in which the options are presented serves to both confuse and mislead the reader. Some of the questions are impossible to answer or are presented as false alternatives. For others the answer is pre-determined by the way in which the issue is addressed elsewhere in the document. The overall effect is to conceal the real issues and to avoid presenting options that might provide genuinely constructive solutions.

Thornwood Common specifically


· 
· 
· 
· 
· 


10. The sites identified in the Consultation document represent a grotesque concentration of potential sites in Thornwood Common in relation to the population of the village. The site density that would result in Thornwood Common were all its 4 sites to go forward would be almost 16 times the equivalent figure for the District as a whole. 

11. Furthermore it is submitted that Thornwood Common is fundamentally unsuitable as a location for more Gypsy and Traveller sites. It is a small village which has several listed buildings. It sits on a major road with serious congestion problems and very few of its side roads have adequate pavements. There is a bus service but this is not safely accessible on foot from the eastern end of the village. There is no general store and no school or doctor’s surgery. The village is prone to flooding, is entirely enclosed by Green belt and adjacent to Epping Forest (an SSSI). It is approved for light industry but offers few suitable employment opportunities for Gypsies and Travellers.

12. Were new sites for Gypsy and Travellers to be located in Thornwood Common village there would be several damaging effects on the village. The current problems of traffic congestion would be aggravated, new traffic hazards would be created and road safety compromised. The visual appearance of the village would be affected detrimentally and the character of Epping Forest harmed. In-fill development in a small settled community would mean the effects of the annexing of green belt land would be greatly magnified. The locating of sites in close proximity to existing dwellings would be likely to create unacceptable disturbance to nearby residents. The village’s physical infrastructure would be put under additional strain and may require upgrading. A high concentration of sites in the village would change the overall social makeup of the village and there is a risk of social tensions that might otherwise be avoided.

13. Sites located in the village of Thornwood Common are unlikely to appeal to the Gypsy and Traveller community. Access to both primary and secondary schools would be inconvenient and may be expensive. Access to primary health care would be largely dependent on the use of private cars or taxis. Access to shops would be inconvenient and to all intents and purposes dependent on the use of private cars. Close proximity to existing dwellings is unlikely to be welcomed by Gypsies and Travellers and the risk of flooding in the village would present a threat to their sites. 

14. A person living on a Gypsy and Traveller site in Thornwood Common would have very few opportunities for jobs locally in traditional fields of employment. Finding such employment would require travelling some distance. Without private transport that person would be severely disadvantaged in competing for jobs.

15. The Consultation document proposes 11 criteria all of which (if they are relevant) must be satisfied if a site is to be permitted (Potential Policy, page 65).  Every one of the 4 possible sites identified for Thornwood Common contradict no less than 6 of those 11 proposed criteria.

A better approach to assessing area suitability

16. Even if the methodology set out in the Consultation document for assessing area suitability (ease of access to services) had been followed meticulously, it would still have led to a fundamentally flawed set of proposals for the provision of sites for Gypsies and Travellers. There will be heavy concentrations of sites in some areas and no sites in others and this would be unfair.

17. It is suggested that it would be far better to base an assessment of an area’s suitability for sites on the extent to which that area might provide suitable work for Gypsies and Travellers. This would have major advantages:

· It would produce a plan with a much wider dispersal of sites across the District and therefore would be fairer and more likely to be generally recognised as such

· There would be less at stake for individual areas and therefore a plan based on this approach is likely to be less controversial

· It provides a basis by which the ‘ideal’ number of sites for an area can be determined and therefore focuses people’s attention on how best to provide those sites rather than how best to make a case for no sites at all

· Because each area would be allocated an ideal number of sites there would not be the fear that accepting one site would be the ‘thin end of the wedge’ 

· Because the extent to which an area might provide suitable work for Gypsies and Travellers can be quantified, then this approach does provide a mechanism by which controversies (to the extent that they arise) can be resolved

· It provides bases for avoiding over-concentration of sites developing in new areas and for avoiding still further concentration in areas that already have too many sites 

· By focusing on the positive contribution that Gypsies and Travellers might make to the local economy, it may encourage people to think less about the potential negative impact of Gypsies and Travellers and more about what benefits they might bring.
18. The area suitability study for the District has been reworked in order to demonstrate the usefulness of this approach. The results (set out in detail in the table on page 20) are significantly different from the distribution of sites proposed in the Consultation document.

CONCLUSION

19. It is evident to us that the Consultation exercise and the associated documentation was put together under huge time pressure and as a result we believe errors of methodology were made and short cuts taken in the process of sifting and evaluating sites for inclusion. We think that a far better approach to assessing an area’s suitability for sites would be on the extent to which that area might provide suitable work for Gypsies and Travellers.

20. Although it is not the aim of this submission to set out the detailed grounds that have been put forward by others objecting to the specific sites proposed in Thornwood Common, the majority of those objections arise directly as a result of the close proximity of those sites to the settled community. Had EFDC’s strictures against the use of agricultural land been relaxed then we believe sites would have been identified in the vicinity of Thornwood Common that would better meet the needs of both the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities. We believe such sites would also better meet the criteria set out as proposed policy in the Consultation document.
21. Regardless of whether sites that are more suitable can be identified, we believe there is no case for new sites in Thornwood Common. The village is fundamentally unsuitable as a location for sites and if Thornwood Common were to have no more sites, the density of its existing 2 sites in relation to its population would still comfortably exceed that for the District as a whole out to 2023.

22. It is difficult to overstate the worry and concern that has arisen simply because a site has been identified in the Consultation document. If only suitable sites had been identified for Thornwood Common, then at least some of that worry and concern could have been avoided. The overall aim of Government policy on the provision of sites for Gypsies and Travellers is to achieve peaceful co-existence between the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities. We support that aim. However, from this community’s experience, it is difficult to see how the approach taken so far to the Consultation could have been more effective in undermining Government policy.
DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE CONSULTATION OPTIONS AS A WHOLE

EFDC policy on site location is obscured and not stated, explained or justified 

23. EFDC appears to have a adopted a policy of not locating Gypsy and Traveller sites on agricultural land other than that close to settled communities. That policy underpins the methodology used in developing the Consultation document though this is obscured and never clearly stated, explained or justified in the document.

24. The search for potential new sites has effectively excluded any sites on the best agricultural land. Of the potential 26 new permanent sites identified in the Consultation document, 13 are less than 10 metres and only 5 are more than 100 metres from the nearest settled dwelling (see Appendix 1). Where they are on agricultural land, invariably the potential sites are on smaller fields and paddock areas.

25. The Consultation document obscures this policy by describing an approach to site selection which acknowledges that excluding the use of the best quality land would be unreasonable whilst at the same time effectively excluding sites on such land by applying an argument which should only properly be applied site-specifically: 

· ‘The best agricultural land was not ruled out, as more than half of the District outside Epping Forest Act land is Grade II this was considered an unreasonable restriction’ (Consultation on Options Appendix 4, 3rd para)

· ‘Subdivision through separation of small plots of the large arable fields that make up so much of Epping Forest District is undesirable because irregular field sizes make it difficult to use agricultural machinery’ (Consultation on Options para 13.3)

26. It should be added that this latter assertion is fatuous – very few agricultural fields are symmetrical and many would be made more regular if a small plot were separated. In any case ‘chamfering’ of edges of sites should avoid any problems with farms’ operations.

27. The ‘physical’ attributes governing the selection of sites have not been consistently applied, and there are even discrepancies between comments on different pages of the Consultation document. The Government recommendation is that ‘brown field’ sites should be considered first, but Epping Forest is not over-endowed with these, which leaves ‘Green belt’ sites almost entirely. Green belt land can be allowed for a Gypsy and Traveller site as ‘an exceptional use’. It should be noted that ‘exceptional use’ does not distinguish between farmland and other patches of undeveloped Green belt. In Epping Forest most of the Green belt land is agricultural, and the small parcels of other land are mostly either in or close to the Settled Community. Para 9.1 of the Consultation document states that allowing the Green belt ‘to remain and wash over’ is preferable to allowing ‘small holes’ in the Green belt, and also has the advantage of permitting slight removal from residential areas. This approach would appeal to both communities, something however that appears to have been virtually ignored in the selection of sites. 

28. The policy of not locating Gypsy and Traveller sites on agricultural land other than close to settled communities would appear to contradict the advice given in Circular 01/2006 ODPM that ‘Planning policies that rule out, or place undue constraints on the development of Gypsy and Traveller sites should not be included in RSSs or DPDs’ (para 32).

The exclusion of large parts of the District is not justified

29. Large parts of the District were excluded without any supporting evidence or obvious rationale. This does not allow different needs in the Gypsy and Traveller population to be met and would unduly constrain their choice. It would also lead to concentration of the Gypsy and Traveller population, increase the pressures on infrastructure and is likely to lead to otherwise avoidable tensions between the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities. No thought appears to have been given to the relative size of the settled community into which sites are proposed and no allowance made for existing sites in the calculations.

30. The Consultation on Options (pages 8-9) sets out a number of services, proximity to which was deemed important in determining an area’s suitability. These were access to primary health care, access to primary schools, access to shopping centres, and access to public transport. These were then used to map area suitability. 

31. Various criteria have been used to ‘score’ areas’ suitability. These have been taken and modified locally from Government guidelines. These scores appear to have been chosen because a physical measurement is attached, but they have not been weighted for relative importance, nor has their relative significance to the sundry subjective considerations been assessed. Circular 01/2006 makes it clear that criteria should not be ‘so strict as effectively to thwart site provision’. Yet this is precisely what the Area Suitability Study succeeds in doing. Manipulation of these data has thus been used to exclude possible sites in the north and east of the District from further consideration.

32. The key findings of this Area Suitability Study included:

· ‘The open rural areas in the east of the District scored very badly with very few services, with the limited exception of Fyfield.’

· ‘The final suitability mapping was confined to the western parishes ….partly because of the lack of services in the eastern area (with the exception to a degree of Ongar) but mainly because in recent years the main pressure for pitches has been from areas most accessible to the main urban area, with its employment opportunities’

33. However never explained in the Consultation document is why lack of access to services in the eastern area does not affect the settled community just as much as a potential Gypsy and Traveller community. No evidence is provided that the settled community in these areas has, for example, poor health or educational outcomes as a result.

34. The Consultation document offers no evidence that there is more pressure for pitches in the areas more accessible to the main urban areas. Even if there were such evidence, it is pure conjecture that the motivation is access to employment opportunities. It could equally be that if Gypsy and Traveller sites are already permitted in an area, it is perceived that applications for further sites are more likely to be successful.

35. Both Fyfield and Ongar are recognised in the study as having reasonably good access to services. However the Consultation document identifies no potential Gypsy and Traveller sites neither in nor near Fyfield or Ongar.

36. Loughton and Buckhurst Hill are excluded on the grounds that these potential areas are ‘severely constrained’ although the basis for this judgement is unclear. Access to service is clearly very good in these areas. Since it appears likely that at least some of the Gypsy and Traveller sites will be acquired using compulsory purchase powers (in one form or another but not necessarily by EFDC) for development by Registered Social Landlords or housing authorities, the cost of land should not be an issue which prevents consideration of sites in these areas.

Sites selected are unlikely to meet the needs of either community 

37. The Government has laid great emphasis on peaceful co-existence of the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities (Circular 01/2006 ODPM – para 64a) and we would concur that this should be a fundamental guiding principle. It is disappointing that this tenet appears to have overlooked in the selection of potential sites. Nearly all are either within or immediately adjacent to settled communities. Such an arrangement is unlikely to appeal to either community and will undoubtedly militate against peaceful co-existence.

38. Ideally the needs of both communities should be expressed as objective criteria that can be applied to assess the suitability of any particular site and where objective criteria cannot be defined, common sense applied based on the known preferences of the two communities. 

Needs of the settled community

39. As regards the settled community, their requirements for sites are never adequately stated in the Consultation document. There is a section in the document listing potential criteria for determining the suitability of a proposed site (Potential Policy, page 65). However those aspects of a site that are of particular concern to the settled community are few in number and vague. 

40. Since the majority of the sites proposed are close to existing dwellings a crucial issue is that the site must not cause unacceptable disturbance to nearby residents. Item f) in the list of Potential Policy criteria addresses this only in the vaguest terms: ‘The proposal must have a satisfactory relationship with, and must not be likely to cause unacceptable disturbance to, nearby settled residential areas’. However no attempt is made to lay down guidelines on the minimum distance from existing dwellings or to identify factors which might constitute the basis for determining a site was unsatisfactory. For example these might include the likely existence on the site of dogs, bonfires, light pollution, noise and disturbance, or certain types of commercial activity. 

41. A second crucial issue from the perspective of the settled community is addressed in item i) which states ‘There must be no significant detrimental visual impact on the landscape which could not be overcome by appropriate landscape design, planting or screening’. Since the majority of sites proposed are in prominent positions on or close to roads and existing dwellings, it is difficult to see how this criterion could have been given much importance when considering sites for inclusion in the list of potential sites. 

Needs of Gypsies and Travellers

42. Although the Myriad Study is presented in the Consultation document as the basis on which the views of Gypsies and Travellers have been incorporated in the proposals, very little consideration appears to have been given to what Gypsies and Travellers themselves would actually like.

43. The Myriad Study commissioned by EFDC was a consultation with Gypsy and Traveller residents currently living in the EFDC area. The sample on which this report is based is very small – the Myriad consultancy was given only one month to prepare and submit the report, and that month, mid-July to mid-August, just so happened to be the period when any Gypsy and Traveller wishing to move would be doing so. 

44. The data on Gypsies’ and Travellers’ views have been presented ‘economically’ in a misleading fashion by only quoting percentages without giving the denominators (comparable to ‘sexing up a dodgy dossier’). The actual numbers in the Myriad report are so low as to render percentages meaningless. However, the Myriad report is presented in the Consultation document as being a fair representation of Gypsies’ and Travellers’ views.

45. The Consultation document sets out some findings from the study (Key Findings  – page 6). Access to healthcare was considered the most important factor in determining location, followed by access to schools and employment. But in addition, ‘Having access to a town, yet being away from the “settled community” was important’. This theme recurs often in the Myriad report. ‘Gypsies and Travellers within the District seemed particularly hidden and wanted to remain so … the overwhelming majority just wanted to be left alone’ (1.5.3). ‘The idea of integration did not extend outside of school … Gypsies and Travellers were guarded against any further pressure on their cultural value base through close contact with the settled community … to remain away from the settled community … was a dominant pattern of response’ (1.5.4).

46. Section B3 of the Consultation document, ‘The Area Suitability Study’, lists the four factors used for area suitability mapping: access to primary health care, to primary schools, to shopping centres and to public transport. Gypsies’ and Travellers’ desires to be away from settled communities, which could easily have provided a fifth mapping factor, were ignored.

47. The selection criteria used appear to have been chosen because a physical measurement is readily available but they do not appear to have been thought through. For example provided a bus stop is nearby, access to public transport scores well, regardless of whether it is possible to get to the bus stop safely on foot. If it were possible to access public transport easily then it would seem of little relevance whether services are nearby or a little further away.

48. Section C14, ‘Windfall Sites’, acknowledges Gypsies’ and Travellers’ preferences for sites away from settled communities. ‘Although discussions with Gypsies and Travellers themselves reveal a desire for some separation from settled communities, to retain privacy and cultural identity, the problem is one of site availability’ (14.1). This so-called problem only arises because of the apparent policy of excluding sites on agricultural land other than close to the settled community. 

49. Para 14.1 of the Consultation document continues to make the additional point that sites on a settlement edge ‘can be very visually prominent locations and therefore intrude into and be harmful to the character and openness of the green belt.’ Nearly all the sites put forward in the Consultation document fall into this category although Gypsies and Travellers don’t want sites like these – nor do the residents of settled communities. As section C9 ‘Green Belt’ states, ‘sites are more likely to find public acceptance when slightly removed from residential areas, one or more fields beyond’.

The Consultation process proposes to exclude submissions that should properly be considered

50. The Consultation process proposes to exclude a number of types of response, the effect of which would be to dissuade people from submitting responses that would otherwise properly be considered. These are submissions it proposes to exclude because:

· it is contended they contravene the Race Relations Act

· they are based on fears and concerns 

· they are anonymous (particularly in respect of omission sites) 

It is contended they contravene the Race Relations Act

51. Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are defined by law as racial groups and therefore are protected under UK anti-discrimination legislation. However the amorphous group known as ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ includes a variety of racial groups and is characterised only by their choice of a nomadic lifestyle. Circular 01/2006 ODPM defines ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ to mean ‘Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin, including such persons who on grounds only of their own or their family’s or dependants’ educational or health needs or old age have ceased to travel temporarily or permanently, but excluding members of an organised group of travelling show people or circus people travelling together as such.’ (para 15).  

52. Amorphous groups that choose a particular lifestyle are not afforded protection under UK anti-discrimination legislation and therefore a blanket exclusion of comments on the behaviour of occupants of sites for ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ on grounds of racial discrimination would be improper.

Based on fears and concerns

53. The Consultation Questionnaire states that:

‘To be sound the [plan] document should be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy. “Justified”  means that the document must be founded on a robust and credible evidence base [and] the most effective strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. “Effective” means the document must be deliverable, flexible, [and] able to be monitored’ (2nd page).

54. The broader planning framework introduced in 2004 and within which the current consultation is being conducted considers (among other issues) the community infrastructure required to support proposed developments. The consultation is on proposals for implementation of national policy at District level. The first objective of Government policy for the provision of Gypsy and Traveller sites is ‘to create and support sustainable, respectful, and inclusive communities…. where there is mutual respect and consideration between all communities’ (Circular 01/2006 ODPM, para 12a). In order for this to be achieved a key issue is that the fears and concerns of both the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities need to be allayed. The fact that those fears and concerns are anecdotal or even irrational is not a reason to exclude them from consideration

55. The net effect of the guidance given in the Consultation documents in respect of racial discrimination and in respect of evidence has been that Epping Forest residents have been left in no doubt that expressing fears and concerns in the Consultation questionnaire about behaviour of the occupiers of Gypsy and Traveller sites would mean that their response would be excluded on the grounds of either racial discrimination, or for lack of robust and credible evidence, or both. This is true even if the issue raised is a legitimate planning issue (for example noise, light pollution, dogs, untidy site, etc). 

56. An arbitrarily selected sample of 100 Consultation Questionnaires completed by Thornwood Common residents was examined. Of the combined total of 239 objections raised against the 4 sites identified for Thornwood, only 6 of these related to the behaviour of the occupants of those sites. Of these, 4 were concerns about noise and disturbance and 2 were about criminality. There were no concerns expressed about bonfires, dogs, light pollution or commercial activities. Details of the questionnaire analysis are in Appendix 2.

57. Although no claims to statistical validity are made, the sample does appear to indicate that very few respondents had actually given the expected behaviour of the occupants as a reason for objecting to sites. However it is believed that a significant proportion of Thornwood Common residents (and by extension Epping Forest District residents), if asked, would say that they have real fears and concerns about the behaviour of site occupants. Many of those fears and concerns relate to legitimate planning issues and would not be unreasonable. For example Niner (2003, p75) states that Gypsy and Traveller site environments can be ‘challenging and incompatible with residential housing’.

58. It is considered entirely feasible to obtain good evidence on this issue by carrying out a professional market research survey amongst the District’s residents aimed at assessing:

· whether there are widely-held fears and concerns about the behaviour of occupants of Gypsy and Traveller sites, 

· whether those concerns relate to legitimate planning issues, 

· whether or not those fears and concerns were expressed in a response to the Consultation and if not why not, and 

· what suggestions residents might have for allaying those concerns.

59. By its nature such a survey could not be carried out until after the Consultation deadline had passed. Also there is a risk that carrying out such a survey might be seen as inflammatory. Nevertheless it is suggested that EFDC consider the feasibility and desirability of commissioning such a survey.

60. In addition many residents are concerned about a possible detrimental effect on the value of their property. The Consultation document mentions that there has been only one study (Joseph Rowntree Foundation) on the effect of Gypsy and Traveller sites on property prices in the settled community. The Rowntree study examines the effects of three sites in central Scotland, and the conclusions in the report are derived from only 39 respondents.  The report states that the ‘effect on property values was inconclusive’.  It does not state that there was no detrimental effect. It is our view that the findings of the report, carried out in Central Scotland and with a statistically insignificant number of sites and respondents, cannot be extrapolated to the situation in the Epping and Thornwood Common areas. We have carried out a survey of all of the Estate Agents in the Epping area, and have conclusive evidence that property values have already been affected by the proposed plans, and several property sales have been rescinded as a result of the planning proposals. 

61. The Consultation document states that claimed impact on house prices ‘is in any event not a material planning matter’ (page 6). The effect would again be to dissuade respondents to the questionnaire from making comments on this issue.

Omission sites proposed anonymously

62. The Consultation on Options Questionnaire states that: ‘Responses cannot be treated as confidential’ (bottom of first page). Also, in response to an EFDC resident’s proposal to protect his identity when proposing an omission site, EFDC replied by email: ‘Please note that anonymous responses - that is without a name and address - cannot be accepted’ (email from EFDC Forward Planning – 21 January 2009).

63. The Executive of Thornwood Action took Counsel’s opinion on this issue. That opinion was, in summary, as follows: 

‘I do not believe that the Council is entitled to ignore all anonymous representations it may receive…. [However]… a local authority is bound to ensure that its policies….are not based on unsubstantiated anonymous views……That said [there] is no reason why a local authority should not be prepared to investigate for itself the merits of an omission site proposed by an anonymous party. If such a person suggests such an omission site and explains why it should be preferred in favour of one or more proposed by the Council in its consultation document, no-one would imagine that the Council would accept the comments at face value and substitute the new site for the original(s) without carrying out a full investigation. The evidence in support of the site being included in the DPD (if that was the result) would not be the anonymous representation, but the Council’s own findings following a proper investigation of the site’s merits.’

The Consultation document does not offer real options

64. The Consultation document purports to be a ‘Consultation on Options’. However the way in which the options are structured serves to both confuse and mislead the reader. Some of the questions are impossible to answer or are presented as false alternatives. For others the answer is pre-determined by the way in which the issue is addressed elsewhere in the document. The overall effect is to conceal the real issues and to avoid presenting options that might provide genuinely constructive solutions.  

65. Question 1 asks: ‘Do you agree with the draft objectives?’ – yes or no? The Core Strategy will become the central policy document for the District and will influence all the District’s plans for the provision of Gypsy and Traveller sites. However the Core Strategy has not been advanced and therefore it is difficult to see what the basis might be for evaluating the objectives proposed in the Consultation document.

66. Question 2 asks’ Do you agree that the search for sites should be broadly confined to the west and south of the District closest to the main urban areas, rather than the more rural northeast of the District?’ – yes or no? As is discussed above, the Area Suitability Study excluded large parts of the District without adequate supporting evidence or obvious rationale. This conclusion was then used to focus the search for sites, which not surprisingly identified no potential sites in the rural northeast. The implication is that answering ‘no’ is not a realistic option. 

67. Question 6 asks in respect of possible broad location strategies: ‘Which option do you prefer:

· A) edge of urban areas/urban extensions

· B) rural areas close to Chigwell, Abridge, Waltham Abbey, Epping, Epping Green, Thornwood Common, Theydon Bois and North Weald Bassett

· C) wider distribution throughout the District?’

68. The provision of new sites alongside sustainable urban extensions is, as the Consultation admits, unlikely to be a major source of such sites in the timescale required. For reasons outlined above, the only potential new sites identified are in fact in the areas listed under option B. Again the implication is that answering C does not add any more sites to Option B. Since this question is compulsory (for reasons that are unclear) it might be seen as intended to give a mandate not to search for sites in the rural north and east of the District.

69. Question 8 is incomprehensible.

70. Question 24 asks: ‘Which option towards ensuring site delivery should be prioritised?

· A) allocating  many more sites than are needed on the expectation that some will not come forward, or

· B) purchase of sites using compulsory powers if necessary’

71. If A) is chosen then the respondent implies that they are condoning planning blight that would impact large parts of the District for years to come. If B) is chosen then they are condoning state appropriation of private land at levels of compensation which rarely approach the financial and other hurt which is suffered. It is difficult to think of phraseology which could be more designed to inflame an already volatile issue. Mercifully the question is not compulsory. 

72. Admittedly this is touching on a contentious issue but if the question were re-phrased: ‘What options do you prefer for mitigating the effects of planning blight whilst at the same time minimising the need for compulsory purchase?’ a number of constructive ways forward are readily apparent.

DETAILED COMMENTS AS REGARDS THORNWOOD COMMON SPECIFICALLY

A disproportionate number of sites are identified for Thornwood 

73. Thornwood Common is a small village. The village already hosts 2 sites for Gypsies and Travellers, only one of which is listed in the Consultation document. Both are thought to be single-pitch sites. One is on Weald Hall Lane just east of the M11 bridge. The other site is on Thornwood High Road close to Camfauds. 

74. 4 potential new sites for Gypsies and Travellers have been included in the Consultation document. These new sites have a combined capacity of 34 pitches and it is reasonable to ask whether, in comparison to its population, the combined total of 36 pitches on the existing and proposed sites might represent an over-concentration of sites in Thornwood Common.

Population estimate

75. A manual count of the electoral roll for Thornwood Common lists 732 people, but this of course excludes people below voting age. The Office of National Statistics website also includes data on the age profile for the EFDC area as a whole. This shows that approximately 23% of the population in 2001 was below voting age. 

76. There is no reason to think the age profile of Thornwood Common’s population is unusual so simple arithmetic gives a population estimate for Thornwood Common, based on electoral roll data but adjusted to include people under voting age, of 951.

Density of Gypsy and Traveller sites

77. Pitches per 1000 head of population (pitches/1000 pop) was used as the measure for the density of Gypsy and Traveller sites in an area.

78. Using the data discussed earlier, the 4 potential new Gypsy and Traveller sites (34 pitches) identified in the Consultation document for Thornwood Common represent a density of 35.8 pitches/1000 pop. The 2 existing pitches already account for a density of 2.1 pitches/1000 pop. If the 2 existing pitches are included and if the 4 new sites identified in the Consultation document were all to go forward, the density of sites in Thornwood Common would rise to 37.9 pitches/1000 pop.

79. Equivalent data for the whole of Epping Forest District were analysed. The combined total of proposed extensions to existing and potential new sites identified in the Consultation document (211 pitches in total) represents a density of 1.7 pitches/1000 pop. for the whole of the District.  The 89 existing pitches already account for a density of 0.7 pitches/1000 pop. If the existing pitches are included and if the new sites identified in the Consultation document were all to go forward, the density of sites in the District as a whole would rise to 2.4 pitches/1000 pop.

80. Equivalent data for the combined Roydon and Lower Nazeing areas were also analysed. The combined total of proposed extensions to existing and potential new sites identified in the Consultation document (28 pitches in total) represent a density of 4.4 pitches/1000 pop. for the Roydon/Nazeing area. The 67 existing pitches already account for a density of 10.6 pitches/1000 pop. If the existing pitches are included and if the new sites identified in the Consultation document were all to go forward, the density of sites in the Roydon/Nazeing area  would rise to 15.1 pitches/1000 pop.

81. All these data together with accompanying notes are set out in Appendix 3.

Site concentration

82. The sites identified in the Consultation document represent a grotesque concentration of potential sites in Thornwood Common. The site density that would result in Thornwood Common were all its 4 sites to go forward would be 37.9 pitches/1000 pop. This is almost 16 times the equivalent figure (2.4 pitches/1000 pop) for the District as a whole. With the two sites that Thornwood Common now happily hosts, its site density (2.1 pitches per/1000 pop) is already 3 times the average for the District as a whole (0.7 pitches /1000 pop).

83. If all 4 potential sites identified in the Consultation document for Thornwood Common were to go forward then, combined with the 2 existing sites, at full capacity these sites  would accommodate 36 pitches for Gypsies and Travellers. Assuming a pitch accommodates a single household, the average household size is 3.4 persons and on average pitches contain 1.7 caravans, then at full capacity the 6 sites would accommodate 122 people in 61 caravans (data from North Herts study – 2006).

84. The combined capacity of the 6 existing and potential sites identified for Thornwood Common amount to approximately 13% of the current population and 17% of the existing dwellings in the village (see Appendix 3 note (f) for details of this calculation). 

85. It could be argued that it is unfair to make a direct comparison between Thornwood Common and the District as a whole since the District includes some large population centres. These would be expected to have a comparatively low density of sites compared to population. However this must be balanced by the fact that the District largely comprises sparsely populated rural areas where, if there were a site, the local site density compared to population would be high. It seems that Thornwood Common loses out on both counts – it has both a small population and a lot of sites. 

86. Comparisons with Roydon and Lower Nazeing are also instructive. The Consultation document recognises there is a concentration of sites in these areas and that ‘the potential impact of an over-concentration of sites, and the impact on settled communities, are clearly important issues’ (Consultation document – paragraph 5.4). However the site density experienced by Roydon and Lower Nazeing at present (10.6 pitches/1000 pop) is only 30% of that which would result for Thornwood Common if all its sites were to go forward. If all Roydon and Lower Nazeing’s sites were to go forward, its site density (13.9 pitches/1000 pop) would then still be only 40% of that which would result for Thornwood Common if all its sites were to go forward.

87. If all of the potential sites across the District were to go forward then site density for the District as a whole would (at 2.4 pitches/1000 pop) barely exceed that for Thornwood Common with just its existing sites. Of course this would not happen as it would mean an over-provision of sites across the District. If more realistically it is assumed that just the number of pitches required were to go forward then the resulting site density for the District as a whole would be just 1.5 pitches/1000 pop (see note (e) in Appendix 3 for details of this calculation).

88. In other words if Thornwood Common were to have no more sites than it currently has, then its site density (2.1 pitches/1000 pop) would still comfortably exceed that for the District out to 2023.    

Thornwood Common is fundamentally unsuitable

89. The Consultation document identifies 4 potential new sites in Thornwood Common. This suggests that the village has attributes which make it particularly suitable for Gypsy and Traveller sites. However the Consultation document offers no evidence to support this hypothesis. Indeed the evidence offered suggests the reverse, for example Thornwood Common is shown in red when the layers from the Area Suitability Study are combined (Figure 7, page 11).

90. In fact the village is fundamentally unsuitable as a location for more Gypsy and Traveller sites. It is a small village which has several listed buildings. It sits on a major road with serious congestion problems and very few of its side roads have adequate pavements. There is a bus service but this is not safely accessible on foot from the eastern end of the village. There is no general store and no school or doctor’s surgery. The village is prone to flooding, is entirely enclosed by Green belt and adjacent to Epping Forest (an SSSI).

Roads and road safety

91. Thornwood Common is bisected by the B1393, the main Epping to Harlow road. The traffic density on this road is such that congestion occurs as a matter of course. Whenever a problem occurs on the M11 or M25, the B1393 is used as an alternative and Thornwood Common becomes gridlocked making Epping town inaccessible. There are 3 main side roads that join the B1393 and at each (Woodside, Upland Road and Rye Hill Road) sites are proposed. All these junctions are difficult to negotiate, dangerous with fast-moving through traffic and often heavily congested. The traffic density on the B1393 and its intersections is such that any increase from further development is unacceptable. Past development and access proposals have been denied for this very reason (e.g. Brookfield access).

92. Very few of the side roads have adequate pavements, and any pedestrian movement, especially with or by young children, is undeniably hazardous. These concerns have been, and continue to be, brought strenuously to the attention of the County Council Highways Department. 

Services

93. Bus services run along Thornwood High Road (to Epping and Harlow) and Epping Road (to Epping and North Weald). However the Epping Road bus service is not accessible since Woodside is a dangerous road which has no footpath for much of its length. 

94. The catchment primary school for Thornwood Common children is Epping Primary - over 2 miles from the village. However the school is full in some key stages and several children from Thornwood currently have to find their way to Epping Green, Coopersale or Ivy Chimneys. Up to the age of 8 children over 2 miles away will receive free transport (taxi) if their catchment school refuses to take them. Children over 8 years old must make their own transport arrangements. They would pay £480 a year to travel on a school bus if there is one. However transport costs are reimbursed for children aged between 11 - 16 from low income families. 

95. The nearest doctors’ surgeries are in Epping. The High St surgery is accessible by bus from Thornwood High Street but has no dedicated parking. To reach the surgery at The Limes involves two separate bus journeys. 

96. The last general store was closed a few years ago; it has been replaced by a kitchen fitting shop (hardly of great relevance to a travelling community). 

Environment

97. Thornwood Common is entirely enclosed by Green belt, much of it in active agricultural use. Planning permission for development outside the village envelope has consistently been denied. Much of the village is immediately adjacent to Epping Forest, an SSSI.

98. Thornwood Common has several listed dwellings which enjoy a measure of protection. (The Consultation document would appear to have overlooked the Village Design Statement as one of the sites is within 65 metres of a listed building.)

99. There are several flood relief schemes in and adjacent to the village. One of these was recently breached causing low level flooding in Thornwood High Road. 

Employment

100. The village is approved for light industry and it could be argued (although the Consultation document never attempts to make this case) that this might provide opportunities for the local employment of Gypsies and Travellers. 

101. The Office of National Statistics (ONS) database shows that:

· only 12% of employed people in Thornwood Common (including the Lower Forest) work in agriculture and construction (traditionally sectors that employ Gypsies and Travellers) 

· less than 5% of the workplace population of Thornwood travel less than 2 km to work 

·  94% of the population of Thornwood  (including the Lower Forest) travel by some form of private transport to work 

(Source: Data from the ONS database on Neighbourhood statistics for April 2001, reports UV34, UV37 and UV80 within areas 005B and 22UHGQ0019)

102. In other words comparatively few of the jobs in Thornwood Common are in industries typically favoured by Gypsies and Travellers. Very few of the people employed in Thornwood Common actually live locally. The vast majority of people living in Thornwood Common travel to work by private transport. 

Damaging effects on the village
103. Were new sites for Gypsy and Travellers to be located in Thornwood Common there would be several damaging effects on the village although the extent of that damage would depend on the precise location, number and size of sites.

104. The current problems of traffic congestion would be aggravated. Depending on the location of sites, new traffic hazards would be introduced and road safety compromised (this is true of all 4 possible locations for new sites identified in the Consultation document).

105. The visual appearance of the village would be affected detrimentally. Sites prominently positioned on busy roads would be difficult to screen (true of all 4 sites). If a site were located at the east end of the village (opposite Epping Forest and where there are several listed buildings) the site would be harmful to the character of the forest and would destroy the appearance of that end of the village. 

106. New sites in Thornwood Common would inevitably mean that some Green belt would be annexed. To do this as in-fill to a small settled community would magnify the impact. 

107. Locating sites in close proximity to existing dwellings (all of the 4 sites are 8 metres or less away) would be likely to create unacceptable disturbance to nearby residents.

108. The large increase in population would result in increased pressure on the village’s infrastructure. Physical infrastructure (roads, transport, drainage, refuse disposal, telecommunications etc) would all be put under additional strain and may require upgrading.

109. A high concentration of sites in the village would change the overall social makeup of the village. There is a risk that introducing such a large single group into a small community might create social tensions that would otherwise be avoided if that group were more widely spread.

Village unlikely to appeal to the Gypsy and Traveller community
110. Sites located in the village of Thornwood Common are unlikely to appeal to the Gypsy and Traveller community. 

111. Access to primary and secondary schools would be inconvenient and may be expensive. Depending on the age of the child and the location of the school, daily travel would depend on school buses, taxis or private cars and, depending on the income of the parents, be expensive.

112. Access to primary health care would be inconvenient and largely dependent on the use of private cars or taxis. Bus could be used but only if a bus stop is safely accessible on foot from the site and if the condition of the patient permits this. 

113. Access to shops would be inconvenient and to all intents and purposes dependent on the use of private cars. Access to North Weald (the nearest shopping centre) is not possible by bus since the bus stop is not safely accessible by foot from any of the 4 sites. Access to Epping and Harlow is possible by bus from 3 of the 4 sites but hardly practical when shopping for the week for a family. Shopping more frequently would increase costs significantly.

114. As previously noted all of the 4 sites currently identified are in close proximity to existing dwellings. This is unlikely to be welcomed by Gypsies and Travellers whose preferences (according to the Myriad Study) are for sites with some separation from settled communities in order to retain privacy and cultural identity. 

115. The village is susceptible to flooding. As well as presenting a potential threat to a Gypsy and Traveller site, any additional conversion of green field to brown field and hard standing would inevitably increase the run-off and exacerbate the flood risk.

116. A person living on a Gypsy and Traveller site in Thornwood Common would have very few opportunities for jobs locally in traditional fields of employment. Finding such employment would require travelling some distance and, without private transport, that person would be severely disadvantaged in competing for jobs.

Sites selected for Thornwood Common are inconsistent with proposed policy

117. The Consultation document proposes 11 criteria all of which (if they are relevant) must be satisfied if a site is to be permitted (Potential Policy, page 65).  Every one  of the 4 possible sites identified for Thornwood Common contradict no less than 6 of those 11 proposed criteria:

· the location must have adequate access to public transport, schools, primary healthcare and local services (criterion e)

· the proposal must have a satisfactory relationship with, and must not be likely to cause unacceptable disturbance to, nearby settled residential areas (criterion f)

· the proposal must be of an appropriate size not to put an unacceptable strain on infrastructure or dominate settled communities (criterion g)

· there must be no significant detrimental visual impact on the landscape which would not be overcome by appropriate landscape design, planting or screening (criterion i)

· the site should have safe and suitable access for caravans and mobile homes (criterion j)

· where the proposal is in the green belt then there must be very special circumstances ….which clearly outweigh the harm by virtue of the inappropriate use, the harm to the openness of the green belt, the harm to the character and appearance of the area and other harm (criterion k)

118. Although it is not the aim of this submission to set out the detailed grounds that have been put forward by others objecting to the specific sites proposed in Thornwood Common, the majority of those objections arise directly as a result of the close proximity of those sites to the settled community. Had EFDC’s strictures against the use of agricultural land been relaxed then we believe sites would have been identified in the vicinity of Thornwood Common that would better meet the needs of both the settled and the Gypsy and Traveller communities. We believe such sites would also better meet the criteria set out as proposed policy in the Consultation document.

A BETTER WAY TO ASSESS AN AREA’S SUITABILITY FOR SITES
Why a better way?

119. Even if the methodology set out in the Consultation document for assessing area suitability (access to services) had been followed meticulously, it would still have led to a fundamentally flawed set of proposals for the provision of sites for Gypsies and Travellers. This is because following that approach would inevitably lead to over-concentration of sites with a small number of areas having a large proportion of the sites.

120. The reason is that once an area is classified as having ‘good’ access to services, then there are strong reasons to locate further sites there. If access to services in an area is ‘good’ for one site then it is likely to be ‘good’ for several sites. In fact those services in an area that are specifically required by Gypsies and Travellers are likely to improve the more sites that are clustered there. Of course the reverse is also true. Once an area is classified as unsuitable because services are ‘poor’, unless there is a fundamental change in policy, it is unlikely that sites will ever be located there.

121. There will be heavy concentrations of sites in some areas and no sites in others and this would be unfair and be seen as such. Because so much would depend on how an area was initially classified, any proposals are likely to be hard-fought and bitterly controversial. Because the concept of access to services is not well-defined or easily quantifiable, neither does this methodology provide an effective way in which such controversies can rationally be resolved.

122. It is suggested that it would be far better to base an assessment of an area’s suitability for sites on the extent to which that area might provide suitable work for Gypsies and Travellers. This basis is self-limiting in the sense that only sufficient sites to meet that area’s need for locally-based workers would be located there. Once a site had been located in an area, that area would be less attractive for a second site because at least some of the available jobs would have been taken up by the occupants of the first site. It would result in a much wider dispersal of sites across the District, a fairer plan and one more likely to be widely recognised as such.

123. Because it is more likely to be regarded as fair, a plan based on this approach is likely to be less controversial. Because the number of jobs in an area can more easily be quantified than can access to services, this methodology also provides a better mechanism by which controversies can be resolved. Furthermore, by focusing on the positive contribution that Gypsies and Travellers might make to the local economy, it may encourage people to think less about the potential negative impact of Gypsies and Travellers and more about what benefits they might bring. 

(Note to the reader: for a different ‘take’ on the points made above, see Appendix 5.)

Availability of suitable work in the District

124. The patterns of employment of Gypsies and Travellers have been variously documented. 

· Circular 01/2006 ODPM states ‘Some gypsies and travellers have an actively itinerant lifestyle… and are generally self-employed people, sometimes occupied in scrap and scrap-metal dealing, laying tarmacadam, seasonal agricultural work, casual labouring, and other employment. These traditional patterns of work are, however, changing and the community has generally become more settled. For example, a reduction of seasonal agricultural and related work has led to more travellers working in trades which require less mobility’ (para 17).

· Access to suitable work is important. A Rowntree Foundation study in 2001 into the nature of employment of new travellers found that ‘half were working at the time and most had worked at some time in the previous year. Temporary jobs and self-employment generated the most work. Mobility was important in allowing Travellers to find crop-picking and other seasonal agricultural employment’

· Circular 01/2006 ODPM  recognises that ‘there is a need to provide sites, including transit sites, in locations that meet the current working patterns of Gypsies and Travellers. In view of the changes in their work patterns these may not be the same areas they have located in or frequented in the past’ (para 18) 

· The Myriad Study found that ‘where there is work’ was a significant factor which Gypsies and Travellers thought should be considered by the District in locating sites (page 25)

125.  There is some evidence that employment patterns of Gypsies and Travellers appear to be changing towards working in trades that require less mobility. However, particularly for those in rural areas, the construction and agriculture sectors are likely to remain important sources of employment.

126. There is Office of National Statistics (ONS) data readily available on numbers employed by industry sector within electoral Ward. The ONS data identifies ‘Construction’ and ‘Agriculture, hunting and forestry’ as two separate sectors. Together they account for just over 6,000 (10.4%) of the 58,000 people employed across the District in 2001. 

127. It is considerably beyond the time and resources available to Thornwood Action to carry out a proper District-wide study of the availability of employment suitable for Gypsies and Travellers. However the ONS data on ‘construction and agriculture’ can be used to assess how suitable work might be distributed across the District. That is not to argue that construction and agriculture are the only sources of suitable work: merely that in considering how suitable work might be distributed across the District, construction and agriculture provides a reasonably reliable proxy. 

128. Because the ONS data is available at Ward level, it is possible to estimate how the overall requirement for pitches for Gypsies and Travellers might then be allocated across the Wards to best match the availability of suitable work locally.

Additional pitches required by Ward

129. The Consultation document states that 123 pitches will be required across the District out to 2023 (Figure 19). 27 of these would be provided from urban extensions around Harlow leaving 96 additional pitches to be provided from expansion of existing sites and new sites on greenfield or rural brownfield locations. One of the existing sites was omitted from the Consultation document (see note c to the table below), leaving 95 additional pitches to be found.

130. Using ‘where there is work’ as a basis for allocating the additional pitches required down to Ward level involves a fair amount of tedious arithmetic and this is documented fully in Appendix 4. 

131. The Consultation document identifies a potential increase in capacity of 211 pitches through a combination of extending existing sites and developing new sites. However this is an over-provision as only 95 (45%) of these are required out to 2023. In order to make sensible comparisons between the ‘access to services’ and the ‘where there is work’ bases for assessing area suitability, the 211 additional pitches identified in the Consultation document have first been totalled by Ward. Then each Ward’s total has been scaled back proportionately to arrive at a total of 95 pitches across the District.

132. The table overleaf shows in the last three columns how the total of 95 additional pitches required across the District would be allocated to each Ward according to:

· the ‘where the work is’ basis

· the ‘access to services’ basis (as used in the Consultation document)

· the difference between the two
Comparison of the two bases

133. There are a number of ways in which ‘where there is work’ can be used to clarify and quantify some of the more difficult issues concerned with arriving at a robust basis for assessing an area’s suitability. Some examples drawn from the table will, it is hoped, demonstrate this.

Table: Comparison of Alternative Bases for Allocating Additional Pitches to Wards 


Number
Existing
Additional Pitches Required


employed in
Pitches





Construction 

‘Where the
‘Access to
Difference

Ward
& Agriculture

work is'
services’





basis
basis









Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common
249
2
2 to 3
15
-13

Lower Nazeing
286
35
0
7
-7

Theydon Bois
154
0
3
9 to 10
-7

Lambourne
106
0
2
9
-7

Epping Hemnall
278
0
5
11
-6

Roydon
137
32
0
5
-5

Broadley Com, Epping Upland, Nazeing
152
0
3
8
-5

North Weald Bassett
228
1
3
5
-2

Passingford
172
17
0
2
-2

Waltham Abbey
1,148
0
21
22
-1

Lower Sheering
95
0
2
0
2

Moreton and Fyfield
176
1
2
0
2

High Ongar, Willingale and The Rodings
187
1
2
0
2

Hastingwood, Matching, Sheering Village
137
0
3
0
3

Shelley
142
0
3
0
3

Chigwell
200
0
4
1
3

Chipping Ongar, Greensted, Marden Ash
205
0
4
0
4

Grange Hill
238
0
4
0
4

Buckhurst Hill
427
0
8
0
8

Loughton
1,313
0
24
0
24








District totals:
6,030
89
95
95
0

Notes: 

a) Wards are listed in ascending order of difference between the two bases. 

b)The 7 Loughton wards are combined because they are tightly grouped geographically. The 5 Waltham Abbey Wards, the 2 Buckhurst Hill Wards and the 2 Chigwell Wards are also combined. 

c) 1 of the 2 existing sites in  Thornwood Common is omitted from the Consultation. This site has been treated as a tolerated site since it has caused no problems over the 40 years it has been there. The total of existing sites is thus 89 rather than the 88 listed in the Consultation document.

d) Ward boundaries are electoral and not always sensible from a planning perspective. For this reason 2 potential sites in Theydon Garnon (part of Passingford Ward) but near to Theydon Bois have been treated as being in Theydon Bois Ward. 

e) Similarly  3 potential sites in Epping Lindsey and near to Epping have been treated as being in Epping Hemnall Ward. 

Lower Nazeing and Roydon

134. Neither Lower Nazeing nor Roydon have any additional pitches allocated under the ‘where there is work’ basis. The reason is that with just their existing numbers of pitches, both have significantly more pitches than the work opportunities available locally would justify. Lower Nazeing’s allocation on the basis of work available locally would be 9 pitches. In fact it has 35 pitches. The equivalent figures for Roydon are 4 and 32. Thus across both Wards there is an existing over-provision amounting to 54 pitches.

135. The Consultation document points out that there is some concentration of the glasshouse industry in the area. The employment data tends to bear this out. Numbers employed in ‘construction and agriculture’ in the 2 Wards total 423 (13.5 %) out of the total of 3132 employed in all industries in Lower Nazeing and Roydon. The average for the District is 10.4%, which suggests that there are around 100 additional jobs in ‘construction and agriculture’ locally. However there is already an over-provision of 54 pitches locally. Bearing in mind that every pitch has probably around 2 people of working age, and assuming that all of those 100 additional jobs were suitable, even in theory there would still be insufficient jobs locally to support the existing Gypsy and Traveller population.

136. The reality is that only a proportion of suitable jobs in an area would go to Gypsies and Travellers. The remainder of the breadwinners would have to travel out of the area to find work (thus incurring financial and environmental costs which could otherwise be avoided). The alternatives all involve financial, environmental or other costs to society; for example self employment locally (typically scrap metal dealing) or reliance on state benefits. 

137. The basis used in the Consultation document for assessing area suitability acknowledges none of these issues. It does say, in respect of Nazeing and Roydon, that ‘the potential impact of an over-concentration of sites, and the impact on settled communities, are clearly important issues’ (para 5.4) but never goes as far as to say that the overall effect of that concentration is detrimental. Indeed the document then goes on to propose extensions to existing sites amounting to 4 pitches and identify potential new sites with a capacity of 24 pitches, all for Nazeing and Roydon.

138. Similar arguments apply to potential over-concentration in Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common Ward. Thornwood Common is discussed in more detail elsewhere in this submission. However, the arguments used in the Consultation document to justify over-concentration in Nazeing and Roydon (viz  ‘the concentration of the glasshouse industry’, ‘the availability of small plots of land, glasshouse and chalet plots’,  ‘accessible to schools and other services’) (para 5.4) do not apply to Thornwood Common which has none of these.

Hastingwood, Matching and Sheering

139. Although Hastingwood, Matching and Sheering Ward has none at the moment, it is allocated 3 pitches under the ‘where there is work’ basis. Despite its sparse population there are 104 employed in construction and 33 employed in agriculture. However the figure for agriculture is thought to be seriously under-estimated since it is thought not to include large numbers of seasonal agricultural workers.

140. The Government’s Seasonal and Agricultural Workers Scheme (SAWS) is designed to address shortages of labour from within the UK and is intended to allow farmers and growers to bring foreign persons to the UK to engage in seasonal and agricultural work. According to the Cochester Gazette (7 February 2009) ‘The number of seasonal agricultural workers allowed to enter the UK in total to work is to increase. The Government announced the number of people coming to work in the sector – including on north Essex farms during harvest times – will increase from 16,250 to 21,250’. 

141. The 3 pitches (representing possibly 6 people of working age) would be a very modest contribution towards reducing the numbers of foreign workers being brought in for seasonal agricultural work. However the pitches proposed would be for permanent occupation and work in construction, for example, would need to be relied on for the rest of the year.

142. The problem remains of finding a suitable site for these 3 pitches. After all it would account for perhaps 1 hectare out of the 27 million available. Despite this no potential sites are identified in the Consultation document for Hastingwood, Matching and Sheering Ward. Presumably this is on the grounds that the area has no schools, no shops and no primary health care and even if there were, Gypsies and Travellers could not access them since they have no transport. 

Loughton

143. Loughton is a semi-urbanised affluent area within commuting distance of London. In common with many such areas it is difficult to find people to carry out comparatively low-paid work. Perennially residents complain about the cost of gardeners or the difficulty in getting building work done. The reason is largely because people in low-paid work often cannot afford to live in this type of area. As a result they travel in from outlying less-expensive areas incurring costs for themselves, pushing up labour rates and incurring environmental and other costs for the community as a whole.

144. Although people employed in ‘construction and agriculture’ represent a comparatively small proportion of the workforce (8.5%) the large population means that there are around 1300 people employed in this sector. Potentially there is a lot of work suitable for Gypsies and Travellers to do and the 7 Loughton wards are accordingly allocated a total of 24 pitches on the basis of ‘where there is work’. 

145. 24 pitches is the ‘ideal’ number for Loughton and if suitable sites were available then Gypsies and Travellers living in the Loughton area could provide around 50 locally-based people to satisfy that demand. Under the ‘where there is work’ basis for assessing area suitability the decision is then in principle straightforward – ‘Do residents think that the cost to the District of providing a site is justified by the improved availability of local labour at a reduced cost?’

146. Although suitable sites may be hard to find and may be expensive in an area like Loughton, they are not impossible to acquire. For instance there is a roughly triangular  area of about 400 ha of farmland about 2 km from the centre of Loughton. It is separated from Loughton by the Central Line and lies between the Central Line and the M11. The printing works at Debden is about 0.5 km to its south The area is sparsely populated and the nearest dwelling is a farmhouse at its northern tip. Although rarely visited it can be accessed by footpath and farm track. We understand it is currently owned by Essex County Council. 

147. The Executive of Thornwood Action formally requests that EFDC consider this area’s sustainability as a location for one or more sites for Gypsies and Travellers.

Advantages of ‘where there is work’ as a basis

148. It is not claimed that the examples given above are correct in all details or that the suggested allocation of additional pitches to Ward could not be refined. However it is hoped that the examples discussed above demonstrate the practical advantages of using ‘where there is work’ as a basis for assessing an area’s suitability for sites. 

149. To summarise. It is suggested that assessing area suitability on the basis of ‘where there is work’ rather than ‘access to services’ has major advantages. Specifically:

· It would produce a plan with a much wider dispersal of sites across the District and therefore would be fairer and more likely to be generally recognised as such

· There would be less at stake for individual areas and therefore a plan based on this approach is likely to be less controversial

· It provides a basis by which the ‘ideal’ number of sites for an area can be determined and therefore focuses people’s attention on how best to provide those sites rather than how best to make a case for no sites at all

· Because each area would be allocated an ideal number of sites there would not be the fear that accepting one site would be the ‘thin end of the wedge’ 

· Because the extent to which an area might provide suitable work for Gypsies and Travellers can be quantified, then this approach does provide a mechanism by which controversies (to the extent that they arise) can be resolved

· It provides bases for avoiding over-concentration of sites developing in new areas and for avoiding still further concentration in areas that already have too many sites 

· By focusing on the positive contribution that Gypsies and Travellers might make to the local economy, it may encourage people to think less about the potential negative impact of Gypsies and Travellers and more about what benefits they might bring. 

Appendix 1


















Characteristics of Permanent New Sites Identified in the Consultation document














Capacity
Close to
Closest
Site





(pitches)
settled
distance
prominent






dwelling?
(metres)
on road?

Thornwood








18f
Duck Lane


8
yes
8
yes

18g
Woodside Forest House


10
yes
3
yes

18h
Upland Rd, rear of Neales Garage


8
yes
3
yes

18i
Rye Hill Rd, rear of Gulf Stores


8
yes
3
yes










Epping/Epping Upland








18a
Wintry Park allotment


4
yes
35
no

18b
Wintry Park paddock


6
yes
3
no

18c
Lindsey St


15
yes
7
yes

18d
SW of Epping Green


15
no
150
no

18e
E of Epping Green


2
yes
3
no










North Weald








17a
Merlin Way


4
no
280
no

18j
W of Tylers Green


8
yes
80
yes










Waltham Abbey








19a
Lea Valley nursery, Crooked Mile


10
yes
3
yes

19b
Smallholding, Crooked Mile


10
no
135
no

19c
Kingsfield nursery, Sewardstone


4
yes
3
no

19d
Chandlers Farm, Sewardstone


8
yes
25
no

19e
Brookfield nursery, Sewardstone


2
yes
15
no

19f
Netherhouse Farm, Sewardstone


15
yes
20
yes










Nazing/Roydon








19g
Meadows Long Green


8
yes
3
yes

19h
Spinney nursery, Nazing


4
yes
95
no

19i
Burleigh nursery, Nazing


4
no
220
no

19j
Hamlet Hill farm, Roydon


8
yes
3
yes










Roding Valley








20a
Victory Hall, Chigwell


2
yes
3
yes

20b
Coopersale Rd, Theydon Garnon


11
yes
9
yes

20c
Abridge Rd, Theydon Garnon


10
yes
20
yes

20d
Ongar Rd, Lambourne


4
yes
15
yes

20e
Crowther Nursery, Ongar Rd


15
no
230
yes




























Of a total of 26 sites,13 are less than 10m and only 5 are more than 100m from a settled dwelling.

















Of the 26 sites, 15 are situated in a prominent position on a road.








Appendix 2 

Analysis of questionnaires submitted by Thornwood Common residents





Questionnaires objecting:


to all 4 Thornwood sites
97

                            3 Thornwood sites
1

                            2 Thornwood sites
2

                             1 Thornwood site
0

                             No Thornwood sites
0

Total no. of questionnaires:
100




Total number of individual objections: 
239




Reasons For Objections





Would increase traffic congestion
60

Too near dwellings 
26

Too prominent
4

Strain on infrastructure
10

Damaging to community spirit/aged population/family area
5

Village too small
3

Affect value of property
1

Total  related to being too close to Thornwood:
109


(46%)




Too far from services
26

Risk of flooding
16

Too near electrical sub station
2

Drainage problems
15

Total related to not meeting needs of Gypsies and Travellers:
59


(25%)




Out of character
13

Loss of amenity
12

Site appearance
6

Impact on wildlife
17

Total related to effect on area:
48


(20%)




Noise from site
4

Fear of criminality
2

Total relating to behaviour of occupants:
6


(2.5%)




Against compulsory purchase
16

Rat infestation
1

Total other:
17


(7%)




Notes. Based on an arbitrarily selected sample of Consultation questionnaires completed by Thornwood Common residents. Sample collected 29 January 2009


Appendix 3


Existing and Potential Gypsy and Traveller Sites and Resulting Site Density (pitches per 1000 population)






































Area



Pitches



Population


Pitches per 1000 population





Existing
Potential
Potential
Total



Existing
Potential
Total




(authorised
extension to
on new sites
existing and





existing and




and tolerated)
existing sites

potential





potential















Epping Forest District


89
8
203
300

122,932

0.7
1.7
2.4









(note a)



















Roydon and Lower Nazing


67
4
24
95

6312

10.6
4.4
15.1









(note b)



















Thornwood Common


2
0
34
36

951

2.1
35.8
37.9




(note d)




(note c)




















Notes


























a)
This is from the 2001 census data on the ONS website and relates to the EFDC local authority.












b)
This is from the 2001 census data on the ONS website and relates to the combined total of the Roydon and Lower Nazeing wards.












c)
A count of Thornwood Common's electoral roll showed:




732








ONS data for 2001 show that approximately 23% of EFDC's population is under 18.













Applying this ratio gives a population estimate based on electoral roll data for Thornwood Common of: 








951



d)
This includes 2 existing sites in Thornwood, each of which is thought to have 1 pitch.













They are on Weald Hall Lane near the M11 bridge and on High Road Thornwood near Camfauds.












e)
The Consultation document  (Figure 19) estimates a requirement for 123 additional pitches out to 2023. 27 of these would come from  













urban extensions. Combined with the existing 88 pitches gives a requirement across the District of 184 pitches (123 - 27 + 88). 













This equates to a site density across the District of 1.5 pitches/1000 pop.













Note that the 1 tolerated site omitted makes no difference to this calculation since it would increase the 88 to 89 and reduce the 123 to 122.

f)
122 people is 13% of the 951 estimated as the current population of Thornwood. 













61 caravans represent 17% of the 361dwellings listed on the electoral roll for Thornwood.












Appendix 4:      Using ‘where there is work’ to assess area suitability



Adjust initial allocation for











existing 
Adjust







Numbers Employed

% of All Employed

Pitches
Initial allocation

sites
Consultation 







Agricult

Construct
Agricult

Construct

proportional to:



and over
for over


Ward




All
hunt&for
Construct
& Agricult
hunt&for
Construct
& Agricult
Exist
All

Con&Ag

provision
provision
Differ:






1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

11
12
13

Broadley Com, Epping Upland, Nazeing




971
38
114
152
3.9%
11.7%
15.7%
0
3

5

2.8
7.7
-4.9

Buckhurst Hill East




2,094
19
186
205
0.9%
8.9%
9.8%
0
7

6

3.8
0.0
3.8

Buckhurst Hill West
3,336
23
199
222
0.7%
6.0%
6.7%
0
11

7

4.1
0.0
4.1

Chigwell Row




1,030
9
69
78
0.9%
6.7%
7.6%
0
3

2

1.4
0.0
1.4

Chigwell Village




1,917
14
108
122
0.7%
5.6%
6.4%
0
6

4

2.2
0.9
1.3

Chipping Ong, Greensted, Marden Ash




1,957
22
183
205
1.1%
9.4%
10.5%
0
6

6

3.8
0.0
3.8

Epping Hemnall




3,025
26
252
278
0.9%
8.3%
9.2%
0
10

8

5.1
11.3
-6.1

Epping Lindsey,  Thornwood Com




2,788
35
214
249
1.3%
7.7%
8.9%
2
9

8

2.6
15.3
-12.7

Grange Hill
2,789
11
227
238
0.4%
8.1%
8.5%
0
9

7

4.4
0.0
4.4

Hastingwood, Matching, Sheering




1,015
33
104
137
3.3%
10.2%
13.5%
0
3

4

2.5
0.0
2.5

High Ongar, Willingale, Rodings




950
68
119
187
7.2%
12.5%
19.7%
1
3

6

2.4
0.0
2.4

Lambourne
769
17
89
106
2.2%
11.6%
13.8%
0
2

3

2.0
8.6
-6.6

Loughton Alderton




1,891
11
191
202
0.6%
10.1%
10.7%
0
6

6

24.2
0.0
24.2

Loughton Broadway
1,755
20
190
210
1.1%
10.8%
12.0%
0
6

6

“
“
“

Loughton Fairmead
1,993
15
208
223
0.8%
10.4%
11.2%
0
6

7

“
“
“

Loughton Forest
2,099
13
128
141
0.6%
6.1%
6.7%
0
7

4

“
“
“

Loughton Roding
2,162
11
192
203
0.5%
8.9%
9.4%
0
7

6

“
“
“

Loughton St John's
2,179
23
174
197
1.1%
8.0%
9.0%
0
7

6

“
“
“

Loughton St Mary's
1,905
19
118
137
1.0%
6.2%
7.2%
0
6

4

“
“
“

Lower Nazeing




2,034
51
235
286
2.5%
11.6%
14.1%
35
6

9

0.0
7.2
-7.2

Lower Sheering




1,208
7
88
95
0.6%
7.3%
7.9%
0
4

3

1.7
0.0
1.7

Moreton and Fyfield
1,022
83
93
176
8.1%
9.1%
17.2%
1
3

5

2.2
0.0
2.2

North Weald Bassett

2,135
36
192
228
1.7%
9.0%
10.7%
1
7

7

3.2
5.4
-2.2

Passingford




1,031
56
116
172
5.4%
11.3%
16.7%
17
3

5

0.0
1.8
-1.8

Roydon




1,098
32
105
137
2.9%
9.6%
12.5%
32
3

4

0.0
5.4
-5.4

Shelley




847
33
109
142
3.9%
12.9%
16.8%
0
3

4

2.6
0.0
2.6

Theydon Bois




1,759
26
128
154
1.5%
7.3%
8.8%
0
6

5

2.8
9.5
-6.6

Waltham Abbey High Beach




1,020
46
102
148
4.5%
10.0%
14.5%
0
3

5

21.2
22.1
-0.9

Waltham Abbey Honey Lane




3,259
17
331
348
0.5%
10.2%
10.7%
0
10

11

“
"
“

Waltham Abbey North East




2,015
32
209
241
1.6%
10.4%
12.0%
0
6

7

“
"
“

Waltham Abbey Paternoster




1,967
27
206
233
1.4%
10.5%
11.8%
0
6

7

“
"
“

Waltham Abbey South West




1,770
13
165
178
0.7%
9.3%
10.1%
0
6

5

“
"
“






















Total Epping Forest District
57,790
886
5,144
6,030
1.5%
8.9%
10.4%
89
184

184

95.0
95.0
0.0

Notes to the Appendix 4 Table

1. There is data readily available on numbers employed by industry group within Ward (Office of National Statistics – Industry of Employment - dataset UV34 2001) and this data has been used to illustrate this approach. 

2. The ONS data on Industry of Employment identifies two industry groups which are of particular relevance in assessing the availability of jobs suitable for Gypsies and Travellers. These are ‘Construction’ and ‘Agriculture, hunting and forestry’. Together ‘construction and agriculture’ account for just over 6,000 (10.4%) of the 58,000 people recorded as employed across the District in 2001. The first 7 columns in the table in Appendix 4 sets out this data for each of the District’s Wards.

3. The three Wards where there is currently a heavy concentration of sites are Lower Nazeing, Passingford and Roydon. Each of these has a substantially higher proportion of people employed in ‘construction and agriculture’ than for the District as a whole.The proportions are 14.1%, 16.7% and 12.5% compared to 10.5% for the District as a whole. This suggests that the total employed in ‘construction and agriculture’ is a reasonably good proxy for ‘where there is work suitable for Gypsies and Travellers’ and goes some way to explain the high concentration of sites in those Wards.

4. A total of 184 pitches need to be provided across the District out to 2023. The apportionment of this total across each of the District’s Wards proportional to each Ward’s total employed in ‘construction and agriculture’ is shown in column 10 of the table. Of course it could be argued that ‘construction and agriculture’ is too restrictive a measure of where there is work suitable for Gypsies and Travellers. An alternative might be ‘All employment’ and column 9 shows an apportionment of the 184 pitches across the Wards proportional to ‘All employment’ in each Ward. 

5. There are small differences between the two bases for apportionment but the only substantial difference is for Buckhurst Hill West where the result is heavily influenced by the comparatively small number of people employed in ‘construction and agriculture’. Even the result for Buckhurst Hill West looks more sensible on the basis of ‘construction and agriculture’’ rather than ‘All employment’ and therefore this is the basis that was used for the remainder of the analysis.

6. A total of 95 new pitches are required across the District out to 2023. The calculation of the number of new pitches required for each Ward needs to take account of two factors: the number of existing pitches in that Ward and how might any Wards already with an over-provision of existing pitches be treated.

7. The first of these is straightforward (simply deduct the number of existing pitches from the total required to arrive at the number of new pitches required). To allow for the second factor it was assumed that any Wards that already have more pitches than they are required to provide should have no more pitches. The Wards affected are (predictably) Lower Nazeing, Passingford and Roydon. The remaining over-provision is then apportioned back to the other Wards (on a similar basis to the initial apportionment) in order to reduce the number of new pitches they require. The resulting adjusted allocation of additional pitches is shown in column 11.

8. The Consultation document identified a potential increase in capacity of 211 pitches across the District. This was through a combination of extending existing sites, authorising tolerated sites and developing new sites. However this is an over-provision as out to 2023 only 95 (45%) of these are required. In order to make sensible comparisons between the ‘access to services’ and the ‘where there is work’ bases for assessing area suitability, the 203 additional pitches identified in the Consultation document have first been totalled by Ward. Then each Ward’s total has been scaled back proportionately to arrive at a total of 95 pitches across the whole of the District. The results of this scaling back are shown in column 12.

Appendix 5: 

A Planner’s Dream

(or Access to Services vs Where there is Work)

Once upon a time there was a District with 4 villages. One day the Planner (who was responsible for such things) was told he had to decide where to put a number of gypsy families who were coming to live in the District. He decided the best way to decide was put the gypsies in the villages with the best access to services. He produced a map which showed villages A and B in the green zone (good access), village C in the red zone (not very good access) and village D in the white zone (no services at all). The villagers thought this reasonable and the map became a Plan which everybody agreed to follow. 

Along came the first group of gypsies and village A and village B started arguing. Village A had a bus service to the nearest supermarket and village B had a bus service to the doctor. After much controversy eventually it was decided the first group of gypsies should go to village A, where they settled down and got jobs. The school even started running a school bus for their children. 

Everything looked fine until the second group of gypsies came along. With the school bus, access to services in village A were now a lot better than to village B and the Planner decided they also should go to village A. The only problem was that there weren’t any jobs left for gypsies in village A and lots had to travel a long way to get work and those that weren’t prepared to travel went on benefits. In the meantime the bus company abandoned the bus service from village B to the doctors and re-routed it via village A. 

Then the third group of gypsies came along and by now the services from village A were so good that the Planner again put them in village A.  By now the villagers all thought the situation was getting very unfair. All they could agree on was that it was all the Planner’s fault but he couldn’t understand what had gone wrong. Fortunately it was only a nightmare and he woke up.

 The Planner had a good think about things and the next night his dream started in the same way. However this time he decided the best way to decide where to put the gypsies was where there was work for them. He again produced a map but this time it showed the numbers of jobs suitable for gypsies in each of the villages. Again villages A and B were in the green zone (lots of jobs), village C in the red zone (some jobs) and village D in the white zone (few jobs). The villagers thought this reasonable and the map became a second Plan which, again, everybody agreed to. 

Along came the first group of gypsies and the Planner decided that they should go to village A because they had slightly more suitable jobs than village B and as before, the school started running a school bus to village A. Along came the second group of gypsies and the Planner decided this time they should go to village B. The reason was that most of the suitable jobs in village A had now been taken and the most jobs available were in village B. The school of course now had to run a school bus to village B. This pleased village B who were even more pleased when the bus company decided to continue running their service to the doctors. 

Along came the third group of gypsies and the Planner decided this time they should go to village C because this was now the village with the most jobs. All the villagers agreed it was a fair arrangement and most were happy. That is apart from village D who didn’t have any gypsies to do their work until eventually they got some too. 

Everybody thought the Planner was a great hero and when he finally retired they gave him an MBE or something.
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