
FAO: Mr Philip Lewis (PINS) 
 
Subject: Submission based on latest changes to NPPF with regard Site HO10 (Upper wooded area) 
and its relevance in the CastlePoint Local Plan 
 
Dear Mr Lewis 
 
Please consider the following remarks with regard the HO10 inclusion in the Local Plan. 
 
The site HO10, includes a tight network of unmade lanes, PRoWs and Bridleways that is well used by 
a large section of the community for recreation, particularly those from the densely built areas to 
the East. Connection to nature is well documented and identified in recent changes to the NPPF as 
being beneficial to mental heath and well-being. Site HO10 also, by virtue of its volume of hedgerow 
lined lanes, areas of natural scrub, areas of high tree density and designated Wildlife sites, 
contributes highly to the environment, with opportunity to use the hedgerow networks in particular 
to enhance biodiversity and carbon capture.  
 
Below are my additional submissions on the impact changes to the NPPF and the addition of 
evidence documents post the examination hearings have to my original submission and its context 
to the soundness of the plan.  
 
NPPF Para 7  
 
The breaking up of HO10 for development will remove or reduce the benefits I highlight above, 
detracting from the social progress and environmental protection detailed in Para 7, which also 
notes the United Kingdom have agreed to pursue the 17 Global Goals for Sustainable Development 
in the period to 2030.  
 
Therefore, inclusion of HO10 in the LP is no longer inline with the spirit of changes to NPPF Para 7 
which now renders the site unsound.  
 
NPPF Para 8  
 
HO10 is an example of the boroughs natural, built, and historic environment area, showcasing what 
is left of our plot-land history with buildings of significance to that legacy both within the site and 
adjoining. It also hosts a high level of natural resources, biodiversity, and the numerous hedgerows 
contributes to mitigating climate change through efficient carbon capture.   
 
When assessing the NPPF change at para 8, from “to contribute to protecting and enhancing” to the 
more definitive “protect and enhance” in context to the above, the change confirms that these 
attributes contained in HO10 must now be protected and enhanced and therefore confirms that 
development of this site to the extent justified in the LP is now unsound.  
 
NPPF Para 11 a) 
 
Changes to NPPF Para 11 a) now requires promoting sustainable patterns of development that 
‘improve the environment’ and ‘mitigates climate change’ and promotes making effective use of 
land through the LP process in achieving those obligations.  
 
Development of HO10 would be to the detriment of its existing contributions to climate change and 
the environment by virtue of harm to its existing flora and fauna. It is not possible to develop this 



site taking into account the harm it would cause to the environment whilst enhancing its biodiversity 
nett gain obligations on site, which would not be making effective use of land and is now at odds 
with the spirit of Para 11 a).  
 
Therefore, this change renders the inclusion of the site HO10 into the LP unsound.  
 
NPPF Para 98  
 
Para 98 promotes that access to a network of high-quality open spaces and opportunities for sport 
and physical activity is important for the health and well-being of communities and can deliver wider 
benefits for nature and support efforts to address climate change. The words “and can deliver wider 
benefits for nature and support efforts to address climate change.” Have been added.  
 
Site HO10 already provides well used access to a high level of opportunity for sport and physical 
recreational activities that is important for health and well-being of the local community. It is used 
by the equestrian community, local running and cycling clubs and individuals looking to walk whilst 
engaging with nature. This is in conjunction with existing carbon capture features that have 
opportunity for significant enhancements. The development of the site would see much of these 
benefits lost, with the need for biodiversity net gain mitigation from development cancelling 
opportunity for more productive and much needed climate change mitigation. Therefore, it is not 
possible for development of HO10 to deliver any further access to this opportunity, and the loss of 
existing facilities to development, in conjunction with the requirement for the effective use of land 
as detailed in Para 11 a), mean the changes to Para 98 now require that HO10 be found unsound.  
 
Additional Evidence Documents  
 
In relation to the addition of evidence documents submitted since the Hearings, add weight to the 
plan being found unsound in context to the issues detailed above.  
 
Document EQ-018, Local Wildlife Site Review Review Field Notes 2019. 
 
This document contains references to Kent’s Hill Wood/CP9, a LoWS contained within HO10.  
 
It has been updated from the description provided in previous evidence documents highlighting its 
potential for restoration or enhancement, adding that these could be better achieved if focussed on 
conservation outcomes, in line with my original submissions. It also adds additional species of note, 
including in land parts of HO10, adjacent to the wildlife site. This also reinforces my previous 
assertion that the abundant hedgerows lining the existing PRoWs need their own LoWs designation 
to maximise both their community and carbon capture capabilities. Read in conjunction with the 
NPPF changes detailed above, this additional evidence documents adds significant weight that the 
inclusion of HO10 into the LP, for the scale of development proposed, as unsound.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Biodiversity nett gain and climate change mitigation now forms part of national policy, the changes 
to the NPPF add weight to the importance that any development delivers a biodiversity nett gain, 
this is particularly important in this site given it current contributions.  
 
The following framed my previous submission and now needs to be read in conjunction and with and 
in context to the recent changes, adding further weight to the inclusion of HO10 into the LP being 
found unsound.  



 
The site is criss crossed by a series of private, unmade country lanes and bridleways and the 
undeveloped plots that make up established woodland scrub paddocks and meadow and supports a 
rich assortment of wildlife, including badgers, deer, bats, amphibians, butterflies, birds, and insects. 
The area is a well used natural recreational facility for the local community, the only such open area 
in close proximity to a large proportion of existing built development to the west without crossing 
major roads.  
 
Whilst the lanes themselves do not have LoWS designation in their own right, I believe they should 
be reevaluated under the LoWS selection criteria (from ELSP, 2016)  
 
Habitat Criterion 8 (HC8) – Hedgerows and Green Lanes 
“Hedgerows and green lanes shall be eligible for selection if they are assessed as having significant 
ecological value in terms of: 
• their intrinsic flora and fauna 
• a defined ecological function in the landscape” 
 
Defra has produced a report, entitled, what regulatory ecosystem services do hedges deliver?  
Kind The evidence base can be found here: 
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=
2&ProjectID=19237 
 
The report states that in an urban context, research informs us that the use of trees and hedges in 
towns and cities improves air quality through the removal of particulates and other pollutants. One 
of the reports authors, Robert Walton notes that the importance of urban hedges in improving air 
quality is of particular importance. The proximity of the lanes and hedgerows in HO10 to the A13 as 
well as the pollution Hotspot by the schools on the western border of the site, highlights the 
ecological importance of retaining and enhancing this facility. 
 
 
Finally, please note my submissions above are restricted and cannot go beyond the scope of my 
original submission, but my comments can apply equally in certain circumstances to other sites 
submitted for development into the LP. I therefore request that where relevant, they be taken into 
consideration when assessing all sites submitted in the LP.  
 
Kindest Regards 
 
 
Cllr. Andrew Thornton 
Boyce Ward Councillor and Resident 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


