
  
Cabinet 
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Council Chamber, Civic Centre, Chelmsford 
 

Membership 
 

Councillor S J Robinson (Chair and Leader) 
Councillor L Foster (Fairer Chelmsford  

and Deputy Leader) 
 

and Councillors 
 

Councillor C Davidson (Finance) 
Councillor N Dudley (Active Chelmsford) 

Councillor D Eley (Safer Chelmsford) 
Councillor R Moore (Greener Chelmsford) 

 
 

Local people are welcome to attend this meeting remotely, where your elected 
Councillors take decisions affecting YOU and your City.   

There is also an opportunity to ask your Councillors questions or make a 
statement. These have to be submitted in advance and details are on the 

agenda page. If you would like to find out more, please telephone  
Dan Sharma-Bird in the Democracy Team on Chelmsford (01245) 606523 

email dan.sharma-bird @chelmsford.gov.uk 
 

 
If you need this agenda in an alternative format please call 01245 

606923.  Minicom textphone number: 01245 606444. 
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THE CABINET 

10 September 2024 
 

AGENDA 
 

PART 1 – Items to be considered when the public are likely to be 
present 
 

1. Apologies for Absence 
 

2. Declarations of Interest 
All Members must disclose any interests they know they have in items of business on the 
meeting’s agenda and that they must do so at this point on the agenda or as soon as they 
become aware of the interest. If the interest is a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest they are also 
obliged to notify the Monitoring Officer within 28 days of the meeting. 

 
3. Minutes and Decisions Called in 
Minutes of meeting on 9 July 2024. No decisions had been called in. 

 
4.  Public Questions 
Any member of the public may ask a question or make a statement at this point in the meeting. 
Each person has two minutes and a maximum of 20 minutes is allotted to public 
questions/statements, which must be about matters for which the Cabinet is responsible. The 
Chair may disallow a question if it is offensive, substantially the same as another question or 
requires disclosure of exempt or confidential information. If the question cannot be answered 
at the meeting a written response will be provided after the meeting. 

Any member of the public who wishes to submit a question or statement to this meeting should 
email it to committees@chelmsford.gov.uk at least 24 hours before the start time of the 
meeting. All valid questions and statements will be published with the agenda on the website 
at least six hours before the start time and will be responded to at the meeting. Those who 
have submitted a valid question or statement will be entitled to put it in person at the meeting. 

 
5. Members’ Questions 
To receive any questions or statements from councillors not members of the Cabinet on 
matters for which the Cabinet is responsible. 
 
6. Greener Chelmsford Item 

6.1 National Planning Policy Framework Consultation Response 
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7. Safer Chelmsford Item 

7.1 Waste Strategy for Essex 

 

8. Urgent Business 
To consider any other matter which, in the opinion of the Chair, should be considered by 
reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of urgency and which does 
not constitute a key decision. 

 
9. Reports to Council 
The officers will advise on those decisions of the Cabinet which must be the subject of 
recommendation to the Council. 
 

 
 
 

 

Page 3 of 70



Cabinet CAB1 9 July 2024 

 

MINUTES OF 

CHELMSFORD CITY COUNCIL CABINET 

on 9 July 2024 at 7pm 

 

Present: 

Cabinet Members 

 

Councillor S Robinson, Leader of the Council (Chair) 

Councillor C Davidson, Cabinet Member for Finance 

Councillor N Dudley, Cabinet Member for an Active Chelmsford 

Councillor D Eley, Cabinet Member for a Safer Chelmsford 

Councillor L Foster, Cabinet Member for a Fairer Chelmsford 

Councillor R Moore, Cabinet Member for a Greener Chelmsford 

Opposition Spokespersons 

 

 Councillors, J Armstrong, S Dobson, M Steel, A, Thorpe-Apps, R Whitehead and P Wilson 

 

Also present: Councillors, P Clark, S Goldman, R Hyland and T Sherlock 

1. Apologies for Absence 

 

Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs M Goldman, Jeapes and Raven.  

 

The Leader of the Council congratulated Cllr Marie Goldman on their new role as the City’s 

MP and this was echoed by the Leader of the Opposition. 

2. Declarations of Interest 

 

Members of the Cabinet were reminded to declare at the appropriate time any pecuniary and 

non-pecuniary interests in any of the items of business on the meeting’s agenda.  

 

Cllr Dudley declared a non-registrable interest for Item 6.1 and stated that they would leave 

the meeting whilst that item was considered. 

3. Minutes and Decisions Called-in 

 

The minutes of the meeting on 12 March 2024 were confirmed as a correct record. 

4. Public Questions 

 

One public statement was made, which related to Item 8.1, this is referred to under the relevant 

minute and can be viewed via this link.  
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5. Members’ Questions 

 

At this point of the meeting, Cabinet Members were asked questions by members of the 

opposition. 

In response to a question regarding the new Government’s mandatory targets for 

housebuilding and the implications for the Local Plan Review, the Cabinet Member for a 

Greener Chelmsford stated that they were aware of the bold targets and planning officers 

across Essex were asking for an extension to the Local Plan Review, to ensure it was not 

rushed and aligned with any new planning policies. 

In response to a question regarding the new Government’s plans for a ‘grey belt land’ 

classification, the Cabinet Member for a Greener Chelmsford stated that they and officers 

were aware of the potential new classification and that once it was further discussed with 

officers they would share findings with other members. 

In response to a question regarding the Chelmer Waterside development, the Leader and 

Cabinet Member for a Fairer Chelmsford, agreed to answer the question in closed session at 

the end of the meeting, due to its confidential nature. 

The last question related to various panels and their responsibilities and membership. In 

response the Leader of the Council stated that one was being removed during a later item and 

that the relevant webpages and sections of the Constitution would soon be updated and 

members would be informed of the latest memberships for the panels.  

Other questions were asked by opposition members under the relevant items already on the 

agenda. 

6.1 Community Infrastructure Levy – Neighbourhood Cap funding (Leader) 

Declarations of interest: 

Cllr Dudley – Non registrable interest. They left the meeting for this item and then returned for 

the remainder of the meeting. 

Summary: 

The Cabinet were asked to consider the re-allocation of previously agreed funding from the 

CIL Neighbourhood Cap in North-West Chelmsford to an alternative project. The Cabinet were 

informed that the Neighbourhood Cap had been reached for Chignal parish and there was 

therefore a sum in the region of £94,000 of non-allocated neighbourhood surplus available for 

projects that are either within the wards of St Andrews and Patching Hall, or the parish of 

Chignal. It was noted that an originally allocated project for the St Andrews’s Scout Building 

had not been possible to take forward and it was therefore proposed that the reallocation went 

to the St Andrew’s Church improvement project instead as this would still benefit the Scout 

Group and other Community Groups.  

Options: 

1. Approve the re-allocation of funds from the Neighbourhood Cap  

2. Approve, with amendment, the re-allocation of funds from the Neighbourhood Cap  

3. Decline to approve the re-allocation of funds from the Neighbourhood Cap  
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Preferred option and reasons: 
To approve the reallocation of funds to support the Scout Group and other Community Groups. 

Discussion: 

In response to a question about an opportunity to spread CIL funds into other areas, it was 

noted that the funds had to be spent in the areas that had generated it via housing 

developments. It was noted that there was a £100 limit per household and that was why a 

separate decision was needed as the cap had been reached. It was also confirmed that the 

allocation split between strategic and neighbourhood spending for CIL was set out nationally 

rather than locally. 

RESOLVED that; 

1. Cabinet agreed to re-allocate £26,065 of the Neighbourhood Cap fund to the St 

Andrews Church windows and insulation project, and; 

2. Cabinet authorised the Director of Sustainable Communities to prepare and issue a 

grant funding agreement to St Andrews Church 

 
(7.11pm to 7.15pm) 

7.1 Rent Setting Policy and Fair Charging Policy (Fairer Chelmsford) 

Declarations of interest: 

None. 

Summary: 

The Cabinet were asked to approve the Rent Setting and Fair Charging Policies which set out 

the principles Chelmsford City Council would apply in calculating its rents and service charges 

for housing that it used as temporary accommodation. It was noted that the policies would 

regularise and set the rates to ensure that the Council were complying with the social housing 

regulators demands as a registered provider, alongside being fair to residents. The Cabinet 

was informed that the adoption of the policies would enable the Council to deliver a transparent 

and consistent approach to rent and service charges, whether applied to homes owned or 

leased by the Council or provided by another landlord. 

Options: 

1. Approve the Rent Setting and Fair Charging Policies as presented.  
2. Approve the Rent Setting and Fair Charging Policies as presented with amendments.  
3. Decline to approve the Rent Setting Policy and/or the Fair Charging Policy 

Preferred option and reasons: 

To approve the policies as presented to deliver a transparent and consistent approach to 

rent and service charges. 

Discussion: 

In response to a question about what the service charges were for, it was confirmed that 

these were for utilities such as gas and electricity, rather than ground management fees. 

RESOLVED that the Rent Setting and Fair Charging Policies be approved as presented. 
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(7.16pm to 7.19pm) 

8.1 Norwich to Tilbury Powerline Proposals – Statutory Consultation Response 

(Greener Chelmsford) 

Declarations of interest: 

None. 

Summary: 

The Cabinet were asked to approve the City Council’s draft consultation response to the 

Norwich to Tilbury Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) statutory consultation, 

which had been extended until 26th July 2024 and to approve the necessary Officer 

delegations for the Council’s future involvement in the forthcoming Independent Examination. 

The Cabinet were informed that the draft response voiced the Council’s objections to the 

principle of the proposals, but they also acknowledged the clear need for clean energy. It was 

noted that the draft response was very detailed and at a high technical level to ensure all 

bases were covered. It was noted that the objection was in principle and the Cabinet Member 

for a Greener Chelmsford, thanked the officers responsible for their hard work in producing 

the draft response and asked that Cabinet approve the response. The Cabinet also heard that 

the Council felt there had been insufficient evidence demonstrated to show the pylons were 

required by 2030 and the response highlighted concerns with the proposed alignment of the 

route along with harm to residential amenity and heritage assets. 

Options: 

1a- Cabinet agrees the proposed consultation response attached at Appendix 1  
1b- Cabinet recommends amendments to the proposed consultation response attached at 

Appendix 1 and agrees for the amended consultation to be issued to National Grid under 

delegated powers. 

2a- Cabinet delegates to the Director of Sustainable Communities, in consultation with the 
Cabinet Member for a Greener Chelmsford, the Council’s future involvement in the 
forthcoming Independent Examination.  
2b- Cabinet does not delegate to the Director of Sustainable Communities, in consultation with 

the Cabinet Member for a Greener Chelmsford, the Council’s future involvement in the 

forthcoming Independent Examination. 

Preferred option and reasons: 
Option 1a – to agree the proposed consultation response attached at Appendix 1.  
Option 2a – to agree delegating to the Director of Sustainable Communities, in consultation 

with the Cabinet Member for a Greener Chelmsford, future involvement in the forthcoming 

Independent Examination. This is to ensure that tight Examination deadlines are not missed 

and that the City Council is fully represented during this period. 

Discussion: 
The Cabinet heard a statement from Little Waltham Parish Council in support of the draft 

response being considered by the Cabinet. Little Waltham Parish Council stated that the 

proposed response was hard hitting and effective and summarised well the concerns that they 

had raised along with other local Parish Councils. They informed the Cabinet that the proposed 

response had their full support and highlighted the impact that the development would have 

on Chelmsford as a whole if it went ahead. The Cabinet also heard that the nationally important 
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Ash Tree Corner Scheduled Monument would be affected and that the Parish Council were 

pleased to see this rightly highlighted in the report.  

Other members also expressed their support for the draft response and thanked officers for 

their work in producing a strong and detailed response. It was noted that the response was 

well presented, extensive and covered all of the concerns that had been raised by members 

and Parish Councils.  

RESOLVED that  

1. Cabinet agreed to the proposed consultation response attached at Appendix 1 and; 

2. Cabinet agreed to delegate to the Director of Sustainable Communities, in 

consultation with the Cabinet Member for a Greener Chelmsford, the Council’s future 

involvement in the forthcoming Independent Examination. 

 
(7.20pm to 7.36pm) 

9.1 North Essex Economic Board (NEEB) – Partnership Agreement (Leader) 

Declarations of interest: 

None. 

Summary: 

The Cabinet were asked to consider the adoption of the North Essex Economic Board (NEEB) 

Partnership Agreement. The Cabinet heard that the adoption of the agreement would enable 

the Council to demonstrate its continued commitment to the partnership and help ensure the 

partnership continues to operate effectively, with all partners clear of their roles and 

responsibilities within the partnership.  

Options: 

1. Approve the adoption of the NEEB Partnership Agreement. 

2. Decline to approve the adoption of the NEEB Partnership Agreement. 

Preferred option and reasons: 
The preferred option is Option 1. The City Council has been a partner of the North Essex 

Economic Board since 2020 and the partnership has been successful in delivering a range of 

economic development initiatives alongside the other partner authorities, sharing resources, 

expertise and delivering positive outcomes. The Partnership Agreement sets out in writing the 

framework for collaboration between partner authorities, providing clarity of the expectations 

and responsibilities of each local authority partner. 

RESOLVED that; 

1. Cabinet approved the adoption of the NEBB Partnership Agreement and; 

2. Cabinet authorised the Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for 

Connected Chelmsford, in their position as NEEB Board Member, to sign the 

Agreement on behalf of the Council. 

 
(7.36pm to 7.37pm) 
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10.1 Proposed Changes to the Constitution (Leader) 

Declarations of interest: 

None. 

Summary: 

The Cabinet were asked to consider proposed changes to the Constitution in relation to 

working groups and planning related matters which had been recommended by the 

Constitutional Working Group and Governance Committee. It was noted that those bodies 

were in support of the changes and the details were set out in appendices 1-4 in the report. 

The Cabinet also heard that the Planning Committee had been consulted on the changes 

related to the model Planning Code of Conduct. 

Options: 

1. Recommend the proposed changes to Council. 

2. Do not recommend to Council that the proposed changes are made. 

Preferred option and reasons: 
Option 1 was the preferred option due to the proposals being supported by the Constitutional 

Working Group and Governance Committee. 

Discussion: 

The Cabinet proposed to change the recommendation to make it clear that not all 

Constitutional changes had to go through various stages before adoption by Full Council and 

that Full Council should still be able to adopt changes by itself. This was agreed and detailed 

in the amended resolution below. 

In response to questions on the Planning Mode Code of Conduct related changes, it was 

confirmed that any areas that did not follow the Model code had been suggested to ensure 

that local practices that had been in place for many years, that officers and planning 

Committee members felt suited Chelmsford, would stay in place.  

In response to a further question, it was noted that some panels such as the Community 

funding panel were executive ones and therefore were not required to be politically balanced. 

RESOLVED that the proposed changes be recommended to Council, with the below 

changes as agreed by Cabinet to the Terms of Reference for the Constitution Working 

Group; 

 

- Remove the word ‘any’ in the first sentence of the Functions/Purpose and add 

“This does not prevent Council adopting changes to the constitution that have not 

been reviewed by the Constitutional working group.” 

 
(7.41pm to 7.48pm) 

11. Urgent Business 

 

There were no items of urgent business.  
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12. Reports to Council 

 

Item 10.1 was subject of a report to Council. 

 

Exclusion of the Public  
 
RESOLVED that under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 the public be 

excluded from the meeting at this stage so an earlier question on the Chelmer Waterside 

Development could be answered as it involved the likely disclosure of exempt information 

falling within paragraph 3 of Part 1 of the Schedule 12A to the Act (information relating to the 

financial or business affairs of any particular person including the authority holding that 

information). 

 

An answer was provided in Part 2 of the meeting to the previous question on the Chelmer 

Waterside Development. 

 

The meeting closed at 8pm 

 

Chair 
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Chelmsford City Council Cabinet 
 

10 September 2024 
 

Reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – 
Proposed Consultation Responses 
 

Report by: 
Cabinet Member for a Greener Chelmsford 

 

Officer Contact: 
Jeremy Potter Spatial Planning Services Manager Tel: 01245 606821 
Email: jeremy.potter@chelmsford.gov.uk  

 
 
Purpose 
 
To consider the Council’s responses to the Government’s consultation on proposed 
reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other changes to the 
planning system. 

Options 
 

1. Support the proposed consultation responses 
2. Not support the proposed consultation responses 
3. Support in part and/or amend the proposed consultation responses 

Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that the responses to the consultation questions set out at 
Appendix 1 are supported and sent to Government as this Council’s formal response. 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. This report outlines the key proposed changes to the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and a series of wider planning reforms published for 
consultation by government. The report goes onto set out the Council’s 
proposed responses to the consultation. 

 
1.2. The consultation documents can be accessed via the link below: 

www.gov.uk/government/consultations/proposed-reforms-to-the-national-
planning-policy-framework-and-other-changes-to-the-planning-system 
 

1.3. This comprises a consultation document, a tracked changes version of the 
NPPF and a spreadsheet of the outcome of the proposed revised standard 
method for housing need numbers for all local planning authorities. 
 

2. Background 
 

2.1. The Government sets out national planning policy within the NPPF. This is the 
starting point to produce council’s local plans and their decisions on planning 
applications. 
 

2.2. Originally published in 2012, the NPPF has been updated several times since, 
with the latest version published in December 2023. 
 

2.3. The changes to the NPPF were published for consultation on 30 July 2024 
with a closing date of 24 September 2024 for receipt of comments. The 
consultation includes a series of 106 specific questions. The questions and 
the proposed responses are set out at Appendix 1 of this report. 

 
3. Key Consultation Proposals 
 

3.1. The consultation sets out specific changes to the NPPF which include 
measures to seek to achieve universal national local plan coverage, economic 
growth and the building of 1.5 million homes over the next five years.  
 

3.2. The consultation focuses on changes to the existing plan-making system and 
proposals for future strategic plans covering cross-boundary matters. The 
Government is consulting on changes to the Government’s standard method 
formula for determining housing need for each council area and making that 
mandatory. It also proposed a different approach to the release of Green Belt 
for development through the introduction of the new term of Grey Belt. The 
consultation proposes support for economic growth particularly those meeting 
the needs of a modern economy. 
 

3.3. Although not directly covered in the NPPF, the consultation also seeks 
feedback on changes to planning fees and cost recovery for councils 
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consulted on Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) 
applications. 

 
Plan-Making 
 

3.4. The new NPPF proposes to strengthen sanctions to ensure universal 
coverage of local plans with new transitional arrangements for local plans at 
an advanced stage of preparation within 200 dwelling pa of new housing 
number and published at Regulation 19 within one month of final NPFF being 
published. 
 

3.5. Introduction of new statutory Spatial Development Strategies (SDS) to replace 
the existing Duty to Cooperate which will provide a strategic cross-boundary 
strategy for housing, infrastructure, economic growth and climate resilience. 
This will require new legislation to come forward. 

 
Response Summary 

 
3.6. More certainty is required in the transitional arrangements for authorities such 

as Chelmsford City Council that are very well advanced with their local plans, 
and can meet the higher housing numbers but potentially not comply with the 
very short implementation period of one month from final NPPF publication. 
The Government have indicated that the NPPF will be published before the 
end of 2024. This implementation period should be extended to six months to 
allow councils such as Chelmsford to progress with their local plans. 
 

3.7. Officers support the drive to universal Local Plan coverage and increased 
strategic planning. Further thought is needed on the geography of Spatial 
Development Strategies in areas without elected majors. Without effective 
governance, there is a danger that progression and agreement on these new 
strategies will be dictated by the pace of the slowest authority.  Post-covid, 
functional economic areas are less identifiable for a significant number of 
sectors in the economy. Housing Market Areas should be part of the 
determining factor as they broadly correlate with areas with similar 
development viability. 

 
Housing Numbers and Delivery 

 
3.8. The proposals seek to make the new standard method for housing number 

mandatory and change the formula to increase housing in areas of high 
demand/low affordability across a wider range of urban areas and remove the 
previous cap. This leads to a significant increase to Chelmsford’s future 
housing need requirements from an existing average of 953 homes per year 
to 1406 homes per year. 
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3.9. The consultation reinstates the rolling five-year housing land requirement to 
be applied irrespective of whether there is an up-to-date local plan in place 
and reinstate the universal requirement for a 5% buffer in the calculation. 

 
3.10. The proposals seek to improve the operation of ‘the presumption’ in favour 

of sustainable development, to ensure it acts an effective failsafe to support 
housing supply, by clarifying the circumstances in which it applies; and, 
introducing new safeguards to make clear that its application cannot justify 
poor quality development. 

 
3.11. Make wider changes to ensure that local planning authorities can prioritise 

the types of affordable homes their communities need on all housing 
development and that the planning system supports a more diverse 
housebuilding sector. This includes the removal of the existing mandatory 
proportion of First Homes within the affordable housing requirement. 

 
Response Summary 
 

3.12. The change of the baseline for the housing needs standard method formula 
from household projections to existing total dwelling stock is sensible as it 
reduces historic fluctuations in population and household projections. 
However, the removal of the cap to avoid excessive increases and changes 
in the affordability factors has led to a significant 54% increase for Chelmsford 
compared to the existing formula. 
 
Method Dwellings per annum 
Existing Standard Method 917 (average 953) 
New Standard Method 1406 

 
3.13. A key Government objective is to increase housing supply to improve 

affordability. The Council has a fundamental issue with this premise. Firstly, 
councils will not be building most of these homes, it is private developers. 
Secondly, it is not in the interests of volume housebuilders that control the 
housing market to increase supply to an extent where it materially affects 
values and in turn their profit. 
 

3.14. The Council shares the Government’s objective to urgently address the 
housing crisis, but without specific action on development viability and subsidy 
for affordable housing, the uplift in housing numbers will not be deliverable 
and fail to address the housing crisis.  

 
3.15. The focus should be to ensure that the percentage of affordable housing 

required through the grant of planning permission is always delivered. To 
ensure this happens, affordable housing grant from Homes England must be 
able to be used on S106 sites where there is an evidenced viability gap and 
viability assumptions must be changed to capture more of the value uplift 
created by grant of planning permission for public benefit rather than shoring-
up developer profit.  

Page 14 of 70



Agenda Item 6.1                        
 

5 
 

 
3.16. Alongside the proposed increases in housing numbers in Chelmsford, there 

need to be firm commitments of government infrastructure funding, such as 
the A12 widening, Army and Navy Sustainable Transport Package, 
active/sustainable transport network alongside community and healthcare 
improvements. 

 
3.17. The inclusion of 5% buffer on the five-year land supply is sensible. It is 

understood why the Government wish to reinstate the rolling five-year land 
supply to always be operable. However, consideration needs to be given to 
local residents’ and businesses’ trust in the planning system if a Local Plan is 
able to be ignored from its adoption. This might be because of deliverability 
factors outside of the control of the Council which then encourages unplanned 
and speculative development. 

 
3.18. To guard against this scenario an implementation period of at least 18 

months should be applicable from the date of the adoption of Local Plans 
whereby five-year land supply cannot be challenged. 

 
Brownfield Land and Green/Grey Belt 

3.19. The proposals seek to broaden the existing definition of brownfield land, set 
a strengthened expectation that applications on brownfield land will be 
approved and that plans should promote an uplift in density in urban areas. 
 

3.20. The consultation seeks to identify a new classification of ‘Grey Belt’ land 
within the Green Belt, to be used in the planning system through both plan 
and decision-making to meet development needs. There are proposed ‘golden 
rules’ for development in land released in Green Belt – 50% affordable, with 
appropriate proportion being social rent, but this would be subject a viability 
test using a new Green Belt benchmark land value. Proposals for compulsory 
purchase for housing are also outlined. 

 
Response Summary 
 

3.21. The Council supports the continuing objective to prioritise brownfield sites 
but because of the existing use value of brownfield sites and changes in 
Building Regulations, there needs to be an acknowledgement that 
development viability will affect many of these. 
 

3.22. The Green Belt has proved to be one of the most successful planning tools 
to curb the unsustainable expansion and coalescence of cities and towns. It is 
also one of the most misunderstood as the designation has nothing to do with 
the landscape/natural value of land.  

 
3.23. The unintended consequence of the Green Belt is that there are very 

sustainable locations within its boundaries which have a blanket policy of 
development constraint. The ‘golden rules’ for Green Belt releases such as 
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50% affordable housing are supported but should not be dependent on 
viability as land value uplift in the Green Belt must cover these requirements 
and should not be measured against a bespoke benchmark land value. 

 
3.24. There should not be a compulsion on councils to undertake a Green Belt 

review where it is not required to meet their development needs. Defined as 
areas not meeting the objectives of the Green Belt, Grey Belt has the danger 
of being just as misunderstood as Green Belt. There are also concerns that 
landowners may purposefully degrade or misuse their land in an attempt to 
prove that it should be considered Grey Belt. The term Grey Belt does not help 
as in reality the term covers areas of the Green Belt that do not fulfil in full or 
part the purposes of the Green Belt and can achieve sustainable development. 

 
Economic Growth and Climate Change 
 

3.25. The consultation proposals are relatively narrow on matters related to 
economic growth. There is specific referral to the needs of a modern economy 
including laboratories, gigafactories, datacentres, digital economies and 
freight and logistics. 
 

3.26. The proposals reaffirm the Government's decision to remove the embargo 
for onshore wind generation projects. The consultation also poses questions 
on how planning policy can do more to address climate change mitigation and 
adaption. 

 
Response Summary 
 

3.27. Although important, the economic sectors identified should not been seen as 
the only sources of future employment. 90% of the 8,500 businesses in 
Chelmsford employ fewer than 10 people. 
 

3.28. In response to the climate change proposals, Government policy should go 
further by requiring all new buildings to be net-zero in operation and take 
measures to significantly reduce embodied carbon in construction materials 
and methods. 
 

4. Conclusion 
 

 4.1 The proposed changes to the NPPF are wide-ranging and are seeking to 
affect urgent change in particular, the way new homes are planned for. 
However, increases in proposed mandatory housing numbers must ensure 
that much needed affordable housing is delivered that meet those most in 
need of housing.  
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4.2 To enable the step change in the delivery of new homes, the Government 
needs to make significant investment in infrastructure provision and subsidy 
to deliver affordable housing which is not covered by the consultation. 

 
4.3 The reintroduction of statutory strategic plans are welcomed as these can 

address cross-boundary matters more effectively than individual council’s 
local plans. More flexibility on the type of affordable housing is also welcomed 
with the removal of a mandatory percentage of First Homes. 

 
4.4 The most pressing matter for the progression of Chelmsford’s Local Plan are 

the proposed transitional arrangements.  These need to be amended to 
ensure councils such as Chelmsford that are well advanced with their plan-
making are allowed to continue rather than having to start again with all the 
assonated cost and delay that will arise. 

 
4.5 The detailed responses to each of the consultation question are set out at 

Appendix 1 of this report. 

 

List of appendices: 
Appendix 1 – Responses to Consultation Questions 

Background papers:  
Proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to 
the planning system (MHCLG) 

National Planning Policy Framework: draft text for consultation (MHCLG) 

Outcome of proposed revised method (MHCLG) 

 
 
 

Corporate Implications 
 

Legal/Constitutional: 

The consultation is proposing a new legal framework for plan-making 

Financial: 

Potential significant additional cost if the Council is unable to proceed with Local 
Plan through transitional arrangements. Potential increases to planning fees which 
could include full cost recovery. 

Potential impact on climate change and the environment: 

The consultation proposals are seeking feedback on changes to planning policies 
that could further help address climate change. 
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Contribution toward achieving a net zero carbon position by 2030: 

There are no immediate net zero carbon contributions arising from the consultation, 
however positive impacts are envisaged if the proposals are introduced. 

Personnel: 

There are no immediate direct staffing implications arising from this report. 

Risk Management: 

The consultation proposals could affect the route for reviewing and updating the 
Council’s Local Plan 

Equality and Diversity: 

The consultation seeks feedback on any potential impacts that might arise under the 
Public Sector Equality Duty 

Health and Safety: 

There are no direct health and safety implications arising from this report 

Digital: 

There are no immediate direct digital implications arising from this report. The 
Government has indicated increased use of digital communication in the planning 
system 

Other: 

None 

 

Consultees: 
 

CCC - Development Management, Economic Development and Implementation, 
Strategic Housing Services 

 

Relevant Policies and Strategies: 
 

Chelmsford Local Plan 2013-2036  
Our Chelmsford, Our Plan, January 2023 
Chelmsford Climate and Ecological Emergency Action Plan  
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Proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework and 
other changes to the planning system 

 

Question 1: Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made to 
paragraph 61? 

Yes, to remove the uncertainty created by the December 2023 changes.   

Question 2: Do you agree that we should remove reference to the use of alternative 
approaches to assessing housing need in paragraph 61 and the glossary of the NPPF? 

Yes, to remove the uncertainty created by the December 2023 changes.   

Question 3: Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made on the 
urban uplift by deleting paragraph 62? 

Yes, we agree that spreading the uplift across a wider geographical area makes 
sense. 

Question 4: Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made on 
character and density and delete paragraph 130? 

Yes, we agree that there are sufficient existing safeguards to ensure uplifts in the 
average density in residential development do not result in inappropriate outcomes. 

Question 5: Do you agree that the focus of design codes should move towards supporting 
spatial visions in local plans and areas that provide the greatest opportunities for change 
such as greater density, in particular the development of large new communities? 

Yes. 

Question 6: Do you agree that the presumption in favour of sustainable development should 
be amended as proposed? 

Yes, it provides more clarity whilst adding protection against poorly located / 
designed development and prioritising the delivery of affordable homes.   

Question 7: Do you agree that all local planning authorities should be required to continually 
demonstrate 5 years of specific, deliverable sites for decision making purposes, regardless 
of plan status? 

Yes, as a pro-growth authority with a strong track record of housing delivery we 
chose to continue to publish a five-year land supply in April this year.  We have not 
interpreted the existing planning practice guidance to provide a means of using 
previous over-supply to reduce upcoming supply, despite currently demonstrating an 
over-supply of 863 homes at April 2024. Consideration needs to be given to local 
residents’ and businesses’ trust in the planning system if a Local Plan is able to be 
ignored from its adoption. This might be because of deliverability factors outside of 
the control of the Council which then encourage unplanned and speculative 
development. 
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To guard against this scenario, an implementation of period of at least 18 months 
should be applicable from the date of the adoption of Local Plans where five-year land 
supply cannot be challenged. 
 
Question 8: Do you agree with our proposal to remove wording on national planning 
guidance in paragraph 77 of the current NPPF? 

Yes, we recognise the chronic need for housing in all areas and have responded 
accordingly.   

Question 9: Do you agree that all local planning authorities should be required to add a 5% 
buffer to their 5-year housing land supply calculations? 

Yes, this represents an appropriate approach that we have continued to adopt.   

Question 10: If yes, do you agree that 5% is an appropriate buffer, or should it be a different 
figure? 

Yes, 5% is an appropriate buffer. 

Question 11: Do you agree with the removal of policy on Annual Position Statements? 

Yes. 

Question 12: Do you agree that the NPPF should be amended to further support effective 
co-operation on cross boundary and strategic planning matters? 

Yes, strategic planning is an important tool that has been lost since the revocation of 
Regional Plans to guide strategic development and infrastructure provision. More 
clarity is urgently required on the Government’s proposals for the Infrastructure Levy 
and any changes to the S106 process to secure infrastructure and financial 
contributions. Although not perfect, the current process of S106 and CIL has helped 
fund important elements of infrastructure which are unlocking major regeneration e.g. 
Chelmer Waterside Bridge and Beaulieu Rail Station. 

Question 13: Should the tests of soundness be amended to better assess the soundness of 
strategic scale plans or proposals? 

The tests of soundness should recognise that it is not possible to foresee and 
quantify all requirements of strategic scale proposals which take decades to come to 
fruition. 

Question 14: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

No 

Question 15: Do you agree that Planning Practice Guidance should be amended to specify 
that the appropriate baseline for the standard method is housing stock rather than the latest 
household projections? 

Yes, because it aims to reduce debate on fluctuations associated with demographic 
forecasts as the starting point for the calculation. 
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Question 16: Do you agree that using the workplace-based median house price to median 
earnings ratio, averaged over the most recent 3 year period for which data is available to 
adjust the standard method’s baseline, is appropriate? 

Yes, as the multiplier fluctuates on an annual basis and in plan making terms, we have 
already chosen to review the average outcome of the local housing needs calculation 
to try and overcome this issue. 

Question 17: Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the 
proposed standard method? 

Yes, the context of the national housing crisis which Chelmsford City Council has 
formally acknowledged/declared locally. 

Question 18: Do you consider the standard method should factor in evidence on rental 
affordability? If so, do you have any suggestions for how this could be incorporated into the 
model? 

Whilst we recognise the logic of this question, we are unsure of how this could be 
applied.  The private rented sector is complex and can vary from area to area for 
different reasons, i.e. size of the stock, standards of the housing and management of 
the stock, accessibility of the stock to households in receipt of benefits, mobility and 
security within the stock etc.  Therefore, it is difficult to consider a method that 
captures private rented affordability alone as a measure that should drive dwelling 
targets for a locality.  Assuming a higher housing number of private rented housing 
will address these issues isn’t necessarily the case without wider reform.  Also, as 
currently drafted the Planning Practice Guidance on Built to Rent housing poses a 
significant threat to the delivery of affordable housing which enables local authorities 
to meet their statutory housing duties and the premise that more housing should be 
delivered of this tenure is problematic for local housing authorities without key 
changes to the drafting of the Build to Rent Planning Practice Guidance (See our 
response to question 51 for further explanation).     

Question 19: Do you have any additional comments on the proposed method for assessing 
housing needs? 

We agree with the Government's desire for substantially more affordable homes. 
However, just increasing the standard method number will NOT deliver the step 
change increase the Government wants.  

Using the proposed standard method for assessing housing need, Chelmsford’s 
number increases by 54%. The Council shares the Government’s objective to urgently 
address the housing crisis, but without specific action on development viability and 
subsidy for affordable housing, the uplift in housing numbers will not be deliverable 
and fail to address the housing crisis.  

As affordability is the main driver of this increase the Government must introduce 
policy changes and funding to ensure affordable housing, in particular social rented 
units, can be delivered through the planning system. The premise that increases in 
the supply of all housing improves affordability is fundamentally flawed. This is 
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because the housing market is controlled by a small number of volume housebuilders 
who after planning permission is granted control supply and in turn house prices. The 
focus should be to ensure that the percentage of affordable housing required through 
the grant of planning permission is always delivered. To ensure this happens, Homes 
England affordable housing grant must be able to be used on S106 sites where there 
is an evidenced viability gap and viability assumptions must be changed to capture 
more of the value uplift created by grant of planning permission for public benefit 
rather than shoring-up developer profit.  

This increase in the housing need number is substantial for Chelmsford and will be 
the highest annual requirement in Essex, and without Government introducing 
structural changes to the way affordable housing is funded and delivered it will not 
create a step-change in the delivery of affordable housing that is so desperately 
needed. 

The scale of increase will create significant demand on existing infrastructure. 
Increases of housing at this scale need to be matched with firm commitments to 
government infrastructure funding, such as the A12 widening, Army and Navy 
Sustainable Transport Package, active/sustainable transport network improvements 
alongside community, education and healthcare improvements. 

Question 20: Do you agree that we should make the proposed change set out in paragraph 
124c, as a first step towards brownfield passports? 

No, not if the brownfield land is poorly located in the countryside and would not make 
a significant contribution to housing need. 

Question 21: Do you agree with the proposed change to paragraph 154g of the current 
NPPF to better support the development of PDL in the Green Belt? 

No, current wording better supports the delivery of affordable housing in the Green 
Belt. 

Question 22: Do you have any views on expanding the definition of PDL, while ensuring that 
the development and maintenance of glasshouses for horticultural production is maintained? 

A proper national assessment is required to assess the need for glasshouses in the 
future. Making it easier to redevelop them for other uses before this happens seems 
the wrong way around. 

Question 23: Do you agree with our proposed definition of grey belt land? If not, what 
changes would you recommend? 

Green Belt has proved to be one of the most successful planning tools to curb the 
unsustainable expansion and coalescence of cities and towns. It is also one of the 
most misunderstood as the designation has nothing to do with the 
landscape/aesthetic value of land.  
 
Essentially the consultation proposals state that Grey Belt are areas of land that do 
not meet in full or in part the purposes of the Green Belt to be assessed through an 
objective review of the Green Belt. The term Grey Belt has the danger of being just as 

Page 22 of 70



APPENDIX 1 

misunderstood or misused as the Green Belt. There are areas of Green Belt land that 
are degraded/scruffy/unkempt, but they could perform very highly against the 
purposes of the Green Belt and should be protected i.e. importance of retaining 
openness, preventing coalescence through urban sprawl. The term Grey Belt 
encourages this misnomer and there are concerns that landowners may purposefully 
degrade or misuse their land to prove that it should be considered Grey Belt.  
 
Rather than creating another level of confusing terminology, the NPPF should state 
that where LPAs are unable to sustainably accommodate their development needs 
outside of the Green Belt, a review of the Green Belt should be undertaken and 
sustainable locations which make a limited contribution to the purposes of the Green 
Belt should be considered for allocation for development. In order to ensure the 
integrity of the wider Green Belt is maintained this could be undertaken through 
cross-boundary Spatial Development Strategies. 
 
The proposed golden rules for Green Belt releases such as 50% affordable housing 
are supported but should not be dependent on viability as land value uplift in the 
Green Belt must cover these requirements and there should be no opportunity for 
landowners or developers to reduce this. 
 
Question 24: Are any additional measures needed to ensure that high performing Green Belt 
land is not degraded to meet grey belt criteria? 

Yes. Remove Grey Belt terminology as otherwise landowners are incentivised to 
degrade high-performing Green Belt land. Turn the issue around the other way e.g. 
land that only makes a limited contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt. It is 
difficult to purposefully degrade land to address these issues as land cannot moved 
to another location in the Green Belt. However, land could be degraded to meet a 
perception of what Grey Belt means. 

Question 25: Do you agree that additional guidance to assist in identifying land which makes 
a limited contribution of Green Belt purposes would be helpful? If so, is this best contained in 
the NPPF itself or in planning practice guidance? 

This should be contained in Planning Practice Guidance 

Question 26: Do you have any views on whether our proposed guidance sets out 
appropriate considerations for determining whether land makes a limited contribution to 
Green Belt purposes? 

Criterion b)iii is problematic and adds terms such as “urban land uses” and “physical 
development” which are not defined. 

Question 27: Do you have any views on the role that Local Nature Recovery Strategies 
could play in identifying areas of Green Belt which can be enhanced? 

The role of the Green Belt in wider nature recovery should be fully utilised. 
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Question 28: Do you agree that our proposals support the release of land in the right places, 
with previously developed and grey belt land identified first, while allowing local planning 
authorities to prioritise the most sustainable development locations? 

The sequential approach is supported, see responses to Q23 and Q24 with regard to 
Grey Belt terminology. 

Question 29: Do you agree with our proposal to make clear that the release of land should 
not fundamentally undermine the function of the Green Belt across the area of the plan as a 
whole? 

Yes 

Question 30: Do you agree with our approach to allowing development on Green Belt land 
through decision making? If not, what changes would you recommend? 

No. Green Belt should only be released for normally inappropriate development 
through the Local Plan process. 

Question 31: Do you have any comments on our proposals to allow the release of grey belt 
land to meet commercial and other development needs through plan-making and decision-
making, including the triggers for release? 

See response to Q30. Notwithstanding opposition in principle, it is very difficult to 
create a sound metric for other uses other than housing to trigger release of land for 
development as employment uses are footloose and more difficult to project. 

Question 32: Do you have views on whether the approach to the release of Green Belt 
through plan and decision-making should apply to traveller sites, including the sequential 
test for land release and the definition of PDL? 

Traveller sites should be treated the same way as any other residential development 
within the Green Belt. 

Question 33: Do you have views on how the assessment of need for traveller sites should be 
approached, in order to determine whether a local planning authority should undertake a 
Green Belt review? 

Depends not only on the identified need but the ability of local planning authorities to 
meet the identified need in an appropriate way in their spatial strategy.    

Question 34: Do you agree with our proposed approach to the affordable housing tenure 
mix? 

No, a clear national policy approach is welcome, but it should include a minimum 
requirement for affordable housing for rent to be reflected in land values and remove 
the scope for hope value to be included / negotiated on a site-by-site basis.   

Question 35: Should the 50 per cent target apply to all Green Belt areas (including 
previously developed land in the Green Belt), or should the Government or local planning 
authorities be able to set lower targets in low land value areas? 
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Yes, the 50 percent target should apply to all Green Belt areas and include a minimum 
target for affordable housing for rent otherwise there will be hope value introduced 
and protracted negotiation on a site-by-site basis. This should not be subject to a 
viability test it should be a matter of principle. 

Question 36: Do you agree with the proposed approach to securing benefits for nature and 
public access to green space where Green Belt release occurs? 

Yes 

Question 37: Do you agree that Government should set indicative benchmark land values for 
land released from or developed in the Green Belt, to inform local planning authority policy 
development? 

No, land value should not vary significantly on Green Belt land and will always reflect 
the scope for hope value/negotiations set out in national planning policy.   

Question 38: How and at what level should Government set benchmark land values? 

They shouldn’t set a value – just a clear policy requirement. 

Question 39: To support the delivery of the golden rules, the Government is exploring a 
reduction in the scope of viability negotiation by setting out that such negotiation should not 
occur when land will transact above the benchmark land value. Do you have any views on 
this approach? 

Government shouldn’t set a benchmark land value – just a clear policy requirement 
including a minimum provision of affordable housing for rent, social rent where there 
is an evidenced need. The ability to use of compulsory purchase powers is welcomed 
in principle. 

Question 40: It is proposed that where development is policy compliant, additional 
contributions for affordable housing should not be sought. Do you have any views on this 
approach? 

Yes, as consistency is key but subject to the above comments on the requirement to 
include a minimum amount of affordable housing for rent and reduce the 
opportunities for site-by-site negotiations through the publication of BLV advice. 

Question 41: Do you agree that where viability negotiations do occur, and contributions 
below the level set in policy are agreed, development should be subject to late-stage viability 
reviews, to assess whether further contributions are required? What support would local 
planning authorities require to use these effectively? 

No. This will reduce the chance of development ever happening. Late stage reviews 
would become the default outcome for developers/landowners. In our experience they 
will protract negotiations on a site-by-site basis and rarely generate a contribution.  
Significantly they will not deliver on-site affordable housing contributions and only 
serve to exacerbate house price differentials in rural areas.   
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Question 42: Do you have a view on how golden rules might apply to non-residential 
development, including commercial development, travellers sites and types of development 
already considered ‘not inappropriate’ in the Green Belt? 

Commercial development could be focused on particular sectors or sizes of units 
identified as locally needed. Traveller sites could be required to provide a higher 
proportion of affordable pitches. 

Question 43: Do you have a view on whether the golden rules should apply only to ‘new’ 
Green Belt release, which occurs following these changes to the NPPF? Are there other 
transitional arrangements we should consider, including, for example, draft plans at the 
regulation 19 stage? 

It seems practical to only apply the golden rules for Green Belt releases following the 
changes to the NPPF. 

Question 44: Do you have any comments on the proposed wording for the NPPF (Annex 4)? 

The variation in benchmark land values on Green Belt land should not be great 
enough to justify the publication of this advice and will ‘bake-in’ hope value in the 
development management stages of the planning process.   

Question 45: Do you have any comments on the proposed approach set out in paragraphs 
31 and 32? 

As most forms of development in the Green Belt are inappropriate, the focus should 
be achieving a positive Residual Land Value after applying all the policy requirements. 
The landowner incentive to bring the land forward for development must be based on 
this premise or as set out above hope value will be ‘baked-in’ to the process by 
default. 

Question 46: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

No. 

Question 47: Do you agree with setting the expectation that local planning authorities should 
consider the particular needs of those who require Social Rent when undertaking needs 
assessments and setting policies on affordable housing requirements? 

Yes, although this will impact on the ability to deliver more affordable housing overall 
without capital subsidy from Homes England.  Social rent housing is more important 
to secure to meet the needs of larger families requiring affordable housing for rent 
and depends on whether Registered Providers are happy to deliver mixed affordable 
housing for rent tenures within the same development sites. 

Question 48: Do you agree with removing the requirement to deliver 10% of housing on 
major sites as affordable home ownership? 

Yes, and more specifically the exemptions provided by paragraph 66 when need is 
evidenced to exist. 

Question 49: Do you agree with removing the minimum 25% First Homes requirement? 
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Yes, given it is not supported by all developers and the impact on new affordable 
housing delivery within Registered Providers development programmes.  First Homes 
also place a significant administration burden on local authorities which is not 
currently resourced.   

Question 50: Do you have any other comments on retaining the option to deliver First 
Homes, including through exception sites? 

If retained, it will be the preferred option (outside of the Greenbelt) from 
landowners/developers as it will generate a higher return than rural exception sites 
and community-led development on exception sites.   

Question 51: Do you agree with introducing a policy to promote developments that have a 
mix of tenures and types? 

No, not without amendments to the Build to Rent Planning Practice Guidance and the 
operation of the Affordable Private Rent definition in Annex 1, which prevents local 
authorities from nominating to such dwellings which can significantly erode planning 
policies on delivering affordable housing for rent when promoted by developers and 
landowners.  

Question 52: What would be the most appropriate way to promote high percentage Social 
Rent/affordable housing developments? 

Affordable homes have to be subsidised. This can either be by grant from 
Government via Homes England or from developer profits or allowing the local 
planning authority to capture the increase in land value from allocating a site. There is 
no other way. We would encourage a national policy on all sites over 10 units of a 
minimum 35% affordable housing. Then developers would have to take that into 
account when buying land and not give too much to landowners. Additionally, it 
would now be appropriate to reduce developer profit assumptions when assessing 
viability. 

Spatially our Local Plan requires affordable housing to be provided in more than one 
single parcel except in schemes where the overall number of residential dwellings is 
below 15 units.  On sites incorporating 30 or more residential dwellings, affordable 
housing should be provided in groups of no more than 15% of the total number of 
dwellings being provided or 25 affordable dwelling, whichever is the lesser.   

Question 53: What safeguards would be required to ensure that there are not unintended 
consequences? For example, is there a maximum site size where development of this 
nature is appropriate? 

See response to question 52. 

Question 54: What measures should we consider to better support and increase rural 
affordable housing? 

A 50% affordable housing requirement in the proposed Golden Rules for the 
Greenbelt would assist in delivering more affordable housing.  If this question is 
targeting rural exception sites, that is affordable housing that is meeting the needs of 
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the rural community and for which an exception to the normal planning policies apply, 
Government could consider removing First Homes exception sites (see response to 
question 50 above).  As part of the review, the Government should review the national 
designations of rural housing areas.    

 

Question 55: Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraph 63 of the existing 
NPPF? 

Yes, looked after children are already a consideration in our latest Strategic Housing 
Needs Assessment.  Prioritising housing for social rent will impact on the delivery of 
affordable housing overall (see response to question 47 above) but should be 
examined as part of a Strategic Housing Needs Assessment.   

Question 56: Do you agree with these changes? 

Yes, the proposed changes to the definition of community-led development are logical 
if they related to a constituted community group.  In the situation defined i.e. 
establishment of the development plan (only), an alternative limit would be a practical 
change.   

Question 57: Do you have views on whether the definition of ‘affordable housing for rent’ in 
the Framework glossary should be amended? If so, what changes would you recommend? 

To remove the requirement for the landlord to be a registered provider would remove 
a layer of protection to tenants and therefore poses a significant risk.  The inclusion 
of Affordable Private Rent makes it difficult for local housing authorities to deliver 
their statutory housing duties. The lack of nomination rights and the ability for this 
accommodation to be provided by non-registered providers necessitates protracted 
negotiations over planning obligations and engenders inadequate guarantees on the 
affordability and management of these dwellings.  As per our responses to questions 
18 and 51 we would urge the Government to review the definition and purpose of 
Affordable Private Rent accommodation alongside the relevant Build to Rent National 
Planning Policy Guidance.  Locally, we require affordable rent to be capped at 
whichever is the lower of Local Housing Allowances levels or 80% of market rent so 
as not penalise future tenants that have lower incomes and to enable those in the 
greatest housing need to be assisted.   

Question 58: Do you have views on why insufficient small sites are being allocated, and on 
ways in which the small site policy in the NPPF should be strengthened? 

A Local Plan relies upon a variety of evidence base documents therefore the reasons 
why the 10% cannot be achieved will vary accordingly. The site size of 1ha may be 
appropriate in urban areas where it could yield hundreds of units, but in rural areas 
the density will be much lower meaning potentially hundreds of small sites will be 
needed. The site threshold outside urban authorities should be 3ha. Small sites make 
little or no contribution to vital improvements in utilities and other critical 
infrastructure. For example, where schools and primary health care facilities are 
operating at capacity with existing households, the volume of development required 
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to deliver the necessary infrastructure to support new homes is at a volume where the 
distribution of housing on small or medium sites across a wider geographical area is 
simply not possible.   

Question 59: Do you agree with the proposals to retain references to well-designed buildings 
and places, but remove references to ‘beauty’ and ‘beautiful’ and to amend paragraph 138 of 
the existing Framework? 

Yes. The terms beauty and beautiful are more subjective than well-designed. 

Question 60: Do you agree with proposed changes to policy for upwards extensions? 

Well-designed upwards extensions that are in character with their host buildings and 
surroundings can be an important way of extending buildings in the right 
circumstances. It is agreed that these should not perceived to be limited just to 
mansard roofs. 

Question 61: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

No 

Question 62: Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraphs 86 b) and 87 of the 
existing NPPF? 

Why have laboratories, gigafactories, data centres, digital infrastructure, freight and 
logistics sectors been identified and not others such as green energy, small and 
medium size businesses. Although it is worded as ‘including’ these forms of 
employment when applied this change could lead to arguments that these areas are 
priorities over others.  

Question 63: Are there other sectors you think need particular support via these changes? 
What are they and why? 

Small and medium sized businesses which in terms of business and employment are 
the mainstay of the economy. There should be more reference to the Green Industries. 

Question 64: Would you support the prescription of data centres, gigafactories, and/or 
laboratories as types of business and commercial development which could be capable (on 
request) of being directed into the NSIP consenting regime? 

No, these types of development are of scale that should be kept in the existing control 
of LPAs. 

Question 65: If the direction power is extended to these developments, should it be limited 
by scale, and what would be an appropriate scale if so? 

See response to Question 64. 

Question 66: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

No 
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Question 67: Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraph 100 of the existing 
NPPF? 

Yes 

Question 68: Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraph 99 of the existing 
NPPF? 

Yes 

Question 69: Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraphs 114 and 115 of the 
existing NPPF? 

Yes 

Question 70: How could national planning policy better support local authorities in (a) 
promoting healthy communities and (b) tackling childhood obesity? 

Health and wellbeing should be designed from the outset. Chelmsford has a Livewell 
Developer Accreditation Scheme which places importance in these matters at the 
earliest stages of development proposals. The NPPF should allow local planning 
policies to control hot food takeaways near schools. The NPPF should be more 
explicit about requiring convenient and safe active travel routes to schools and 
promote liveable neighbourhoods. 

Question 71: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

The planning system should have more formal integration with health and wellbeing 
agencies and the NHS.  

Question 72: Do you agree that large onshore wind projects should be reintegrated into the 
NSIP regime? 

Yes 

Question 73: Do you agree with the proposed changes to the NPPF to give greater support 
to renewable and low carbon energy? 

Yes  

Question 74: Some habitats, such as those containing peat soils, might be considered 
unsuitable for renewable energy development due to their role in carbon sequestration. 
Should there be additional protections for such habitats and/or compensatory mechanisms 
put in place? 

Yes 

Question 75: Do you agree that the threshold at which onshore wind projects are deemed to 
be Nationally Significant and therefore consented under the NSIP regime should be changed 
from 50 megawatts (MW) to 100MW? 

Yes 
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Question 76: Do you agree that the threshold at which solar projects are deemed to be 
Nationally Significant and therefore consented under the NSIP regime should be changed 
from 50MW to 150MW? 

Yes 

Question 77: If you think that alternative thresholds should apply to onshore wind and/or 
solar, what would these be? 

No 

Question 78: In what specific, deliverable ways could national planning policy do more to 
address climate change mitigation and adaptation? 

Require all new buildings to be net-zero in operation and take measures to 
significantly reduce embodied carbon in construction materials and methods. Require 
developments to include carbon sequestration measures that can be as simple as on 
or off-site tree planting specifically for sequestration. In Chelmsford we are securing 
three new trees for every home built. Ensure that new development is well connected 
to existing or new active and sustainable travel which is available early on in 
developments. 

Question 79: What is your view of the current state of technological readiness and 
availability of tools for accurate carbon accounting in plan-making and planning decisions, 
and what are the challenges to increasing its use? 

Further work and the formulation of standards are required to provide accurate whole-
plan carbon assessments, otherwise they are tick box exercises. There is a wide 
range of understanding and prioritisation within the development industry. 

Question 80: Are any changes needed to policy for managing flood risk to improve its 
effectiveness? 

Current national policy could be made clearer in particular how the effect of climate 
change will impact assessing flood risk. 

Question 81: Do you have any other comments on actions that can be taken through 
planning to address climate change? 

Requiring the movement networks in new development to prioritise active travel 
modes and sustainable transport. 

Question 82: Do you agree with removal of this text from the footnote? 

Without any qualification this could be misinterpreted and increases this issues 
weight over others within the NPPF. Areas of poor agricultural value in unsustainable 
locations could have an unwelcomed advantage, it is an important factor but cannot 
on its own be a determining one which removing the text could imply. Suggested edit 
below: 

Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, 
areas of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality. This 
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should be one of the factors used to determine the location of development 
allocations. 

Question 83: Are there other ways in which we can ensure that development supports and 
does not compromise food production? 

Ensuring small scale community food production is part of new developments e.g. 
edible landscapes, community orchards, allotments and gardens. 

Question 84: Do you agree that we should improve the current water infrastructure 
provisions in the Planning Act 2008, and do you have specific suggestions for how best to do 
this? 

The inclusion of strategic water infrastructure projects into the NSIP regime is 
supported. 

Question 85: Are there other areas of the water infrastructure provisions that could be 
improved? If so, can you explain what those are, including your proposed changes? 

National water efficiency measures should be prescribed, particularly in areas of 
water stress rather than optional Building Regulations. This should at least 90 litres 
per person per day for residential development and the WAT 01 BREEAM standard for 
non-residential development. 

Question 86: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

No 

Question 87: Do you agree that we should we replace the existing intervention policy criteria 
with the revised criteria set out in this consultation? 

Existing intervention powers have not been effective and there is no reason to see 
how the new criteria would be any different. Government should be working with 
LPAs that persistently fail to get Local Plans in place to identify the specific reasons 
that have led to this position. 

Question 88: Alternatively, would you support us withdrawing the criteria and relying on the 
existing legal tests to underpin future use of intervention powers? 

Yes 

Question 89: Do you agree with the proposal to increase householder application fees to 
meet cost recovery? 

Yes, without full cost recovery many of the objectives of the NPPF will never be met 
as councils cannot resource their planning departments effectively. Developers tell us 
they would welcome an increase in fees to enable LPAs to move quicker with 
applications. 

Question 90: If no, do you support increasing the fee by a smaller amount (at a level less 
than full cost recovery) and if so, what should the fee increase be? For example, a 50% 
increase to the householder fee would increase the application fee from £258 to £387. 
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N/A 

If Yes, please explain in the text box what you consider an appropriate fee increase would 
be. 

Question 91: If we proceed to increase householder fees to meet cost recovery, we have 
estimated that to meet cost-recovery, the householder application fee should be increased to 
£528. Do you agree with this estimate? 

Yes 
No – it should be higher than £528 
No – it should be lower than £528 
no - there should be no fee increase 
Don’t know 

If No, please explain in the text box below and provide evidence to demonstrate what you 
consider the correct fee should be. 

Yes, but the higher fee should just apply to extensions and larger projects rather than 
minor works such as outbuildings, fences and gates that fall outside permitted 
development. Councils should have powers to increase this fee further if they can 
demonstrate that the cost of dealing with these applications is higher (see answer to 
Q94)  

Question 92: Are there any applications for which the current fee is inadequate? Please 
explain your reasons and provide evidence on what you consider the correct fee should be. 

Yes. Prior Approval applications generally require a similar amount of local authority 
resource to deal with as planning applications and the fee should reflect this. S73 
applications which propose significant changes from the planning permission also 
require significant resources to deal with. The fee for these should be 50% of the fee 
for the planning application.  

Question 93: Are there any application types for which fees are not currently charged but 
which should require a fee? Please explain your reasons and provide evidence on what you 
consider the correct fee should be. 

Yes. There should be a fee for Listed Building applications that reflects the work 
necessary to deal with them effectively. This could be reduced where there is a 
corresponding planning application for the works. A fee should also be introduced for 
applications for works to preserved trees and for responding to Telecommunications 
consultations. 

Question 94: Do you consider that each local planning authority should be able to set its own 
(non-profit making) planning application fee? 
Please give your reasons in the text box below. 

Yes. This would ensure that the full cost of dealing with planning applications is 
borne by applicants, and that local planning authorities have the necessary resources 
to provide the level of service required by applicants. All local authorities have to 

Page 33 of 70



APPENDIX 1 

make difficult budget decisions and this would ensure planning fees are sufficient to 
fund the service and meet developer and applicant expectations. 

Question 95: What would be your preferred model for localisation of planning fees? 

Full Localisation – Placing a mandatory duty on all local planning authorities to set their own 
fee. 
Local Variation – Maintain a nationally-set default fee and giving local planning authorities 
the option to set all or some fees locally. 
Neither 
Don’t Know 

Please give your reasons in the text box below. 

Local variation. This would allow local planning authorities the option to set local fees 
for those applications where they propose a higher level of service or where the 
national fee is inadequate to deliver level of service expected by applicants.  

Question 96: Do you consider that planning fees should be increased, beyond cost recovery, 
for planning applications services, to fund wider planning services?  

If yes, please explain what you consider an appropriate increase would be and whether this 
should apply to all applications or, for example, just applications for major development? 

Yes. The total cost of dealing with all types of application should be borne by 
application fees. This includes the costs of dealing with appeals which are a 
significant expense for local authorities. The requirement to ensure Local Plans and 
masterplans are prepared and kept up-to-date should also be considered as part of 
the wider cost of determining planning applications. 

Question 97: What wider planning services, if any, other than planning applications 
(development management) services, do you consider could be paid for by planning fees? 

The requirement to ensure Local Plans and masterplans are prepared and kept up to 
date should be considered as part of the wider cost of determining planning 
applications. This could also be an incentive for councils to ensure they have an up-
to-date Local Plans. 

Question 98: Do you consider that cost recovery for relevant services provided by local 
authorities in relation to applications for development consent orders under the Planning Act 
2008, payable by applicants, should be introduced? 

Yes. These involve significant input from the local planning authority and a fee should 
be required unless there is a separate planning performance agreement which funds 
the input required from the local authority. A PPA is preferred as it can fully fund the 
amount of work expected from the LPA depending on the circumstances of the case. 

Question 99: If yes, please explain any particular issues that the Government may want to 
consider, in particular which local planning authorities should be able to recover costs and 
the relevant services which they should be able to recover costs for, and whether host 
authorities should be able to waive fees where planning performance agreements are made. 
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Input from specialist consultees such as the Highway Authority should be funded 
separately through agreements similar to a PPA. This would provide an incentive as 
well as funding to ensure consultee responses can be submitted in a timely fashion. 

Question 100: What limitations, if any, should be set in regulations or through guidance in 
relation to local authorities’ ability to recover costs? 

Local authorities should be required to justify their fees in relation to cost recovery 
but should be free to decide the level of service provided.  

Question 101: Please provide any further information on the impacts of full or partial cost 
recovery are likely to be for local planning authorities and applicants. We would particularly 
welcome evidence of the costs associated with work undertaken by local authorities in 
relation to applications for development consent. 

Full cost recovery will ensure local planning authorities have the resources to deliver 
the speed and type of service required by applicants and developers. The planning 
application fee is a relatively small part of the overall costs involved in development 
projects yet under-resourced LPAs are a major cause of delays in obtaining planning 
permission. Depending on the DCO project, Chelmsford has managed to negotiate 
PPAs on some of these which have been either fixed fees or timesheet based. 

Adequate funding in itself will not resolve the general shortage of qualified / 
experienced planning professionals but will help LPAs develop strategies to recruit 
and retain staff with the right skills and abilities. 

Question 102: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

Yes. A fee should be introduced for appeals to the Planning Inspectorate, payable to 
the local planning authority to offset the cost to councils of dealing with appeals. The 
fee should be refunded where an appeal is successful.  

Question 103: Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements? Are there any 
alternatives you think we should consider? 

We agree with the concept of "transitional arrangements”, but they should apply for 
six months after the publication of the NPFF rather than the proposed one month. The 
proposed no more that 200-dwelling gap (the difference between the existing and new 
standard method housing numbers) is supported. Reducing it further would slow 
down Local Plans at an advanced stage of preparation. Those local authorities such 
as us - that have almost completed their Regulation 19 version and are close to the 
housing number produced by the new formula - should be allowed to complete the 
process. Otherwise, we face large abortive costs on our plan process, and encourage 
developer proposals which are not plan-led. We would need to go back a number of 
stages in Local Plan production i.e. Regulation 18 Issues and Options. 

Following adoption of our Local Plan in May 2020, we are well advanced with its 
review. We have started work on our Regulation 19 version following two Regulation 
18 stages with our Preferred Options stage including identification of proposed new 
sites, completed this June. We have scheduled a committee meeting this December 
for approval of the Regulation 19 Local Plan to enable publication by the end of 
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January 2025 allowing submission before the 30 June 2025 deadline. We have been 
working in good faith to meet this challenging timetable as set out in our Local 
Development Scheme published in 2023. We have met the key milestones to date.  

In relation to the use of the amended standard method for the Local Housing Need 
number (LHN), we can comply with the proposed transitional arrangements providing 
the proposed criteria of a gap of 200 homes or less between the existing and new 
housing numbers is not changed. This is because our plan preparation to date has 
used a higher Housing Requirement than the existing standard method.  In addition, 
our Preferred Options Local Plan has added a significant buffer by allocating about 
20% more land for housing than our uplifted LHN, whilst maintaining a five-year 
housing land supply.  

In this scenario, the gap between Chelmsford’s proposed LHN and the amended 
standard method would be less than 200 homes per annum. 

Therefore, it is the timing of the Regulation 19 publication of one month after the new 
NPPF is published that is our major concern, as that date is unknown. We understand 
it is the Government’s intention to publish the new NPPF before the end of the year, 
which could mean that we miss being able to proceed using the transitional 
arrangements by a matter of weeks. For other Councils it could be a matter of a 
couple of months which in the timeline of preparing a Local Plan is also a short 
period. 

This could be resolved by changing the implementation period to six months from the 
publication of the final NPPF and/or allow the Secretary of State the discretion to 
allow individual LPAs to proceed under the transitional arrangements. 

Question 104: Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements? 

See response to question 103 above. 

Question 105: Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter? 

See response to question 103 above.   

Question 106: Do you have any views on the impacts of the above proposals for you, or the 
group or business you represent and on anyone with a relevant protected characteristic? If 
so, please explain who, which groups, including those with protected characteristics, or 
which businesses may be impacted and how. Is there anything that could be done to 
mitigate any impact identified? 

No 
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Chelmsford City Council Cabinet  
  

10 September 2024  
  

 

Waste Strategy for Essex 

 

Report by:  
Cabinet Member for a Safer Chelmsford 

  
 

Officer Contact:  
Keith Nicholson Director of Public Places Tel: (01245) 606775  
Email: keith.nicholson@chelmsford.gov.uk 

 
  

Purpose  
To decide whether to support the principles and priorities of the Waste Strategy for 
Essex now formally adopted by Essex County Council in their statutory role as waste 
disposal authority.  

Options 
The options are to support, not support or to support in part the principles and 
priorities of the Waste Strategy for Essex. 

Recommendation  
It is recommended that the principles and priorities of the Waste Strategy for Essex 
be supported as set out in the report. 
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1. Background   
1.1. The Environmental Protection Act 1990 sets out the duties and responsibilities 

of waste disposal and waste collection authorities. Chelmsford City Council is 
a waste collection authority with a statutory duty to arrange for the collection 
of household waste in its area. Essex County Council is the waste disposal 
authority with a statutory duty to arrange for the disposal of waste collected by 
the waste collection authorities in its area. In accordance with S45 of the 
Environmental Protection Act, Chelmsford must deliver for disposal all the 
waste it collects [except materials for recycling] for treatment and disposal to 
such places that Essex County Council, the waste disposal authority for the 
area, directs. 

1.2. The Waste and Emissions Trading Act 2003 includes a requirement on 
authorities in two tier areas such as Essex, where waste collection and waste 
disposal functions are carried out by separate authorities, to draw up a 
cohesive integrated waste management strategy. 

1.3. Part 3 of the Environment Act 2021 sets out new responsibilities in terms of 
waste and resource efficiency with targets to reduce the amount of waste 
generated and ensure the more sustainable use of resources. These 
obligations apply to both producers of waste and those responsible for 
managing waste [including the collection, treatment and disposal of waste]. 
The provisions of the Environment Act are intended to drive significant 
changes to waste management practices in the UK. 

1.4. The Essex Waste Partnership comprises the 12 district, borough and city 
councils in Essex and Essex County Council and is concerned with ensuring 
that cost-efficient and sustainable waste management solutions are in place 
to serve the needs of residents across the County. The Essex Waste 
Partnership does not have any executive functions.  

2. Waste Strategy for Essex 
2.1. The new Waste Strategy for Essex sets out the ambitions and objectives of 

the Essex Waste Partnership, providing a framework for how waste generated 
by homes and businesses in the County will be managed over the next 30 
years to minimise the impact on the environment. It builds on, and replaces, 
the existing Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy for Essex reflecting 
recent changes in national policy, legislation and circumstances. 

2.2. The Waste Strategy for Essex is driven by the need to ‘rethink’ the approach 
to waste and waste management practices; viewing waste as a resource and 
a key component of the circular economy, rather than something that needs 
to be disposed of. 

2.3. The principles underpinning the approach and the priorities for action 
identified in the Strategy are: 
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Moving to a circular economy – where natural resources are 
used efficiently and products are designed to be durable, easy 
to repair and recyclable 

 Adopting the principles of the circular economy in council 
strategies, policies, procurement practices and service 
design 

 Lobbying government to encouraging manufacturers to 
design products that save resources and can be recycled to 
make the same type of product 

 Eliminating waste by keeping materials in circulation 
through reuse, remanufacture, recycling and composting 

 Encouraging the growth of ‘green businesses’ to find 
innovative solutions to deal with waste 

Applying the waste hierarchy – by designing services that 
prioritise waste reduction, reuse and recycling and recovering 
energy and materials from waste that can’t be recycled 

 Delivering a system that puts waste reduction at its centre 
 Encouraging and supporting reuse and repair initiatives 
 Delivering comprehensive collection services that 

encourage residents to recycle more 
 Using technologies for the treatment of non-recyclable 

waste that recover energy and materials to minimise the 
environmental impact 

Collaborating and innovating – with each other and with 
government, businesses and communities to create a more 
sustainable waste system 

 Lobbying and engaging with Government to shape national 
policy, legislation and secure investment in new 
technologies 

 Working with businesses and communities to create a more 
sustainable waste system 

 Reducing the carbon impact of waste operations 

Educating and engaging – by listening to feedback and 
delivering information and initiatives to support residents and 
businesses to reduce waste and recycle more 

 Listening to feedback and delivering information and 
initiatives to support residents and businesses to reduce 
waste and recycle more 

 Consulting with residents to understand the drivers for 
behaviour change, thereby removing potential barriers to 
participation in recycling and composting activities 
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 Examining the composition of waste arising and 
participation rates to help design services and target waste 
reduction initiatives 

 Delivering county-wide campaigns for all sectors of the 
community that inspire and enable behaviour change 

2.4. Essentially the Strategy advocates an approach to prevent and minimise the 
amount of waste produced in the first place through co-ordinated promotion 
and education work, complemented by investment in collection services and 
treatment facilities to achieve high levels of recycling and composting, 
implementing the principles of the ‘circular economy’. 

2.5. Fundamental to the success of the Strategy will be the collection of high-
quality [i.e. uncontaminated] materials suitable for closed loop recycling, the 
use of composting technologies for the treatment of source-separated organic 
waste and the procurement of waste treatment facilities by Essex County 
Council where energy is recovered and disposal to landfill avoided. 

2.6. The design and configuration of waste collection services to support the 
Strategy will be determined by the 12 waste collection authorities taking into 
account the framework provided by the Strategy. Essex County Council will 
be responsible for procuring suitable treatment arrangements for non-
recyclable / non-compostable [so-called residual] waste. 

2.7. The Strategy also highlights the importance of supporting businesses to 
reduce their waste and recycling more, encouraging them to adopt more 
sustainable working practices. 

2.8. The Strategy adopts the Government’s national targets as a minimum 
standard, with aspirations for these to be surpassed: 

 Ensuring that all Essex residents have access to recycling services 
for plastic, paper, card, metal, glass, food and garden waste by 2026 

 Ensuring that all Essex residents have access to separate food 
waste collections by 2026 

 Ensuring that all Essex residents have access to recycling services 
for plastic film by 2027 

 Ceasing the use of landfill for waste disposal by 2030 
 Ensuring that 65% of waste is reused, recycled or composted by 

2035 with an ambition for this to be at least 70% of all waste by that 
time 

 Halving the amount of residual waste generated per person to 110 
kg by 2042 

 Making a significant contribution to achieving net-zero greenhouse 
gas emissions by 2050 

2.9. The Waste Strategy for Essex was formally adopted by Essex County Council 
on 23 July 2024. 
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3. Relationship to Chelmsford City Council recycling and waste collection 

policies 
  
3.1. The City Council’s own recycling and waste collection policy and strategy is 

already based the principles of the circular economy and the application of the 
waste hierarchy, offering a comprehensive kerbside-separated collection of 
materials for recycling, separate food waste and garden waste collections and 
a restricted capacity for non-recyclable waste. The Recycling and Waste 
Collection Policy is published on the City Council website chelmsford-city-
council-recycling-and-waste-collection-policy.pdf 

3.2. The City Counci already provides a kerbside collection for plastic [all types 
including liquid food and drink containers and film], cardboard, paper, steel 
and aluminium tins and cans, aluminium foil and food trays, aerosols, glass, 
textiles and small waste electrical and electronic equipment1. This exceeds 
the targets set out in the Waste Strategy for Essex and the requirements of 
the ‘Simpler Recycling’ waste reforms issued by the Department for 
Environment Food and Rural affairs in October 2023, intended to bring greater 
consistency to household collections and to enable some of the key provisions 
of the Environment Act 2021. 

3.3. The City Council already meets the requirements for a free, weekly food waste 
collection separated from any other materials. 

3.4. The Waste Strategy for Essex includes a commitment to eliminate the disposal 
of waste to landfill by 2030 [in advance of the national target]. However, it 
should be noted that the only viable option for the treatment of non-recyclable 
waste at this time is ‘Energy from Waste’. This is considered to be the most 
practicable with the best [least-worst] environmental outcome. The Strategy 
identifies the potential and importance of introducing carbon capture to this 
process as technologies improve and mature. The selection of the treatment 
method for non-recyclable waste is a matter for Essex County Council to 
determine as this is their responsibility as the waste disposal authority. 

3.5. A comparison of the performance of existing recycling and waste collection 
services in Chelmsford to the targets set out in the Waste Strategy for Essex 
helps to position any challenges that may be faced when implementing the 
Strategy. In terms of resident access to collection services the City Council is 
already compliant in all respects. 

3.6. The only residents [around 2,500 properties] that do not have access to a 
separate food waste collection live in private flats, where the landlord refuses 
to make facilities available for collection. It is anticipated that the change in 
regulations nationally will impose that obligation on landlords in due course, 

 
1 In accordance with the Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Regulations 2013 
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whereupon the City Council will be able to deliver a consistent collection 
service to these properties. 

3.7. In terms of recycling performance Chelmsford achieved a recycling and 
composting rate of around 53% in 2023/24, slightly lower than a peak of 
55.28% in 2020/21 [influenced by the pandemic]. Achieving a reuse / recycling 
/ composting rate of 70% by 2035 may be challenging, given that recycling 
rates nationally have fallen in the last few years and are currently around 42% 
to 45%. 

3.8. The other key measure included in the Strategy is to halve the amount of 
residual [non-recyclable] waste generated per person to 110Kg by 2042. In 
2023/24 the equivalent level of non-recyclable waste generated by 
Chelmsford residents averaged around 176Kg/person, a considerable 
reduction from a peak of 268Kg/person, but it will also a challenging target to 
reduce residual waste levels by a further 35%.  Reducing the generation of 
non-recyclable waste is fundamental to the successful achievement of the 
Strategy. Lower levels of residual waste inherently improve the recycling rate, 
so this is probably the key to meeting both targets. 

4. Conclusion  
  
4.1. There will be benefits working as a Partnership, both on a county-wide and 

local level, when putting in place measures and delivering campaigns to 
support residents and businesses to reduce their waste, recycle more and to 
encourage them to adopt more sustainable everyday living and working 
practices. Working together, the Partnership is also likely to be more effective 
in trying to influence government thinking and policy. 

4.2. There are no inherent conflicts or tensions between the Waste Strategy for 
Essex and the City Council’s own recycling and waste collection policies and 
practices. In fact, the City Council is already in advance of the approach 
advocated and is already fully compliant with nationally led waste reforms. In 
any case, supporting the Essex-wide Strategy does not limit the City Council’s 
ability to determine its own collection arrangements now and in the future. 

4.3. It is recommended, therefore, that the principles and priorities of the Waste 
Strategy for Essex be supported. 

 

List of appendices:  
Appendix A – Waste Strategy for Essex 2024-2054  

Background papers:  
None  
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Corporate Implications  
  

Legal/Constitutional: Responsibilities and duties in respect of waste collection and 
disposal are set out in the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and Environment Act 
2021. Chelmsford City Council has statutory duties as a waste collection authority. 

Financial: There are no immediate direct financial implications. The approach to 
waste collection adopted by the City Council is already fully in accord with principles 
and priorities of the new Waste Strategy for Essex 

Potential impact on climate change and the environment: The Waste Strategy for 
Essex is driven by the desire to move to a circular economy, rethinking waste 
management practices in order to reduce household waste and reuse and recycle 
any waste that is generated. 

Contribution toward achieving a net zero carbon position by 2030: Supporting 
the principles and priorities of the Strategy will offer a county-wide framework for 
waste management activities that will help the City Council achieve a net-zero carbon 
position by 2030. 

Personnel: None  

Risk Management: There are risk implications in not considering or supporting the 
waste Strategy for Essex which has already been adopted by Essex County Council. 
The risks mainly relate to a lack of influence over future waste management planning 
and not qualifying for external investment to support improvements to collection 
systems. 

Equality and Diversity:  Not applicable. 

Health and Safety: None 

Digital: None  

Other: None  

 
Consultees:   

The Waste Strategy for Essex has been developed collaboratively by the Essex Waste 
Partnership. The Essex Waste Partnership comprises the 12 district, borough and city 
councils in Essex and Essex County Council and is concerned with ensuring that cost-
efficient and sustainable waste management solutions are in place to serve the needs 
of residents across the County. The Essex Waste Partnership does not have any 
executive functions. 

 

Relevant Policies and Strategies:  

The report takes into account the following policies and strategies of the Council:  
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 The ambition set out in Our Chelmsford, Our Plan to create a ‘greener and safer 
place’ with a ‘distinctive sense of place, making the area more attractive, promoting 
its green credentials, and ensuring that people and communities are safe’. In 
particular priority D in Our Chelmsford Our Plan is concerned with  ‘lowering energy 
consumption, reducing waste, carbon and greenhouse gas emissions, and improving 
air quality, creating a more sustainable approach to growth, development and 
everyday living.’ 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Waste Strategy for Essex sets out the vision and principles of the Essex Waste 
Partnership (the ‘partnership’). It provides a framework detailing how we will manage 
the waste that is produced by homes and businesses in the county for the next 30 years. 

WHAT IS A WASTE STRATEGY AND WHY DO WE NEED ONE?

This new joint waste strategy for Essex covers the period to 2054. It brings a new focus on 
how we will deliver an effective and efficient waste service. In line with national policy and 
legislation, this strategy sets out our approach to reducing the impact that waste has on 
climate change. Our strategy is research based and sets out the reasons for our approach, 
the principles of what we will do and the targets we will strive to meet.

The partnership is made up of the 12 district, borough and city 
councils in Essex and the county council. The partnership aims to 
ensure cost-efficient and sustainable waste management across 
the county.
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OUR STRATEGY

This strategy commits the partnership to work together to minimise the impact that waste has 
on the environment. The best way of doing this is through embracing the circular economy. 
This means minimising our waste and recycling more. We will also rethink how we will manage 
the waste that can’t be recycled. We propose to do this by recovering energy and materials to 
conserve resources. This will ensure we offer value for money to the taxpayer.

The partnership will coordinate the design and delivery of services to achieve the vision, 
targets and ambitions of this strategy. We will support residents and businesses to reduce their 
waste and recycle more, we will be an active voice in influencing government and will support 
and encourage businesses to adopt sustainable practices. Our ambitious targets will enable 
residents to hold the partnership to account for achieving our aims.

THE PARTNERSHIP’S VISION

RETHINKING OUR WASTE
By everyone working together, we will reduce, reuse and recycle more. 
This will protect the environment and save resources.

OUR APPROACH

To deliver our vision, the partnership has identified the following priorities for Essex:

Move to a circular economy – where natural resources are used efficiently 
and products are designed to be durable, easy to repair and recyclable.

Apply the waste hierarchy – by designing services that prioritise waste reduction, 
reuse and recycling, and recovering energy and materials from waste that can’t be 
recycled.

Collaborate and innovate – with each other and with government, businesses and 
communities to create a more sustainable waste system.

Educate and engage – by listening to feedback and delivering information and 
initiatives to support residents and businesses to reduce waste and recycle more.

i The waste hierarchy is a legal framework that ranks waste management 
options according to what is better for the environment.
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OUR TARGETS AND AMBITIONS

The partnership is committed to achieving the government’s national targets as a minimum 
standard, but we would like to go beyond these targets and have a bigger impact more quickly. 

2026

We will ensure that all residents have access to 
recycling services for plastic, paper, card, metal, 
glass and garden waste by 2026

We will ensure that all residents have access to food 
waste recycling collections by 2026

2027 We will ensure that all residents have access to 
recycling services for plastic film by 2027

2030 We will stop using landfill by 2030

2035 We will reuse, recycle or compost 65% of waste by 
2035 with an ambition to achieve 70% or more

2042 We will halve the amount of residual waste per 
person to 110 kg per year by 2042

2050 We will reduce our greenhouse gas emissions and 
contribute to achieving net zero by 2050

The partnership will create action plans and continuously review our progress to ensure we are 
on track. The partnership will publish progress and performance updates enabling residents to 
hold us to account. This strategy will be reviewed regularly to ensure it remains fit for purpose.
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2.	WHY DO WE NEED TO ACT?
In Essex, we are rethinking waste to meet our ambitious targets designed to minimise 
the environmental impact of waste.

CLIMATE CHANGE 

We are facing a significant climate challenge. We need to act now to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions and achieve the goal of Essex becoming a net zero county by 2050.

Large quantities of greenhouse gases are generated during the manufacture and 
transport of goods, food production and waste disposal. Preventing waste, reusing 
products and recycling materials saves resources and reduces emissions.

We need to make different choices about how we collect and treat waste to meet the 
climate challenge, for example: removing plastic from general rubbish.

Stricter limits on greenhouse gas emissions from waste treatment processes such as 
Energy from Waste (EfW) will also require us to take further action, for example capturing 
carbon dioxide so it is not released into the atmosphere.

6
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THE CIRCULAR ECONOMY

The best way to reduce the impact of waste is to move towards a circular economy. This 
is where our finite resources are conserved and used efficiently. Most products are still 
designed and created using a linear economy model. This is where resources are taken, 
manufactured, used and disposed of. We have moved into a recycling economy where a 
proportion of materials are recycled but not retained at their highest quality.
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The transition to a circular economy 
requires us all to rethink how resources 
are valued and managed. In a circular 
economy, products are designed to 
be durable and easy to repair. This 
encourages and enables individuals to 
use products for as long as possible. 
Finally, products should be designed to 
be recycled when they can no longer be 
reused or repaired.

LEGISLATION 

In recent years, the government has introduced new policy and legislation, the most 
important being the Environment Act 2021. This guides the management of waste and will 
help us realise the benefits of a circular economy. These measures will change the type and 
amount of waste we manage and place new requirements on councils and businesses. The 
measures will take time to be fully embedded, and further changes are expected.  

7

The government’s legislative and policy 
changes will help the United Kingdom 
transition to a more circular economy by:

	■ incentivising businesses that are 
responsible for packaging to design out 
waste and take greater responsibility 
for the environmental impact of their 
packaging

	■ promoting closed-loop recycling. This is 
where waste is collected and recycled to 
make the same type of product

	■ driving councils to reduce the 
environmental impact of managing waste

	■ encouraging residents to reduce and 
recycle their waste
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PEOPLE AND LIFESTYLES

Residents have told us they are 
becoming more concerned about climate 
change and the environment. They want 
to see real change from businesses to 
help them reduce their waste.

An increase in online shopping and 
greater home working has changed the 
type and amount of waste produced. An 
increasing number of smaller properties 
and flats – with limited space and 
facilities for recycling – will require us 
to consider the future design of waste 
collection services.

Multi-generational living and an ageing 
population may also impact both waste 
collection and the types of waste we 
need to manage. Overall, the population 
in Essex is forecast to grow by 125,000 to 
1.6 million by 2030.

It is important that waste services 
respond to these trends and changing 
attitudes and behaviours. This will help 
us reduce the environmental impact and 
cost of managing waste.

8

WE HAVE TOO MUCH WASTE

Although we need to recycle more, we 
also need to address the problem that 
we create too much waste. We have 
increased the proportion of waste 
recycled from 21% in 2001 to around 
50% in Essex. However, there are still 
recyclables being thrown away in 
general rubbish and we continue to 
produce more waste than other areas 
of the country. A significant change 
is needed to protect the environment 
and conserve resources.
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COST AND AFFORDABILITY

If we avoid producing waste 
altogether, or recycle it, it is much 
cheaper than trying to treat or dispose 
of it. Waste generated by Essex 
residents costs the taxpayer more 
than £130 million a year. Managing one 
tonne of general rubbish costs more 
than recycling or composting the same 
amount of waste. Without changing 
how we operate and reducing the 
proportion of waste treated as general 
rubbish, waste management will cost 
more in future. All council budgets 
are facing significant pressures. This 
compels us to look at what we need to 
do differently.

MANAGING WHAT CAN’T BE RECYCLED

Essex still relies too heavily on landfill as the main method for disposing of waste. In 2023 
we sent over 340,000 tonnes of waste to landfill.

Even if we achieve our reduction and recycling targets, we will still have large amounts of 
non-recyclable waste. It is important we have a suitable approach for this. Landfill is the 
least preferred option and we must act now to ensure that the impact of waste disposal is 
minimised for future generations.

i 340,000 tonnes of waste is almost as heavy as the Empire State Building 
in New York.
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OUR RESEARCH

To develop this strategy, the partnership considered a range of research to help inform our 
priorities and to test the deliverability of our vision, targets and ambitions.

Our research included:

	■ how waste management can reduce greenhouse gas emissions to tackle climate change

	■ understanding attitudes and behaviours towards recycling and waste

	■ understanding future waste growth

	■ looking at the different types of waste

	■ investigating different ways of collecting and managing waste

THE WASTE HIERARCHY

PREVENTION

REUSE

RECYCLING

RECOVERY

DISPOSAL

Most preferred option: using fewer 
materials during manufacture, only 

buying what you need and using 
what you already have.

Next best option: products and 
materials are used many times 

through maintenance and repair, 
as well as opting to borrow, rent 

or buy second-hand.

Materials are turned 
into new products 

reducing the need for 
raw materials, this can 

include composting. Waste is processed 
to recover energy or 

materials eg anaerobic 
digestion and Energy 

from Waste.
The least preferred option: 

where waste is sent to 
landfill or incineration 

without energy recovery.
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SUMMARY

The key findings of our research and analysis are:

Principles
	■ our targets are challenging, but can be achieved if councils, residents, and businesses 

all play their part

	■ we need to support the move to a circular economy –  where we use resources 
efficiently, minimise waste and maximise recycling

	■ following the waste hierarchy is the best approach to minimise the environmental 
impact of managing Essex’s waste. Applying the waste hierarchy will help us make the 
right decisions about the services we provide and how we manage waste

Services and support
	■ many residents find reducing their waste difficult. They want to see real change from 

businesses to reduce packaging and improve repair services. We need to support 
residents and businesses to reduce waste and reuse more

	■ recycling is a day-to-day activity for most people, however, opportunities are missed 
to recycle common items

	■ the impact of waste on the environment is not fully understood by all communities

	■ comprehensive, easy to use and accessible collection services for all households are 
necessary to reach our recycling targets. The design of services should enable the 
collection of high-quality materials for recycling and reduce the amount of waste not 
recycled

	■ increasing the range of recycling services to businesses will be needed to reduce the 
environmental impact of business waste in Essex
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Reducing the impact of waste
	■ recycling garden waste into compost, and recovering energy and fertiliser from food 

waste through the use of anaerobic digestion, are the best approaches for these 
materials

	■ although we can recycle more, we can’t recycle everything. Some non-recyclable waste 
will remain. Non-recyclable waste has the biggest impact on the environment and 
costs the most to deal with

	■ landfill is not a long-term option for non-recyclable waste. Landfill is environmentally 
the worst approach and likely to continue to cost more than other options

	■ once we have reduced, reused, and recycled all we can, using Energy from Waste 
(EfW) with heat capture to recover energy is likely to be the best option for what is 
left. EfW facilities need to be correctly and flexibly sized. They also need to be efficient 
and designed with emerging technologies in mind such as carbon capture, utilisation 
and storage. This will ensure we further reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve 
efficiency in future

	■ taking opportunities to decarbonise waste operations and offset emissions will reduce 
the climate impact of managing Essex’s waste

New research and best practice will emerge over time. The partnership will carry out 
further research in future reviews of this strategy and when developing action plans.

i Energy from Waste (EfW) is a recovery process that takes residual 
waste and turns it into electricity. Capturing and using the waste heat 
generated significantly increases the overall efficiency of the process.
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3.	WHAT IS OUR APPROACH?

Our approach to addressing the waste management challenge and to achieve the vision, 
targets and ambitions of the partnership is built upon delivery of the following priorities:

Move to a circular economy – where natural resources are used efficiently 
and products are designed to be durable, easy to repair and recyclable.

Apply the waste hierarchy – by designing services that prioritise waste reduction, 
reuse and recycling, and recovering energy and materials from waste that can’t be recycled.

Collaborate and innovate – with each other and with government, businesses and 
communities to create a more sustainable waste system.

Educate and engage – by listening to feedback and delivering information and 
initiatives to support residents and businesses to reduce waste and recycle more.

The partnership recognises that how we achieve our priorities may differ across the county. 
We are committed to continuously reviewing best practice to inform our approach and 
publishing our plans, progress and performance.
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MOVE TO A CIRCULAR ECONOMY

The best way to deliver change is to rethink our approach 
to waste and embrace a circular economy. This is where 
our finite resources are conserved and used efficiently.

There are clear environmental benefits from reducing 
waste during manufacture. It is important to design 
products that are easy to repair and recycle. The move 
to a circular economy can also deliver opportunities for 
green growth and jobs.
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Our target for moving to a circular economy is:

We will reduce our greenhouse gas emissions and contribute to achieving net zero by 2050

Lead by example to eliminate waste by keeping materials in circulation through 
reuse, remanufacture, recycling and composting. Drive manufacturers to design 
products that save resources.

To deliver this priority, the partnership will:

	■ lobby government and work with businesses to reduce packaging and improve 
repair services

	■ encourage the growth of green businesses to find innovative solutions to deal with 
waste

	■ include the circular economy in council strategies, policies and service design

	■ apply the principles of the circular economy in how we buy goods and services

	■ design waste services that increase closed-loop recycling

	■ support communities to reduce their waste and reuse and repair more through 
education and services
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APPLY THE WASTE HIERARCHY

The best environmental approach to waste management 
is to apply the principles of the waste hierarchy. When 
designing services and making decisions, the partnership 
will follow the waste hierarchy, prioritising waste 
prevention and minimising disposal.

Our targets for applying the waste hierarchy are:

PREVENTION

REUSE

RECYCLING

RECOVERY

DISPOSAL

We will ensure that all residents have access to recycling services for plastic, 
paper, card, metal, glass and garden waste by 2026

We will ensure that all residents have access to food waste recycling 
collections by 2026

We will ensure that all residents have access to recycling services for 
plastic film by 2027

We will stop using landfill by 2030

We will reuse, recycle or compost 65% of waste by 2035 with an ambition 
to achieve 70% or more

We will halve the amount of residual waste per person to 110kg per year by 2042

Applying the waste hierarchy will help us achieve our vision and targets. The partnership 
has set out its approach for delivering each layer of the hierarchy.

OUR WASTE
RETHINKING
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The preferred option on the waste hierarchy is to prevent waste being produced in the 
first place.

Deliver a system that puts waste reduction at its centre.

Businesses can help by reducing the amount of packaging used in products.  Redesigning 
products to last longer, and be easy to repair and upgrade, will prevent waste and save 
resources.

Residents can help by only buying what they need and reusing what they already have.

To deliver this priority, the partnership will:

	■ lobby government to put in place stronger measures to prevent waste, reduce 
packaging and support use of materials with lower environmental impact

	■ support local businesses to work sustainably and reduce waste

	■ change the way we work, leading by example to design out waste

	■ design waste services to deliver waste reduction

	■ provide information to help and inspire residents to reduce waste
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The next best option is to reuse as much as possible.

Work together to encourage and support reuse and repair initiatives.

Businesses can help by providing services to upgrade and repair products.

Residents can help by using repair services, borrowing rather than buying and renting or 
buying second-hand products.

To deliver this priority, the partnership will:

	■ lobby government to enhance the right to repair and measures to increase repair and 
reuse

	■ support businesses and communities to deliver local reuse and repair services

	■ develop a directory of services, organisations and groups that promote reuse

	■ support activities that promote repair and sharing of pre-loved items

	■ develop reuse and repair services at recycling centres

	■ maximise reuse of bulky waste items such as furniture and household appliances

	■ provide information to help and inspire residents to reuse and repair more

VINTAGE
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If waste can’t be prevented or products and materials reused, then turning materials 
into new products by recycling is the next option on the waste hierarchy.

Increase recycling by delivering comprehensive services and supporting residents 
to recycle.

Manufacturers can help by designing products and packaging that use materials that can 
be easily recycled.

Businesses can help by recycling as much of their own waste as possible.

Residents can help by using all their recycling services. This can be at home, at community 
collection points, on-the-go and at recycling centres.

To deliver this priority, the partnership will:

	■ lobby government to take further measures to increase the proportion of material 
recycled and the amount of recycled material used in products and packaging

	■ support businesses to recycle as much of their own waste as possible

	■ work with businesses to provide community collection and return points

	■ provide services that collect high quality material for recycling

	■ make it easier for residents to recycle different materials

	■ continue to support home composting

	■ develop a directory of services and local collection points for recycling

	■ provide information to help and inspire residents to recycle as much as possible
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The waste hierarchy shows that once we have reused and recycled all we can, 
recovering energy and materials is the next best approach for what is left.

Use appropriate technologies for the treatment of food and non-recyclable 
waste that aim to minimise the environmental impact and maximise energy and 
material recovery.

To deliver this priority, the partnership will:

	■ stop using landfill

	■ use a technology called anaerobic digestion that recovers energy and fertiliser from 
the treatment of food waste 

	■ use a technology called Energy from Waste (EfW) that recovers energy and materials 
from the treatment of residual waste 

	■ aim to capture and use heat from EfW facilities to improve the efficiency of residual 
waste treatment
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COLLABORATE AND INNOVATE

The partnership will look beyond the operation of collection and treatment activities to 
identify innovative opportunities to:

	■ reduce waste

	■ recycle more

	■ reduce the environmental impact of waste

	■ deliver value for money services

We can achieve more when we work together and in partnership with others, learning 
from each other and trying new things.

Innovate and work collaboratively with government, businesses and communities 
to create a more sustainable waste system.

To deliver this priority, the partnership will:

	■ be an active voice lobbying and engaging to shape government policy and legislation

	■ lobby government to secure investment in research and development of new 
approaches to managing waste

	■ work to reduce the carbon impact of waste operations by increasing use of alternative 
fuels for our vehicles and equipment  

	■ work together to develop employment and skills opportunities

	■ investigate how best to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from EfW processes by 
reducing plastic waste in general rubbish and using carbon capture, utilisation and 
storage

	■ explore ways to offset the impact of 
unavoidable greenhouse gas emissions 

	■ research and investigate new ways of 
working and adopt examples of best 
practice

	■ work together to increase recycling 
in public spaces and reduce litter and 
incidents of fly-tipping
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EDUCATE AND ENGAGE

Supporting residents, businesses and communities to inspire changes in attitudes. This 
will help to empower people to adopt new behaviours that are essential to achieving 
our vision.

Listen to feedback and deliver information and initiatives to support residents 
and businesses to reduce waste and recycle more.

To deliver this priority, the partnership will:

	■ understand what businesses are doing to reduce waste and how the partnership can 
support

	■ engage regularly with residents and communities to understand the barriers to waste 
prevention and recycling

	■ use feedback and best practice when designing services

	■ examine the composition of waste and participation in services. This will help to design 
services, and target initiatives

	■ deliver county-wide campaigns that inspire and enable behaviour change

	■ focus education and engagement activities on the waste materials that have the 
biggest impact on the environment

	■ work with schools and young people to inspire life-long waste reduction behaviours

	■ support and enable community action to care for the local environment
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RESEARCH, PLAN AND MONITOR PERFORMANCE

We know our targets are ambitious and we expect our progress towards achieving them to 
fluctuate and take time. However, we want residents to be able to hold the partnership to 
account for achieving our aims. Therefore, the partnership will:

	■ continue to engage with residents and communities throughout the life of this strategy

	■ create and regularly review action plans that set out how we will achieve milestones and 
targets

	■ adopt best practice indicators to monitor performance and track progress

	■ publish annually our progress in delivering this strategy

	■ publish performance information about how waste is managed and how much is recycled

We recognise things will change during the life of this strategy. New national policies and 
legislation will arise. Waste composition and the volume of our waste will be different. New 
technologies will emerge and our attitudes to waste will change. As a result, this strategy 
and the services and initiatives delivered by the partnership should be updated to reflect 
this. Therefore, the partnership will review this strategy at least every five years. However, if 
significant change occurs, this strategy will be reviewed earlier.

Our stretching targets and ambitious approach will enable the partnership to contribute to 
reducing the county’s greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2050.
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4.	GLOSSARY

Anaerobic digestion
A process where biodegradable material 
(typically food) is placed in a container and 
broken down by microorganisms without 
oxygen. The process produces biogas, 
a renewable energy which can be used 
to generate heat and electricity and by-
products known as digestate which can be 
used as fertiliser and compost.

Carbon capture, utilisation and 
storage
Carbon capture, utilisation and storage is 
the process of capturing carbon dioxide 
emissions and either using them to make 
things such as building materials or 
permanently storing them underground.

Circular economy
A circular economy is an economic system 
designed with the intention that maximum 
use is extracted from resources and minimum 
waste is generated for disposal.

Climate change
Climate change refers to a change in the 
state of the climate, causing changes in 
weather patterns on a global scale and for 
an extended time. Effects include changes 
in rainfall patterns, sea level rise, potential 
droughts, habitat loss and heat stress.

Closed-loop recycling
Closed-loop recycling is a process where 
waste is collected and recycled to make 
the same type of product. For example, 
glass bottles can be remade into more glass 
bottles.

Composting
Shredded garden waste is placed in 
elongated heaps, called windrows, normally 
outdoors. The windrows are turned 
mechanically every so often to push air into 
the composting waste. The process takes 
at least 16 weeks. At the end, the compost 
weighs around half the original waste and is 
distributed for agricultural and domestic use. 

Decarbonisation
Decarbonisation is the term used for removal 
or reduction of carbon dioxide output into the 
atmosphere. We achieve decarbonisation by 
switching to low carbon energy sources.

Energy from Waste (EfW) with heat 
capture
Energy from waste is an incineration 
process that takes residual waste and turns 
it into electricity. Capturing and using the 
heat generated significantly increases the 
overall efficiency of the process and the 
environmental benefits.

Essex Waste Partnership
A partnership comprising all 12 district, 
borough and city councils and the county 
council in Essex (Basildon Borough Council, 
Braintree District Council, Brentwood 
Borough Council, Castle Point Borough 
Council, Chelmsford City Council, Colchester 
City Council, Epping Forest District Council, 
Essex County Council, Harlow Council, Maldon 
District Council, Rochford District Council, 
Tendring District Council, Uttlesford District 
Council). The partnership was set up to 
ensure cost-efficient and sustainable waste 
management across the county.
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Greenhouse gas
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere and 
contribute to climate change. This causes 
the greenhouse effect. Water vapour, carbon 
dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane and ozone 
are the primary greenhouse gases in the 
atmosphere.

Home composting
The manufacture of compost material at 
home (from the breakdown of food and 
garden waste) using a compost heap, a 
purpose-made container or a wormery.

Landfill or landfill sites
Land in which waste is deposited, often 
disused quarries.

Local Authority Collected Waste 
(LACW)
Local Authority Collected Waste is household 
waste and any other waste that is collected 
for treatment and disposal by a local 
authority. LACW comprises of waste from 
households, recycling centres for household 
waste, street sweepings and local authority-
collected commercial waste.

Non-recyclable waste
Materials that are not collected for recycling 
at kerbside, recycling centres, through take-
back schemes or at community collection 
points.

Procurement
The process of buying goods, works and 
services from third parties and in-house 
providers. This refers to all stages of the 
process from identifying what is needed, to 
the end of a service contract or the end of 
the useful life of an asset.

Recovery
In recovery, a waste treatment process 
is used to recover energy and new raw 
materials from the waste. Recovery waste 
treatment processes include anaerobic 
digestion and Energy from Waste (EfW).

Recycling
The reprocessing of waste materials into the 
same products or different ones.

Residual waste
Waste that is not reused, recycled, 
composted or anaerobically digested.

Resources
Materials that can be used to create 
products. Resources can be virgin materials 
or secondary raw materials.

Reuse
In the commercial sector – using products 
designed to be used many times, such as 
reusable packaging.

In homes, reuse includes buying products 
that use refillable containers or reuse 
plastic bags. It contributes to sustainable 
development and can save raw materials, 
energy and transport costs.

Right to repair
The ‘right to repair’ intends to extend the 
life of products by making manufacturers 
legally obliged to make available spare parts 
and information to help people repair their 
products.

Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA)
SEA is the environmental assessment of 
plans, programmes or strategies. It seeks 
to provide high level protection for the 
environment; integrate the environment 
and sustainable development into planning 
processes; promote sustainable development; 
and promote a more open, transparent and 
evidence-based planning culture.

Waste hierarchy
The waste hierarchy sets out the order in 
which options for waste management should 
be considered based on environmental 
impact. It is a legal framework that has 
become a cornerstone of sustainable waste 
management.
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Waste reduction (waste prevention)  
Action to prevent waste being produced to 
reduce or minimise the amount of waste 
requiring final disposal. Minimising waste 
saves on collection and disposal costs 
and helps to reduce the demand for raw 
materials.

Page 69 of 70



This information is issued by:
Essex County Council (on behalf of Essex Waste Partnership) 
Recycling and Waste

Contact us:
wastestrategyforessex@essex.gov.uk
0345 743 0430

Environment and Climate Action
Essex County Council 
County Hall, Chelmsford 
Essex, CM1 1QH

 Essex_CC
 facebook.com/essexcountycouncil

www.essex.gov.uk

The information contained in this 
document can be translated and/
or made available in alternative 
formats, on request.

Published June 2024

DS24_8348

WORKING TOGETHER FOR ESSEX

Page 70 of 70

mailto:https://twitter.com/Essex_CC?subject=
http://facebook.com/essexcountycouncil
http://www.essex.gov.uk

	Front Sheet
	Agenda
	THE CABINET
	10 September 2024
	AGENDA
	PART 1 – Items to be considered when the public are likely to be present
	1. Apologies for Absence
	2. Declarations of Interest
	3. Minutes and Decisions Called in
	4.  Public Questions
	5. Members’ Questions
	8. Urgent Business
	9. Reports to Council
	The officers will advise on those decisions of the Cabinet which must be the subject of recommendation to the Council.



	Cabinet minutes 9.7.24
	6.1 - NPPF Proposed Consultation Responses.pdf
	6.1 - Consultation on Proposed Reforms to the NPPF
	Chelmsford City Council Cabinet
	10 September 2024
	Reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Proposed Consultation Responses
	Report by:
	Officer Contact:
	Purpose
	Options
	Recommendations
	1. Introduction
	2. Background
	3. Key Consultation Proposals
	4. Conclusion
	List of appendices:
	Corporate Implications
	Consultees:
	Relevant Policies and Strategies:


	6.1 - Consultation questions and responses Appendix 1

	7.1 - Waste Strategy for Essex.pdf
	7.1 - Waste Strategy for Essex
	7.1 - WSFE Appendix
	WASTE STRATEGY
	1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	WHAT IS A WASTE STRATEGY AND WHY DO WE NEED ONE?
	OUR STRATEGY
	OUR PRIORITIES
	OUR TARGETS, AMBITIONS, AND ASPIRATIONS

	2. WHY DO WE NEED TO ACT?
	MANAGING WHAT CAN’T BE RECYCLED
	COST AND AFFORDABILITY
	PEOPLE AND LIFESTYLES
	THE CIRCULAR ECONOMY

	RESEARCH, PLAN AND PERFORMANCE MONITOR

	1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	2.	WHY DO WE NEED TO ACT?
	3.	WHAT IS OUR APPROACH?
	4.	GLOSSARY





