Stanford Rivers PARISH COUNCIL

	


	
	MINUTES
	

	Meeting:	PLANNING COMMITTEE
	Date: 9th April 2026
	Time: 6pm


The Public and Press were invited to attend
PRESENT:

Councillors (4)    Cllr Glover (Chairman), Cllr Jackson, Cllr Hollington, Cllr Saridja*
* for part of meeting
Also in Attendance (1) - Adriana Jones – Clerk			

Members of the Public (1) 
Members of the Press (1)

PLAN.001/26 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Cllrs Tallon, Mrs Jackman and Adams.

PLAN.002/26 OTHER ABSENCES
None.

PLAN.003/26 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None.

PLAN.004/26 	APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Councillors formally APPROVED the minutes of the last Planning Committee Meeting, held on 28th August 2025, as previously circulated, after which they were signed.

PLAN.005/26 QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
The Chairman welcomed the two members of the public present, and invited them to address the Committee.  The residents expressed concern about EPF/0553/26, advising of the history of this site and the adjacent site, and the dubious means by which permission was granted incorrectly by EFDC by way of permitted development rights. The residents advised that these two barns had been partially built, but not completed, for the last 6 years, and were not and had not been used for agricultural purposes, and expressed concern that this was simply a ploy to get a structure built which could be converted to residential in the future.  The residents advised that as people who see this land on a daily basis, there was simply no evidence provided to show why a hay barn was needed, expressing concern about how this would affect the two listed structures nearby and the lack of clarity in the planning application.    The Chairman thanked the residents for the comments. 

PLAN.006/26 PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

	EPF/0553/26
	Coalfields Farm, Epping Road, Colliers Hatch, EPPING, CM16 7PX
	Erection of a general-purpose agricultural building – hay storage.
https://eppingforestdc.my.site.com/pr/s/planning-application/a0hTv00000GfCaH 

	Stanford Rivers Parish Council OBJECTS to this application, and hereby confirms its intention to attend any EFDC Planning Committee to express their objection to the Committee.

1.  It is very clear to residents that live in the vicinity that this area of land (referred to as Coalfields Farm) has NOT been used for agricultural purposes or the production of hay since 2020, and is not currently being used for such purposes.  Please refer to appendix A for Google Earth Images.  We are also in a position where numerous residents in the area are willing to sign affidavits to this effect.  The Parish Council therefore strongly disputes the applicants claims within their planning statement which states it is an ‘established agricultural enterprise at Coalfields Farm’ – it is not. In addition, the Parish Council confirms that the two current barns (which were the result of an incorrectly approved PD application EPF/1281/20) HAVE NEVER been used for agricultural purposes, as was suggested was needed in EPF/1281/20, and have in fact only just recently been finished (one actually not quite being finished). The applicant sets out as part of their justification that the ‘farmstead currently contains agricultural buildings previously approved for machinery storage and general agricultural use. These buildings are fully utilised for machinery, equipment and existing bale storage associated with earlier production levels’.  This is not correct.  The buildings have NEVER been used.  Attached at appendix 2 are pictures of the buildings taken April 2026.

2. The applicant states in their planning statement that ‘The chosen location is not on a skyline or visually prominent position and benefits from the context of the existing built form and that it therefore minimises landscape impact and preserves the openness of the wider Green Belt.’  THIS IS ABSOLUTELY INCORRECT.  The location of the proposed barn would be on one of the highest point of local hill, jarring with the skyline and seriously impacting the green belt.  This was a major issue when the original two barns were built.   Please refer to Appendix 2 for the images of the current barns which clearly shows how high the newly proposed barn would be located.  It does not nestle neatly and discreetly into the countryside. 

3. Also with regard to height, the applicant states ‘In terms of openness, the building is modest in height, positioned within the existing farmstead envelope and grouped alongside established agricultural structures. It does not represent encroachment into undeveloped countryside and will not appear isolated or sporadic.’  Once again we strongly dispute this.  Firstly, the two existing structures simply cannot be classed as ‘established agricultural structures’.  As can be seen from Appendix A, they have barely been completed.  Secondly, we also dispute the claim that this is not undeveloped countryside.  If you refer to Appendix A, you can see how over the last 5 years the applicant has slowly encroached into undeveloped countryside, continuing to do so, and the lack of agricultural activity on the land makes it even more frustrating that this has taken place.

4. There is a lack of clarity over exactly what is classed as ‘Coalfield Farm’  In once sentence the applicant makes it clear that Coalfield Farm is the land on which the barn would be located, however in various other parts of the statement they state that it is a holding which now includes an additional 20 acres of grassland.  The applicant has not provided any mapping of ‘the holding’ and has not adequately evidenced exactly what the holding consists of and where the 32 acres is located.  This is vital to understand.    Paragraph 154 of the NPPF states that ‘Development in the Green Belt is inappropriate unless one of the following exceptions applies: a) buildings for agriculture and forestry’.  However, this need must surely have to be evidenced?  The applicant HAS NOT provided sufficient evidence of need, other than simply stating they have purchased more land and need another building.   This is insufficient. The site which is the subject of this application has not been used as active farmland for at least the last 6 years.  This is well known locally. 

5. There are two listed structures in the vicinity of the site – Old House and Moat House (Moat House being less than 75m from the proposed site, and being a scheduled monument).  The applicant has stated that they believe the barn will not result in harm to the significance or setting of the Scheduled Monument and that it does not introduce urbanising elements or visual intrusion that would undermine the monument’s historic setting. EFDC Validation Checklist states that a Heritage Statement must be supplied for any application where the development may affect the setting of a heritage asset, even if the works are not physically on the asset itself.  This heritage statement has not been supplied, and it would be for EFDCs conservation Officer to establish what harm may be caused, not the applicant. 


In Summary, the proposal should be refused as it is contrary to the following polices:
· EFDC Local Plan Policy DM4 Green Belt – the applicant has failed to evidence actual agricultural need.
· EFDC Local Plan Policy DM7 Historic Environment – the applicant has not provided sufficient evidence in order to establish the impact on the adjacent listed structures
· EFDC Local Plan Policy DM3 Landscape Character, Ancient Landscapes and Geodiversity – the proposed barn is proposed to be located on the highest part of a hill, significantly affecting the visual aspect of the landscape

[note: pictures were also submitted with this planning objection]



Meeting closed 18.57


Signed ........................................	Date ............................
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