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Introduction
This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 (as amended) in respect of the Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan.
The legal basis of this Consultation Statement is provided by Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations (as amended), which requires that a consultation statement should:
· contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed neighbourhood development plan.
· explain how they were consulted.
· summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and
· describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.
Organisational structure of the Neighbourhood Plan
The Neighbourhood Plan was run by a committee of residents and parish councillors. Over the development of the plan there were four different chairmen and various members.
Public events and other consultation activities
The policies contained in the Neighbourhood Plan are a result of considerable interaction and consultation with the community and businesses within the parish. Amongst other things, engagement has involved: 
· Poster announcing “walk in” events
· Three “drop in” events to explain the significance of the neighbourhood plan and the importance of people giving their opinions.
· SWOT analysis completed  
· 683 households receiving a questionnaire and local businesses receiving a separate, business-specific questionnaire. 
· Analysis of resident’s questionnaire completed, and report generated. 26.5% response to Questionnaire.
· Meeting held with RCCE auditor to advise on alignment of questionnaire responses with the seven Neighbourhood Planning objectives. Additional advice provided on potential Neighbourhood planning consultants.
· Application for grant forwarded to Groundwork. This covered website, printing and consultation costs.
· Grant approved and L.U.C. consultant identified.
· Meeting with consultant to determine what the committee needed to do to produce a draft plan.

· Draft Neighbourhood Plan completed and reviewed with consultant. Adjustments and modifications made. 
· 165 copies of the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan were printed and made available in the village shop and the social club as part of the Regulation 14 consultation. A questionnaire was included specifically relating to the plan which assisted residents to provide their representations. A follow up “drop in” event was held to discuss any comments or questions that residents had. 
· Electronic copies of the draft Regulation 14 plan were available on the Gosfield Parish Council website https://e-voice.org.uk/gosfield/ and the Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan website www.gosfieldneighbourhoodplan.org.
· Electronic copies of the draft Regulation 14 Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan were sent to the mandatory consultees listed in appendix 2.  Copies were mailed if no electronic address was available.
· Responses to residents and responses from statutory and non-statutory stakeholders were generated.
This was supported by a dedicated website which was set up to explain the aims of the Neighbourhood Plan - https://gosfieldneighbourhoodplan.org/.

Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan timeline
	Date
	Action
	Notes

	April 2021
	AECOM housing needs assessment completed
	Report issued

	June 2021
	Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan “Drop in” events to explain the purpose of the neighbourhood plan
	Advertised by posters around the village

	June-July 2021
	Questionnaire developed by joint group of Parish Councillors and residents of Gosfield to obtain residents views relating to the core planning objectives in the National Planning Policy Framework, e.g. housing, transport, community facilities. 
	Copies printed and 683 copies delivered by volunteers to every property in the parish

	August 2021
	181 Residents responses received
	Responses were posted in ballot boxes in the village shop and social club.

	February 2022
	SWOT analysis completed
	Used to assist development of Neighbourhood Plan

	October 2022
	Analysis of residents’ data completed.
	181 responses transferred to Excel spreadsheet. RCCE analysed the data and produced a report summarising the responses. 

	May 2023
	Housing Needs Assessment undertaken
	

	December 2023
	Application for Neighbourhood Grant from Groundwork- includes Design Codes, website and consultant costs.
	Grant Application successful and conversation started with Locality to provide Design codes as free option

	January 2024
	Review evidence base – complete gaps
	Seven policies were developed to align with the residents and NPPF objectives. In addition to the specific categories, a major issue for residents was pedestrian and road safety. These have been documented in the ‘getting around” section.
No housing policy developed as needs identified in AECOM report have been met by subsequent developments in Gosfield parish.

	January 2024
	“Kick off” meeting to start drafting of the plan
	Committee and L.U.C. Consultant

	
	Vision and objectives identified from resident’s survey and SWOT analysis. And aligned with the principles of Local Neighbourhood Planning Policy
	

	
	Vision agreed and required policy areas identified
	

	February 2024
	First draft identifying required inputs from the committee.
	

	March 2024
	Dedicated Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan website launched
	www.gosfieldneighbourhoodplan.org

	March 2024
	Design code evidence commissioned from Locality
	Specialist design survey funding initially approved but later cancelled due to Government withdrawing funding

	May 2024 
	Due to lack of Design Codes help from Locality the decision was taken to produce our own guidance document with support from our consultant
	Survey of existing properties and surroundings carried out by the committee and draft Gosfield Design Assessment produced

	June 2024 
	Design Assessment reviewed by consultant
	Assessment deemed suitable

	August 2024
	Draft Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Plan completed 
	Informal review carried out by BDC planning and minor wording changes plus advice on contacting allotment owners for their opinion.
Subsequent review of responses resulted in original green spaces being withdrawn.
New green space identified and added to draft plan.

	October-November 2024        
	Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Consultation undertaken.
	Mandatory 6-week consultation period extended to January due to printing issues and Christmas holidays.
 See Section 3 for more details

	November 2024
	A “Walk in” event to discuss Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan with residents
	Held on one day, with a morning and afternoon session.
Advertised by posters around the village. 18 residents attended.

	January 2025
	Representations from residents and statutory bodies reviewed and responded to. Plan amended where appropriate.
	Added to Neighbourhood Plan evidence 

	February 2025
	Updated draft plan completed
	

	March 2025
	Draft plan sent to Braintree District Council for SEA and HRA screening.
	See below for further details



Engaging with hard-to-reach groups
No “hard to reach" groups were identified as all residents included in survey and generally there was good engagement across the spectrum of residents in the parish.
Strategic Environmental Assessment
In October 2025, Braintree District Council published a draft Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Screening Report, prepared by Place Services. This considered that the Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan could be screened out with respect to the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment in line with the requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC. This was then consulted on with the statutory bodies (the Environment Agency, Natural England and Historic England). The representations received from the statutory bodies agreed with this assessment and the final Screening Report was published alongside the Submission Version (Regulation 16) of the Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan.
Habitats Regulations Assessment
In October 2025, Braintree District Council published a draft Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report, prepared by Place Services. This considered that an HRA was not required. This was then consulted on with the statutory body (Natural England) which agreed with the assessment. The final Screening Report was published alongside the Submission Version (Regulation 16) of the Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan.
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Resident and business questionnaires and SWOT analysis
A questionnaire was developed by a committee of residents and Parish Councillors to gather the views of Gosfield residents about a range of issues. The questions were designed to support the 13 key objectives of the Neighbourhood Planning Policy Framework.
Data from the residents’ survey was tabulated and then analysed by RCCE. A copy of the Executive Summary is included in Appendix 1. 
A business survey was developed and distributed to businesses in Gosfield.  Nine surveys were completed and analysed. Most responses were from established “one man” businesses. It was concluded that, considering the issues raised (which were not matters that could be addressed through the Neighbourhood Plan), no action was necessary.
A member of the committee who is a retired History teacher supplied the historical data used to complete the Neighbourhood Plan.
The chairman of the committee also had regular conversations, about the neighbourhood plan, with various residents as he is a regular volunteer in the community owned shop which acts as a village hub.
Photographs of Gosfield required for the neighbourhood plan provided by Tony Sale photography. Tony Sale is a resident of Gosfield. 
From the information gathered through the resident and business surveys, a SWOT analysis was assembled: 

SWOT analysis 
Strengths
1. Strong community spirit and project engagement.
2. Community assets/heritage.
3. Rural location/high quality environment.
4. Large number of thriving community organisations.
Weaknesses
1. Lack of local control of everyday issues e.g. state of roads and pavements.
2. Limited public car parking.
3. No provision for public EV charging.
Opportunities
1. Three schools.
2. Nature reserve.
3. Improve access into countryside
4. Golf Club and lake resort
5. Close to Braintree and Halstead.
6. 30 minutes from London Stansted Airport.
Threats
1. Lack of control on allocation of affordable housing.
2. Shared ownership properties sub-contracted by Braintree District Council not being managed within the rules.
3. S106 process is not flexible. Allocation legally linked to specific parish projects. where they may no longer be a priority due to length of time taken to release the monies.
4. Design of new development being out of keeping with the rural location.
5. Development of important green spaces.  

Based on this, the following areas were identified as requiring more detailed evidence gathering:
· Climate and environment – protection of the high-quality environment of Gosfield.
· Design – ensuring design is in keeping and of the highest environmental standard.
· Heritage – protecting the assets of value in Gosfield.
· Getting around – improving access to the countryside and pedestrian safety.
Regulation 14 consultation
The draft plan, based on resident’s views aligned to the relevant Neighbourhood Plan categories, was completed. The mandatory 6-week Regulation 14 consultation was undertaken. 
The draft Plan was circulated to residents with an attached questionnaire. The questionnaire asked for resident’s opinions relating to the draft plan policies. 22 residents responded with the majority in agreement. There were also responses from a range of statutory and other stakeholders which were broadly supportive. These representations helped to shape amendments to the Plan which was completed and submitted to Braintree District Council at Regulation 15 stage.
 
[bookmark: _Toc191301027]regulation 14 pre-submission consultation
The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group finalised the Draft Neighbourhood Plan in September 2024. The Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation was commenced on 8th October 2024, with an intention for it to run for 6 weeks until 19th November 2024. However, there was a delay in notices being sent to various statutory bodies, with these not going out until 8th November 2024. The consultation end date was extended to 3rd January 2025, making it an 8-week period consultation for the statutory bodies and a more than a 12-week consultation for residents.  
The consultation was advertised on the Parish Council website (https://e-voice.org.uk/gosfield/) and on the separate Neighbourhood Plan website (www.gosfieldneighbourhoodplan.org). This included giving access to all the supporting documents.
165 hard copies were made available in the village shop and social club, all of which were taken. 
A questionnaire was included with each copy of the draft plan and on the website. The purpose was to help residents to respond to the plan and it was decided that the questionnaires should be anonymous. However, responses by email or written copy were accepted as well. A “walk in” event was held during the consultation so that residents could come and ask questions and could complete their representations at the event.
Distribution to statutory and non-statutory consultees
In accordance with requirements of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations, relevant statutory consultees were notified by letter or email. In addition, a range of parties that the Steering Group considered were likely to have an interest in the plan were also written to. All parties were advised to download a copy of the plan and were advised that hard copies could be issued on request.
The full list of statutory and other consultees that were written to is shown in Appendix 2.
Responses
In total there were 32 representations submitted, 10 from statutory bodies and 22 from residents.
The representations and the responses are shown in Appendix 3.


Appendix 1: Residents Questionnaire Responses

Executive Summary
Overall, 181 households responded to the survey which gives an overall response rate of 26.5% (181/683) which represented the views of 328 individual respondents. 40% of those individuals who responded are in the age group 60-74 years with a further 29% in the 75+ age group. This reflects the fact that 58% of respondents advised that they are currently retired. 
6% of those who responded need to move home within the next 5 years with a further 2% after 5 years and another 8% are not sure. The most popular tenure required would be owned plus mortgage with 4% requiring this tenure followed by 3% for rented although 10% are unsure yet. Of the people requiring moving home, 6% want to remain in the parish with 11% still not sure. 
When asked about housing development, there was support for housing that people can afford, particularly the younger generation looking to buy their first home. There was a real emphasis on a local priority scheme with 77% of respondents either strongly agreeing or agreeing with this. When considering the character, design and style of any new housing development, 85% either strongly agreed or agreed that this is a very important aspect of any building project. However, 38% of those who responded either strongly agreed or agreed that they wished to see no further development in the village. 
Unsurprisingly, most respondents, 89% use a car/van as their most frequent means of transport. The Community Transport Scheme appears underused with only two respondents stating this is their main means of transport with 91% stated they never use the scheme. Of the respondents either working or in education, 17% are based at home and of those travelling, the majority must travel 1- 10 miles to their place of work/education. Apart from travelling for the purpose of work/education, most of the travel is for leisure activities. The most popular bus journey appears to be to Halstead with 36% using the service ranging from daily to less often. There appears to be stronger support for more frequent services of buses during the 7-9am and 4-7pm period with 42% either strongly agreeing or agreeing with this option. 
Nearly three quarters of those who responded (73%) support a crossing in The Street and nearly half (49%) support a cycle path to Halstead, reflecting a general wish to see improved access to the countryside. Pathways are a real concern of many respondents and 74% support wider pathways along Braintree Road and The Street. Speeding vehicles are also of concern with 70% wishing to see more speed indicator devices in permanent positions and 81% either strongly agree or agree that there should be a 'Twenty's Plenty' 20mph speed limit next to the Primary School. 
When asked about what employment is needed in Gosfield, it was felt that jobs in the food/drink and retail industry were most needed with 30% support closely followed by light industrial work with 28% support. When it came to the existing businesses/organisations in the village, the village shop was the most used with 90% of respondents using this ranging from daily to less often. When it came to healthcare, 58% travel 1-3 miles to their GP’s surgery whilst the majority, 39% travel 4-9 miles for their dentist. 
Traffic volumes and speeding vehicles are a major concern for respondents with 80% either strongly agreeing or agreeing that volumes are an issue whilst 90% advise that speeding is a problem in the village. 94% of respondents generally feel safe in the village outside during the day with this figure dropping to 66% feeling safe after dark. Respondents also generally feel safe when in their homes with 92% either strongly agreeing or agreeing with this. The footpaths and countryside in/around the village appear to be the most frequently used facility with 88% of respondents using them ranging from daily to less often. This is closely followed by the playing field &/or pavilion together with Gosfield Nature Reserve with 84% using them ranging from daily to less often.
 The most frequent suggestion for improvements to the Nature Reserve, Playing Field, the children’s play area and village footpaths was the cutting back of overgrown bushes to widen village footpaths and it was also felt that the Nature Reserve needed better management/ maintenance. These were felt to be spaces of importance to the community. 
15% of responding residents consider themselves to be vulnerable and only 9% or less either strongly agree or agree that they need some form of help ranging from small domestic jobs to collecting prescriptions or transport to health-related appointments. Respondents felt generally that they would like a greater police presence with 72% supporting this view. 
Whilst 69% know where the village notice board is, only 30% confirm that they regularly check out the content of the notice board. It does seem however that The Grapevine magazine is very popular with 91% advising this is very informative and useful. Interestingly only 29% felt that the Parish Council website is a good source of information. 




Appendix 2: Regulation 14 statutory consultees

The full list of statutory consultees that were emailed or written to is as follows: 
Coggeshall Ward councillor 
Bradwell & Pattiswick Parish Council 
Coggeshall Parish Council 
Cressing Parish Council 
Gosfield Parish Council 
Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council 
Braintree Constituency MP 
Braintree District Council 
Essex County Council 
Homes England 
Environment Agency 
Historic England 
Network Rail 
Anglian Water Services Limited 
NHS Hertfordshire and West Essex Integrated Care Board (ICB) 
NHS Hertfordshire ICB 
NHS Mid & South Essex ICB 
NHS Property Services Ltd 
NHS Suffolk and Northeast Essex ICB 
British Gas Connections Ltd 
National Gas Transmission 
Essex & Suffolk Water 
Braintree Association of Local Councils 
East of England Ambulance Service 
EPN South Highway services 
ES Pipelines Ltd 
Essex County Fire & Rescue Service 
Essex Police 
MLL 40 GHz Limited  
Mobile Broadband Network Limited 
National Grid 
National Highways 
Police Fire and Crime Commissioner for Essex 
Sport England 
Transport Focus 
UK Broadband Ltd 
UK Power Networks 

Appendix 3: Regulation 14 representations and responses 
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Regulation 14 representations – stakeholder bodies
	Ref.
	Name of body
	Representation
	Response by Parish Council
	Amendment to Plan

	1
	Essex County Council
	Policy context:
Paragraph 1.1 should be amended. 
Paragraph 1.9 should be amended.
Although Neighbourhood Plans should not seek to establish policy for minerals and waste land 
uses, they should include context on such matters, as relevant to the area. Clarity should be 
provided on this matter and the role of the MLP and WLP in planning terms.
	Noted and agreed
	Various paras amended in Section 1

	2
	Essex County Council
	The Plan area includes land within a Mineral Safeguarding Area (MSA) due to the presence of 
sand and gravel deposits beneath the ground. There is also a Waste Consultation Area with 
regards the Gosfield Wastewater Treatment Works (see Appendix 1).
Consequently, given the presence of the above in the Plan area, new wording should be 
Included.
	Noted and agreed
	New paras added to Section 1

	3
	Essex County Council
	ECC recommend paragraph 1.15 is reviewed to refer to the Braintree Local Development Scheme 
(September 2024) and the timetable therein.
	Noted and agreed
	Para 1.15 amended

	4
	Essex County Council
	Objective 1 should be amended to refer to a minimum 10% biodiversity net gain and to have regard to the Essex Local Nature Recovery Strategy.
	Disagree. This amendment would make the objective read like a policy requirement. BNG is one policy mechanism where biodiversity can be enhanced but the objective is deliberately broader than this.
	No change

	5
	Essex County Council
	Objective 2 should be reworded more positively to ‘maximise’ the use of renewable technologies 
in new development. This will minimise the need for retrofitting later. 
	Noted and agreed
	Objective 2 amended

	6
	Essex County Council
	The contribution made by the ‘setting’ of a designated and non-designated heritage asset should be referenced in objective 4 consistent with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
paragraph 207 and 208.
	Noted and agreed
	Objective 4 amended

	7
	Essex County Council
	Objective 5 should refer to ‘convenient’ access to village assets and amenities for clarity.
	Noted and agreed
	Objective 5 amended

	8
	Essex County Council
	The Plan area is located within the Essex Climate Action Commission’s (ECAC) recommended 
Climate Focus Area (CFA). ECC seek the CFA to be referenced in the introduction to Chapter 4.
	Noted and agreed
	New para 4.1 and 4.2 added

	9
	Essex County Council
	ECC recommend Policy GOS1 Part A is amended to require all development to deliver the mandatory ‘minimum of 10% net biodiversity gain’, as required by the Environment Act 2021 and to ‘protect and enhance’ existing habitats and species consistent with NPPF, paragraph 192
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS1A amended

	10
	Essex County Council
	Green infrastructure and open space should be approached from a multifunctional perspective. Various ECC documents should be referenced in paragraph 4.4.
	Noted and agreed
	Para 4.4 expanded

	11
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS1 Part C should be amended to provide clarity
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS1C amended

	12
	Essex County Council
	The content of the Plan does not fully reflect the Climate change and environment Objective 2, 
which ECC is requiring to be strengthened to refer to ‘maximising the adoption of renewable technologies’ 
New paragraphs are proposed relating to large-scale renewable energy projects.
	Whilst this is acknowledged, it does not recognise that the issue of large-scale renewable energy is a sensitive one within the Gosfield community. Also, Policy LPP73 of the Braintree Local Plan adequately addresses such issues. Anything similar in the NP would be duplicating existing policy. 
	No change

	13
	Essex County Council
	Title of Policy GOS2 should be changed to Renewable energy, Low Energy, and Energy Efficient Design
	Disagree. For the reasons given above, Policy GOS2 is not about sources of energy, but about minimising the demand on energy uses (of all kinds).
	No change

	14
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS2 Part A should be amended when referring to improving water efficiency.
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS2A amended

	15
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS2 Part B.d should be amended to refer to multifunctional SuDS
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS2Bd amended

	16
	Essex County Council
	Reference to ECC’s “Planning Policy Position for Net Zero Carbon Homes and Buildings in Greater Essex”. Two options are presented:
· Option 1: Add an additional criterion to Policy GOS2B requiring new development to ‘have regard’ to the ‘Planning Policy Position’.
· Option 2: The consolidated PPP is planned to be published by the end of 2024/early 2025 and the Parish Council should consider including this policy in the Plan if timescales permit.
	The Parish Council has reviewed the ECC webpage and understands that the policy has not been published. Therefore Option 1 is considered to represent an appropriate approach. 
	Policy GOS2Bd amended

	17
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS2 should be amended to refer to the contribution made by the ‘setting’ of historic buildings consistent with NPPF, paragraph 207 and 208.
	Noted and agreed (although this is a new clause rather than an amendment)
	Policy GOS2 C added

	18
	Essex County Council
	Additional text proposed be added to the policy to reflect support for community owned or led renewable energy schemes consistent with the new paragraphs 4.7 to 4.10
	Disagree. There has not been clear community support for this through the engagement process of the Neighbourhood Plan.
	No change

	19
	Essex County Council
	As the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, ECC seek to promote waste reduction, re-use and recycling, sustainable building design and the use of sustainable materials. An additional clause in Policy GOS2 is proposed
	Noted and agreed 
	Policy GOS2 new clause B added

	20
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS4 should be amended
	Noted and agreed 
	Policy GOS4 amended

	21
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS5B.d and B.e should be amended
	Noted and agreed 
	Policy GOS5 amended

	22
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS6 should be amended
	Noted and agreed 
	Policy GOS6 amended

	23
	Essex County Council
	Policy GOS7 should be amended
	Noted and agreed 
	Policy GOS7 amended

	24
	Natural England
	Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft neighbourhood plan
	Noted
	No change

	25
	National Highways
	National Highways consider the limited level of growth proposed across the Gosfield Neighbourhood Plan area, will not have a significant impact on the operation of the Strategic Road Network.
	Noted
	No change

	26
	National Grid
	There is no record of National Grid Electricity Transmission assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area
	Noted
	No change

	27
	Essex Police
	Vision -  it is recommended that the community is also developed to be ‘Safe, inclusive and sustainable’.
	Whilst this point is acknowledged, the Vision was developed with the community and reflects the matters of importance to it.
	No change

	28
	Essex Police
	Policy GOS1: It is advised that when new developments are proposed then contact is made with the local Designing Out Crime Officer (DOCO) to ensure security is subliminal through the landscape proposals (both green and blue architecture) into gardens and public realm spaces.
	Noted
	No change

	29
	Essex Police
	Policy GOS2:  the DOCO recommends the use of Secured by Design (SBD) Police Preferred Security Products, as academic research suggests that such products support sustainability agendas as they are proven to last longer (due to the robustness of the product and minimal maintenance requirement), and therefore reduce the developments long term carbon footprint. 
	Whilst the point is noted, it is not appropriate for a planning policy or supporting text to specifically endorse one product.
	No change

	30
	Essex Police
	Policy GOS2: Embedding ‘Designing out Crime’ principles can evidence Sustainability Objectives and Health Impact Assessment requirements, as developments that have mitigated against potential crime can mitigate against the social determinants of crime.
	The point is acknowledged but the policy covers low energy and energy efficient design. It is not related to social factors.
	No change

	31
	Essex Police
	Policy GOS4: As per the landscape plans referenced within Policy GOS 2, the DOCO would advocate early engagement to mitigate the opportunities for crime. 
	Noted
	No change

	32
	Essex Police
	Policy GOS5: In support of Paragraph A (page 20), it is advised that all new developments should not only be of a high quality but should also be 
safe, secure, and sustainable. 
	It is agreed that ‘safe’ is appropriate to add. ‘Secure’ is not a matter that was raised by the community. ‘Sustainable’ design is dealt with elsewhere.
	Amend Policy GOS5A

	33
	Essex Police
	Policy GOS7: Improving signage will enhance wayfinding which will allow users to feel safer using designated walking and cycling routes. Incorporating lighting uniformity (cognisant of ecological considerations) will improve routes and enhance the feeling of safety whilst improving surveillance.
	Noted and agreed
	Para added to supporting text for Policy GOS7 and reference to signage made in Policy GOS7.

	34
	Essex Police
	The DOCO acknowledges the concerns raised within the Draft Plan for pedestrian safety. It is advised that if such changes are proposed,
then consideration is given to the implementation of a “Safe system approach” when designing local road infrastructure as this will take into consideration the various user groups, such as pedestrian, cyclist and equestrians.
	Noted
	No change

	35
	Essex Police
	Essex Police would request that consideration is given for the provision of Emergency Service Access throughout the village. It is essential that emergency vehicles can gain rapid access to any 
incident occurring within Gosfield and surrounding neighbourhoods.
	Noted. This is a matter that should be pursued outside the Neighbourhood Plan
	No change

	36
	Historic England
	Please note that the National Planning Policy Framework was updated on the 12th of December 2024, with some modifications to both wording and paragraph numbers in the historic environment section, which may require updating in your plan. 
	Noted and agreed
	Various amendments made

	37
	Essex Fire and Rescue Service
	A series of matters have been raised relating to:
· Use of a community hub
· Adherence to requirements of the Fire Safety Order
· Installation of smoke alarms and/or sprinkler systems
· Planning and mitigations to reduce risks around outdoor water sources
· Implementation of a transport strategy to minimise the impact of construction and prevent an increase in the number of road traffic collisions
· Implementation of a land management strategy to minimise the potential spread of fire either from or towards the development site.
	All matters are noted. However, they are not planning policy matters directly relevant to a neighbourhood plan
	No change

	38
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Para 1.9 – contents of development plan
	Noted and agreed
	Para 1.9 amended

	39
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Fig 1.1 – changes to map
	It is not considered necessary to add in the names of surrounding parishes. The final plan will be fully accessible. The base mapping has been supplied by Braintree DC and meets all mapping requirements.
	No change

	40
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Para 1.15 – changes to Local plan Review timetable
	Noted and agreed
	Para 1.15 amended

	41
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Chapter 2 – there should be a new section added which refers to the three neighbouring parishes as well as Braintree and Bocking and the relationship between Gosfield and each of the neighbours.
	Noted. Identifying the surrounding parishes is reasonable but it is unclear precisely what is appropriate to say about the ‘relationship’ between Gosfield and these parishes that is relevant to the Neighbourhood Plan.
	New para 2.23 added

	42
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Para 2.4 – this paragraph would benefit from some re-wording.
	Noted and agreed
	Para 2.4 amended

	43
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Para 2.22 – the bus service should be included as a strength.
	Noted and agreed
	Para 2.22 and ‘Strengths’ amended

	44
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Para 3.2 – 5 (getting around) only appears to apply to access within the village. It should also refer to access to Halstead, Braintree, and neighbouring parishes.
	These were the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan established by the community. 
	No change

	45
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Chapter 4 - We would like to see a recognition in the Plan about the need to ensure that any new development, including agricultural buildings and utilities infrastructure, in the vicinity of the parish borders, adheres to the planning guidelines set out in the Braintree Landscape Character Assessment of 2006.
	This chapter is about climate and the environment rather than protecting the landscape. Whilst the point is supported, this matter is already covered by Braintree Local Plan Policy LPP67 (Landscape Character and Features).  The Neighbourhood Plan cannot duplicate this policy.
	No change

	46
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Woodland belts and forestry forms an integral part of the landscape along the boundary between Gosfield parish and Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural parish, namely Broak’s Wood and Shardlowe’s Wood in the north-east corner of 
Gosfield parish, and Highwood’s Grove, Great Aldercar Wood and Heater Wood in the south-east. We would like to see this recognised in the Neighbourhood Plan and a reference to conserving, enhancing, and managing these woodlands which contribute to the distinctiveness and sense of place.
	Trees and woodlands are already protected by Braintree Local Plan Policy LPP67.
	No change

	47
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Para 4.11 – even though it is identified in the BDLP, the local nature reserve should be identified on a plan and referenced as Gosfield Sandpits.
	Noted and it is agreed that the name needs to be provided. However, inclusion of a map could create confusion as it may be thought that this space is protected as a Local Green Space under Policy GOS3.
	Para 4.11 amended

	48
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Figure 6.1 – where appropriate the public rights of way shown on the plan should be extended into the neighbouring parishes to show their context. PROW Greenstead Green 49 is missing as a green line.
	Disagree. The map supports Policy GOS7 which only covers PROWS within the parish boundary. PROW Greenstead Green 49 is labelled on the map. 
	No change

	49
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Paras 6.9-6.11 – there should be a reference to the need to reduce speeding along Halstead Road.
	Noted and agreed
	Para 5.11 amended

	50
	Greenstead Green and Halstead Rural Parish Council
	Section 7 – neighbouring parishes should be added to these plans
	Disagree. These are policies maps which are only relevant to matters within the Gosfield parish boundary.
	No change

	51
	Anglian Water
	Policy GOS1: Anglian Water supports this policy. As the neighbourhood plan progresses, there may also be benefit in referencing the emerging Essex Local Nature Recovery Strategy which will identify priority actions for nature and map specific areas for improving habitats for nature recovery. 
	Noted
	No change

	52
	Anglian Water
	Policy GOS2: To support the sustainable development principles of the plan, we would advise that suitable wording could be added to the neighbourhood plan to cover infrastructure capacity.  In order not to have to duplicate planning policies within the neighbourhood plan on these matters, it may be adequate to cross reference to the relevant policies in the Local Plan. 
	Noted and agreed
	New para 4.10 added

	53
	Anglian Water
	Policy GOS2: Anglian Water has produced a Water Efficiency Protocol with other partners (the Environment Agency, Natural England and Cambridge Water) on the imperative for development plan policies to achieve tighter water efficiency standards than the optional standard of 110 litres per person per day (l/p/d) for new homes. We would advocate the neighbourhood plan seeks a high standard of water efficiency for new developments for the reasons set out above and includes a target standard i.e. 100 litres per person per day. 
	Noted and agreed
	New sub-clause added to Policy GOS2C and new para 4.9 added.

	54
	Anglian Water
	Policy GOS2: It would be useful to provide a cross reference to the Braintree Local Plan Policies LPP74 (Flooding Risk and Surface Water Drainage), LPP75 Surface Water Management Plan and LPP76 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems to raise that flood risk matters would be addressed.
	Noted and agreed
	New para 4.11 added

	55
	Anglian Water
	Policy GOS3: Do not consider that the policy should prevent any operational development that may be needed to manage, maintain or repair Anglian Water’s assets. Part B of Policy GOS3 states “Proposals for built development on these Local Green Spaces should not be permitted unless the proposal is for an ancillary feature, and it can be clearly demonstrated that it is required to support or enhance the role and function of the identified Local Green Space.” The neighbourhood plan needs to clarify that managing development with a LGS is to be consistent with national policy on the Green Belt as set out in para. 107 of the NPPF (2023). Policy GOS3 should not introduce a more restrictive approach to development proposals and, therefore, be amended accordingly to reflect the NPPF. 
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS43B amended

	56
	Anglian Water
	Policy GOS5: Criterion (e) – amend to specify that parking areas and driveways be constructed of permeable surfaces to ensure adequate drainage. See previous comments under surface water flooding. 
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS5B.e amended

	57
	Braintree District Council (late submission)
	Thank you for consulting Braintree District Council on the Gosfield Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan, and with apologies for the delay in getting a response to you.
I have read the document and can confirm that it is in broad compliance with the policies contained within Braintree District Council’s Local Plan subject to the following comments/suggestions.
We note the intention to carry out an early review of the Neighbourhood Plan. Braintree Council would be happy to meet with the neighbourhood plan group to discuss this review when undertaken as well as the Gosfield Inset map for the new Local Plan.
We support the policies contained within the neighbourhood plan I would offer some minor comments on the following:
	Noted
	No change

	58
	Braintree District Council (late submission)
	GOS3 – Local Green Space, we support his policy subject to the owners or any local green spaces being consulted of the Neighbourhood Plans intention to identify them as Local Green Spaces.
	Noted: The landowner has been consulted
	No change

	59
	Braintree District Council (late submission)
	GOS6 – non-designated heritage assets. In criteria B I would suggest altering the word from “the” to “a” non-designated heritage asset as shown below. This would allow for this policy to apply to any future non-designated assets which may be identified.
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS6 amended

	60
	Braintree District Council (late submission)
	GOS7 – Access for walking, cycling and horse riding – the provision in this policy for a route connecting Gosfield and Halstead would be difficult without a specific route identified on a map. Also, that would involve land outside the parish which the neighbourhood plan can’t control. It would be beneficial if a broad route could be shown and that added to the Council’s POSI (Potential Open Space Improvement Document) which would mean a great chance of access s106 contributions, and potentially making the route achievable.
	Noted. It could potentially create difficulties with local landowners if even a broad route was identified in the Neighbourhood Plan. It is recognised that reference to a route should be removed from Policy GOS6 and that the PC should work with Braintree DC to explore options. 
	Policy GOS7 amended
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Specific comments made to support resident representations:
	Resident no.
	Representation
	Response by Parish Council
	Amendment to Plan

	R3
	Policy GOS2. Heat pumps have been found to not be efficient.
	The point is noted. Policy GOS2 seeks to ensure that houses are well insulated and does not specifically require heat pumps to be installed.
	No change

	R3
	Design, heritage and green spaces. The woodland around Gosfield should be protected and managed to remove old and dangerous trees near PROWs. Conifer trees in gardens restricted due to their shade in winter.
	The woodland around Gosfield is already well protected from development Gosfield Sandpits is a Local Nature Reserve/Local Wildlife Site and Gosfield Park is an Historic Park and Garden.
	No change

	R3
	Policy GOS7. PROWs need signage and footpaths take detours.
	Noted and agreed
	Policy GOS7B amended

	R6
	Policy GOS3. The Nature Reserve should have been protected, as should the Playing Fields and the land at the junction of Nuns Meadow and The Limes.
	Local Green Space designation would not afford any greater protection than the Nature Reserve currently has. The same applies to the Playing Fields which are protected as Fields in Trust. The land at the junction of Nuns Meadow and The Limes is not considered to meet the test of being ‘demonstrably special to the community’.
	No change

	R6
	Policy GOS6. The entire length of the Ha Ha wall from the playing field to the church entrance should be included.
	This is agreed. However, the Parish Council has been unable to engage effectively with the owner of the remainder of the wall to accept its designation and positively ensure its future retention.
	No change 

	R7 and R9
	Other issues with getting around. Disagree with the evidence justifying a reduction in the speed limit and considers that drivers will speed regardless.
	The point is noted and issues relating to speeding vehicles, including whether drivers do properly observe speed limits are longstanding ones. The PC considers that this proposal will help to increase safety, particularly if properly policed.
	No change 

	R16
	Policy GOS2. It should be extended to consider existing building stock to be inspected to modern standards of insulation and subsidies if possible.
Bring collective bargaining options to offer heat exchange and ventilation options for existing building stock.
	The point is noted. However, the Neighbourhood Plan is a planning document, and its policies will only apply if a planning application is submitted.
	No change

	R16
	Policy GOS3. Please consider not allowing any development in designated green spaces.
	The Local Green Space designation provides precisely the protection that is requested.
	No change

	R16
	Policy GOS7. Please consider proposals for walking paths between Halstead and Gosfield.
	The point is noted. Currently there are footpaths (14/16 and 15) which link with Halstead, with a short section walking along Russell’s Road.  
	No change

	R16
	Section 6. Please consider making 6.8 a proposal.
	This is a proposed action for Gosfield PC to lobby for a new pedestrian crossing.
	No change

	R16
	Please consider a pedestrian crossing near the intersection of The Street, Halstead Road and Hedingham Road.
	The point is noted. However, it would be unlikely that the highway authority (ECC) would permit a crossing so close to other another on an A-road. 
	No change

	R16
	By starting both objectives with the words, ‘Encourage new development’ implies that the NP is encouraging development in the village. Could the wording be changed to ‘Development proposals should be encouraged’.
	Agreed. This should apply to all objectives which reference new development
	Wording of Objectives amended

	R16
	Policy GOS7. Should any further development be proposed on the former airfield, the opportunity should be taken to obtain an agreement that a PROW is established between footpaths 13 and 24 to provide a circular walk around the airfield.
	The point is noted however the airfield is outside the Neighbourhood Area boundary. Policies in the Neighbourhood Plan can only relate to development inside the boundary.
	No change

	R17
	Policy GOS5B.e. should be amended to include the safety of cyclists as well as pedestrians
	Agreed, although it should reflect the safety of all road users including cyclists
	Policy GOS5B.e. amended
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