
 

 
Epping Forest District Council    c/o XXXXXXXXXXX 
Governance Directorate                 XXXXXXXXXXX 
Civic Offices           XXXXXX 
Epping            XXXXXXXXXXX 
Essex  CM16 4BZ            
            5th October 2016 
Attention: Marie-Claire Tovey, Senior Planning Offcer                              
 
ID:723221 - Further Revised Plans     
Ref: EPF/2000/16 - Sixteen String Jack, Coppice Row, Theydon Bois, CM16 7DS 
Demolition of existing Public House, tied dwelling, structures and buildings and erection of 7 
apartments and one cottage with communal garden, parking area and cycle store.  
 
Dear Ms Tovey 
 
We refer to your letter of 22nd September 2016 advising that further plans have been submitted. 
 
Theydon Bois Action Group is familiar with the history of proposals for developing this public house site 
and the Planning Inspector's dismissal of the appeal against Epping Forest District Council's refusal of 
EPF/2040/14.  In spite of the numerous, minimal revisions to the previously proposed plans, we still consider 
that these have failed to address the sound reasons why the Planning Inspector dismissed the appeal as 
detailed in  her decision report dated 22nd March 2016.  In this respect, we wish to make a strong objection 
to the above application. 
 
Firstly, we are disappointed that we must, yet again, bring to your attention our dissatisfaction with the way 
that plans and scale drawings have been presented: 
 
* The continuing addition of revised documents after the application has been registered 
* Scale bar showing height above sea level 
* The absence of plans showing "clearly the proposed works in relation to what is already there" as 
stated in EFDC's Planning Application Validation Requirements.   
 
For example, page 14 of the Design & Access Statement for the current proposal shows the presently 
proposed street scene at approximately 85% of the scale used for the street scene of the dismissed appeal 
scheme it is being compared with.  This gives the false impression that the latest revised scheme is smaller 
than it actually is.  We would not want  this illustration to be presented to Councillors in the event that the 
application goes before Committee. 
 
We also note that further revised documents which were uploaded to EFDC's website on 1st September 2016 
include a 1:100 scale representation of the existing street scene but the proposed street scene is shown 
separately at a scale of 1:200.  There are  no clearly comparative representations of the present and proposed 
street scene.  This is something which the applicant seems to have avoided from the outset in spite of 
repeated requests for this straightforward comparison.  It is the absence of this information which has 
'masked' the true scale of the proposed buildings, particularly the very large building proposed at the 
boundary with the Green Belt field at the settlement edge.  Should this application go before Committee, 
Councillors will not be in a position to take measurements to assess a true comparison between drawings 



presented to them at a different scale.  We therefore feel that we must insist that the applicant produces  
a direct comparison of the street scene showing, to the same scale and one above the other, what is 
already there and what is now proposed. 
We recognise that the current plans illustrate a reduction in built form to the frontage at the eastern end of the 
site in the vicinity of Pinchbrick cottage.  However, the western end of the street scene and the development 
as seen from the adjacent Green Belt field are both still dominated by two very bulky buildings separated by 
a mere 1.2 metre gap.  We note that the middle building has now been set back by approximately 2 metres 
and the most dominant building, effectively 3 storeys, at the western boundary with the Green Belt now also 
shows a very small set back at ground floor level but still retains an overhang.  We estimate that this 
building is more than 3 metres  taller than the existing buildings and not only occupies the footprint of 
the tied cottage but also the parking area to the left hand side and the rear garden area.   
 
It is the combination of the height and width and proximity to the kerb of this building, with a small set back 
and a large overhang and only a 1.2 metre gap separating it from the middle building, which continues to 
result in an unacceptable, highly dominant built form, which does not respect the street scene and the 
established, more spacious pattern of development at the settlement edge.  Additionally, the depth of the two 
storey (middle) building to the rear would still be highly visible when entering the village from the west and 
would be a visual intrusion, out of keeping with the open setting of the existing buildings on the site (see 
attached photograph on page 3).   
 
We note that the length of the parking bays is shown as 5 metres.  This does not comply with the 
recommended 5.5 metres as set out in the Essex County Council Parking Standards, Design and Good 
Practice. 
 
Referring to the Planning Inspector's decision report.  At paragraphs 9 and 12, she addresses the issue of 
gaps between buildings and, whilst accepting that some of the detached residences at this end of Coppice 
Row have little space to each side, she states that "they are generally set well back within the plot, providing 
for a greater sense of space.".  This is not the case with the 1.2 metre gap between the two large buildings on 
the current plan, one of which remains to the front of the site with a small set back and a large overhang and 
therefore continues to present a highly prominent and over dominant form of development.  This clearly does 
not address the concerns of the Planning Inspector but would still "be at odds with the more spacious, 
suburban character of the surrounding area". 
 
The Planning Inspector, at paragraph 10, also refers to the depth of the building to the rear and states that:  
"The building to the rear would be lower in height than the frontage building but would still be clearly 
visible in both directions when travelling along Coppice Row" and ..."Would add to the harm I have 
identified".  We do not consider that the present plans, which still include a large and dominant rear 
extension extending towards the plot boundary, address the Planning Inspector's determination regarding the 
depth of the development. 
 
In the Appeal dismissal at paragraph 14, the Inspector quotes planning policies "Which, amongst other things 
require development to respect the character and environment of the locality, for development on the edge of 
settlements and adjacent to Green Belt land to be sensitive to the character of the landscape including 
reduced densities".  Also, that "...The Framework requires development to respond to local distinctiveness".  
We do not consider that the current proposal respects the character and environment of the locality, nor does 
it respond to local distinctiveness, due to the bulk and dominance of the two buildings at the western end of 
the site in addition to these being insufficiently set back from the front and with only a small gap between 
them. The depth of the extension from the rear of the middle building to the site boundary, also contributes to 
the bulk and massing of this intrusive development. 
 
In view of the substantial increase in bulk (height, width and depth) of the proposed development at the 
western end, we contend that the 3 storey building should be set back further with no overhang and with a 
substantially smaller footprint more comparable with that of the existing tied cottage. This set back would 
then allow for the provision of an effective landscaping scheme to the front.   It is unlikely that any 
landscaping scheme would survive, in the long term, under the overhang.      
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Some steps may have been taken to address the reasons for the appeal dismissal to the east of the site  
frontage but we consider that insufficient measures have been taken to address the dismissal reasons at the 
most sensitive, western end of the site which is adjacent to open Green Belt land and close to Epping Forest.   
We still maintain that there is inadequate "set back" and insufficient spacing between the over bulky left 
hand side building and the middle building, in addition to the detrimental visual impact of the proposed, 
bulky, predominantly 2 storey rearward extension that continues towards the rear boundary of the plot. 
 
For the above reasons, we maintain that the application does not comply with the Planning Inspector's 
determination, Local Plan Policies LL3, GB7A, DBE1, CP3, CP7 and Policies of the NPPF and we would 
ask you to refuse this application in its present form. 
     
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Dr John Warren 
Chair, Theydon Bois Action Group                        
 
cc Theydon Bois Parish Council 
    Councillor Peter Gooch 
    District Councillors Sue Jones & John Philip 
     

 
 

 
 
Open view of the Sixteen String Jack PH site when travelling down Coppice Row from the west    
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Aerial view showing the openness of the existing Sixteen String Jack PH site including the adjacent 
tied cottage to the left and with Pinchbrick cottage to the right. 
 

 
 
Revised  28 Sept 16 plan layout for Sixteen String Jack PH Site 
 


