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1.1

1.2.

Background

The Council has prepared a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), in
conjunction with the consultants Allies and Morrison Urban Practitioners and
McBains, in order to provide a masterplan framework to provide interim
planning guidance to shape and guide development in Harlow Town Centre.

It is intended that this document should be read in conjunction with the Harlow
Local Development Plan (HLDP), which was formally adopted by the Council
in 2020, particularly in respect of policies RS2 and PR5, together with the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other key local guidance
documents that may be appropriate.

1.3. The Harlow Town Centre Masterplan Framework Supplementary Planning

Document (SPD) contains the following chapters as set out below.

Introduction

Portrait of Harlow Town Centre
Planning Policy Context

Vision and Objectives

Masterplan Framework & Guidance
Public Realm Guidance

Building Height Strategy
Opportunity Area Guidance
Delivery

©CoNoOh bR

2. Town and Country Planning Regulations

2.1.

The draft SPD was produced in accordance with the Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. The relevant
regulations relating to the consultation process are set out below.

e Regulation 12:
(a) Requires the Council to produce a consultation statement before
adoption of the SPD, this must set out who was consulted, a summary of
the issues raised, and how these issues were incorporated in to the SPD.
(b) Requires the Council to publish the documents for a minimum 4 week
consultation, specify the date when responses should be received and
identify the address to which responses should be sent.

e Regulation 35:
Requires the Council to make documents available by taking the
following steps;
Make the document available at the principal office and other places
within the area that the Council considers appropriate;
Publish the document on the Council’s website.



3. Consultation and Responses Received

3.1. The consultation period started on Monday 6 December 2021 and, following
an extension of time to take into account the Christmas period and the impact
of COVID restrictions, concluded on the 11th February 2022.

3.2. The Council complied with the legislative requirements for consulting on an
SPD, as well as the requirements set out in the Council’'s adopted Statement
of Community Involvement.

3.3. Thisincluded:

- notifications being sent to people, organisations and businesses who have
either recorded an interest in SPDs or are statutory consultees;

- anotice being published in the local newspaper;

- posts being made on the Council’s social media channels to advertise the
consultation;

- hard copies of the SPD being available at the Civic Centre, Latton Bush
Centre and libraries in Harlow; and

- an online version being made available on the Council’s website.

3.4.In response to the consultation some 23 representations were received from
organisations and individuals who made over 100 comments in respect of the
document. This included Essex County Council (ECC), Sport England, the
Theatres Trust, Environment Agency, Historic England, Harlow and Gilston
Garden Town (HGGT) Board members, Harlow Civic Society, the Canals and
Rivers Trust together with developers and members of the public.

3.5. The comments made in respect of this consultation are summarised in the
attached schedule.






Town Centre Masterplan Framework — Schedule of summary of representations received

Consultee Page/Para/Table | Summary of Representation Council Comments
1 ECC Gl Team General comments e There are extensive opportunities to incorporate Gl as part of the development 1. No changes necessary
proposals to connect places and encourage sustainable transport and active unless specific
lifestyles which will have a direct positive impact on the health and wellbeing of references to
the population. multifunctional GI, tree
e Opportunities need to be utilised to provide a minimum of 10% biodiversity net planting providing
gain. benefits to urban
e Tree planting, including street trees (in line with NPPF) can be utilised to in order cooling etc want to be
to provide a number of key benefits such as urban cooling. included. Council’s GI
Green corridors can be created to avoid habitat fragmentation. and Open Space SPD (to
Ensure open spaces are multifunctional avoiding any potential conflicts. be adopted March) also
addresses many of
Overall the provision of Gl is very good and the proposals are based around GI. The these points.
proposals are creating sustainable transport links, promoting walking and cycling in
particular. There is also good amounts of tree planting currently proposed and a
decent amount of open space.

2 John Mustafa General comments | “........ focus more on the cycle paths system combined with better spaces to live and work 2. No comment/change.
plus decent parking, drop off spaces, recreating "The Square" maybe create a leisure None of this is pertinent
zone with plenty to go and do for a day or evening out pitch and putt could be to the Town Centre SPD
reinstated. instead of packing in as many flats as possible stop that and think about which already
the significant opportunity. Harlow is the birthplace of fiber optics, could you go after addresses creating
funding to create a museum all about the birth of that after all spurned a whole world cultural quarters and
of advances including the internet! ....... why not brand the town as a tech town and leisure activities as well
encourage Al and tech companies to set up here........ ” as supporting cycle

paths etc.

3 LPP on behalf of | Policy basis, vision | We support the Vision and strategic objectives for the town centre to be a healthy place 3. Add reference to

West Essex and objectives contributing to the well-being of the community, accessible to all with particular healthcare and healthy
ICS emphasis on active and sustainable modes of movement, with a diverse mix of shops, living and wellbeing in
services and first class facilities which supports the population. Vision and Strategic
Objectives
To further emphasise the need and desirability of maintaining a suitable range of diverse




uses within the Town Centre, it is requested that specific reference is made to the
need for a suitable health care presence. This would allow for a valuable
complementary community use and service, which could also help to reinforce and
sustain the vitality and viability of the shopping centre and support Harlow’s
regeneration objectives as referred to further below.

Town Centre
Guidance Note

Good access to local healthcare infrastructure will be a vital component of delivering the
new model of care, and contribute to meeting Harlow’s healthy town objectives. A

4. Add reference to
healthcare provision /

4D: Civic, suitable health presence in an accessible town centre location could deliver multiple hub in guidance note 4D
Community, benefits to the community. Including the potential to increase footfall to the town
Leisure centre to support the retail offer, and encouraging the use of sustainable active travel

modes towards the transport ambitions for the Garden Town.

Guidance Note 4D could therefore, be expanded to both refer to support for local health
infrastructure such as a local healthcare hub, and to partnership working with
partners including the ICS.
Land Uses Figure 19 illustrates the future indicative predominant ground floor uses across the town 5. A separate brief is being

centre, with the illustrative masterplan framework as the basis of the drawing. The
current NHS Wych EIm Walk-In Centre along with the ambulance station, and Wych
Elm decked car park located in this area (falling within Opportunity Area 2) are shown
for proposed residential use at the ground floor. Given the potential relocation of PAH
to the East of Harlow site, it may be prudent to retain a healthcare presence in this
area, subject to further discussions with partners, along with associated parking for
those patients for whom public transport would not be suitable means to access the
services on the site. Consequently, the retention of the Wych Elm decked car park or
suitable alternative facility may be desirable in this regard, whilst a health care
presence remains here.

prepared for the Wych
Elm area that can
include references to
healthcare and retained
parking provision.

Opportunity Areas

Opportunity Area 2 (Wych EIm), and Retail Core 1 (Harvey Centre) both include an element
of community floorspace in their indicative capacity estimates. Although it is
acknowledged that community uses may include health care provision, it is requested
that specific reference to health care facilities is made within the document for the
avoidance of doubt.

6. Add reference to
healthcare at Wych EIm.

Nazeing Parish
Council

General comments

e The increased numbers of homes and improvements to Harlow will probably result in
additional traffic flow through Nazeing Village, particularly as there are plans to
introduce new businesses such as Logistic Hubs. There is already a great deal of
pressure on our small local roads. What provisions are there in the consultation to deal
with increased vehicle movements through Nazeing?

7. No changes to the SPD -
these comments are to
be addressed in the
development of the
Town Plan and through




e The document puts a great deal of emphasis on walking, cycling, with bus connections
focusing on important elements such as the train station, Gilston Garden Town, Main
Shopping Area, business zones and schools. There is a proposal for car free zones and
reduction of car parking with a preference for cycle parking. Because of the rural
nature of Nazeing with limited existing public transport links, residents wishing to visit
Harlow are most likely to use a private car at present. Are there plans to improve public
transport links between Nazeing and Harlow?

e The plan proposes new hospital facilities for the increased numbers of residents of
Harlow, as a result of additional housing. Will the consultation consider the wider area
around Harlow such as Nazeing who are currently using the existing hospital facilities?

o There are at present a number of children from Harlow using the Nazeing primary and
junior school. What provisions are planned to limit the pressure on our school from the
increased population in Harlow?

separate discussions
with education,
highways of services at
ECC and through Local
Plans.

Affinity Water

General comment

Only want to ensure that any applications that come forward in the Town Centre are sent
to Affinity Water as consultee

8. No comments/changes

Sport England

Town Centre
Guidance Note
2A: Walking

Consideration should be given to adding a principle that supports seating in appropriate
locations on walking routes to support walking by all community groups e.g. the
elderly and those with health impairments.

9. Agree and include

Town Centre
Guidance Note
2B: Cycling

The principles proposed to encourage cycling are welcomed and are considered to accord
with the abovementioned Active Design guidance. It is requested that the cycle
parking related principles expect cycle parking to be in prominent locations with good
natural surveillance to encourage use by all potential users.

10. Agree and include

Town Centre
Guidance Note
3A: Urban Design
Principles

In view of the vision and objectives focus on the town centre being a healthy place for
everyone and Policy L4 (Health and Wellbeing) of the adopted Local Plan requiring
applicants to consider the impact on the health and wellbeing of new and existing
residents having regard to principles including good quality design, having regard to
the Essex Design Guide which incorporates active design principles, it is requested
that an additional principle is added relating to encouraging physical activity would
therefore be consistent with the Local Plan as well as Government policy in the NPPF
and the NMDC. The abovementioned Active Design guidance which is referenced in
the reasoned justification to policy L4 provides principles and specific advice which
may be helpful.

11. Agree and include




Town Centre
Guidance Note
3B: Public Realm
Principles

The public realm design principles are welcomed and are considered to accord with the
abovementioned Active Design guidance. It is requested that the ‘green
infrastructure principle is amended to expect green space to be multi-functional to
encourage use of it by all of the community e.g. spaces designed for play, rest,
informal sport etc

12. Agree and include - this

is also set out in more
detail in the Gl and
Open Space SPD (to be
adopted in March)

Town Centre
Guidance Note

As the majority of new homes in the town centre would be expected to be high density
proposals in tall buildings, the guidance should expect new residential to incorporate

13. The DG addendum sets

out the requirements

4C: Housing rooftop gardens, podiums and other communal amenity spaces where applicable and for amenity space
design them so that they encourage physical activity e.g. through including space that including flats (through
is multi-functional, has circular routes that are suitable for walking/running, various options). Cross
incorporates outdoor gym equipment where appropriate and provides supporting references to amenity
infrastructure such as seating to allow resting after exercise. space being
multifunctional linked
to Design Guide
addendum.
Tall Building The guidance on amenity standards in tall buildings is broadly welcomed. However, the 14. Add these points in
Amenity guidance could be extended to incorporate the following advice which would Guidance note 5H .
Standards encourage physical activity in tall building developments:

Designing rooftop gardens, podiums and other communal amenity spaces within
tall buildings so that they encourage physical activity e.g. through including space
that is multi-functional where possible to encourage use by a range of users, has
circular routes that are suitable for walking/running, incorporates outdoor gym
equipment where appropriate and provides supporting infrastructure such as
seating to allow resting after exercise;

Designing buildings to promote the use of the stairs through the prominent
position of stairs, appropriate signage and stairwells that are spacious and
welcoming;

Cycle storage should be appropriately designed, secure and prominent and
communal storage should be adequate to serve the number of dwellings in the
building.

Theatres Trust

Town Centre
Guidance Note 4D
- Civic,

...... We would also support delivery of a new music venue in principle with provision
having been a challenge since the loss of the Square, although we note there is an
existing venue within the Harvey Centre since 2017 so consideration should be given

15. No comment/change




Community,
Leisure

as to whether Phoenix Live forms part of a longer term offer or whether a new venue
offers something different to Harlow and its catchment

Town Centre
Guidance Note 11
— Retail Core 1

This part references the potential for an enlarged theatre venue on the library site. We
raised in our comments on the Town Centre AAP in 2018 that the document was
contradictory in that it both discounted a new theatre venue and sought replacement
of the Playhouse. This part of the document indicates similarly unclear direction;
theatre and live performance provision is very important for the town and the vitality
and function of its centre.

Therefore we would suggest the Council needs to take a strategic approach which either
seeks to enhance the existing Playhouse or seeks a suitable replacement and allocates
land for such use. If the Council is seeking both a larger venue and retention of the
Playhouse it will need to be satisfied there is sufficient demand for both and that the
needs and demands within the town are properly understood. We would strongly
encourage the Council to engage with us on this matter.

16. Amend text to address
this.

8 Environment General comment | Improving Access to Greenspace report from Public Health England, 2020, has good 17. Add factual statement in
Agency evidence on the benefits of greenspace, supporting that this should be a key part of “Existing landscape
the SPDs vision. context” section (para.
5.13) re. aquifer.
The SPD area is located within a Secondary Aquifer, an area designated for drinking water
abstraction from groundwater. Therefore, the bedrock and groundwater are Add ref to Greenspace
vulnerable to mobilised contaminants. The SPD should acknowledge this constraint report in “Approach to
and that any development will need to demonstrate how it will not negatively affect the public realm,
water quality in surface water or groundwater bodies. around para 6.7).
9 Quod on behalf General comment | Supporting comments only 18. No changes necessary
of Places for
People
10. Historic England General comment | The SPD would be improved if it included a list of the technical evidence that developers 19. Thisis to be setoutina

may need when preparing their plans for new development (depending on the
location and local context), for example, heritage impacts assessments (HIAs) etc. See
our comments on RC1 and RC2 for more information.

Validation Checklist
currently being
prepared by the Council

Town Centre
Guidance Note 3C:
Heritage principles

The text should be amended to make clear that a number of the sculptures in the town
centre are also listed, and therefore National Planning Policy with regards designated
heritage assets would apply to these too:

¢ Wild boar sculpture (Grade Il Listed);

20. Agree and add assets in
Note 3C

Add reference to HIA in Note




e Portrait figure of Elisabeth Frink (Grade Il Listed); and

e Meat Porters sculpture (Grade Il Listed).

We suggest that guidance note 3C is amended to list all designated heritage assets within
the town centre, and to stipulate that Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA) will be
required to inform and accompany any development proposals which could affect
these. These needn’t be onerous.

3C

Retail Core 1 -
Harvey Centre

..... we strongly recommend that an additional criterion is added to TG guidance note 11:
Retail core, to make explicit that Development proposals will expected to enhance
and safeguard the setting of the Grade Il Listed St Paul’s, and that development
proposals should be informed and accompanied by a Heritage Impact Assessment
(HIA).

21. Agree to include
additional criteria.

Retail Core 2 - The
Water Gardens

While we support criterion ‘A’ of TC Guidance Note 12: Retail, which seeks to enhance and
safeguard the setting and identity of the Water Gardens and the key view south to
Rye Hill’, we request that the criterion is amended to reference it’s designated
heritage asset status (i.e. Grade Il Listed). The criterion should also refer to the Grade
Il listed Wild Boar sculpture which is located within the Water Gardens. Finally, as
with Retail Core 1, we strongly advise that the criterion is amended to require that
development proposals should be informed and accompanied by a Heritage Impact
Assessment

22. Agree to reference in
suitable text the Grade
Il status of the Water
Gardens and Wild Boar
Sculpture.

11.

HGGT Board
partners

Housing The TCMF identifies the aspiration that the town centre will “have a range of high quality 23. Agreed — amend para 4.2
homes that can support a mixed and balanced community” (TCMF para. 4.2). Whilst of vision
the principle is clearly supported by the HGGT Vision, it is questionable whether the
density or building heights prevalent in the town centre, and generally supported by Supporting text to Note 4C —
the draft TCMF, can aspire to achieving true mix and balance. It may therefore be add ref to monitoring
more appropriate to recognise that the housing offer in the town centre will be
different from that within existing and new neighbourhoods and plan for this
accordingly.

Tall Buildings .... further rationale around the guidance on building heights is to be welcomed as would 24. Add text relating to
an understanding of how the ‘exceptional’ quality of tall ‘landmark’ buildings is to be meaning of exceptional
measured. Alongside consideration of creating landmarks and points of reference the
Panel have suggested technical analysis of the streetscape might also be considered
that takes account of impacts to key views and overshadowing and microclimate
impacts on existing buildings, the public realm and edges of open landscape.....

Infrastructure the TCMF strategic objective of “first class community facilities” is welcomed. 25. Note comments but no

Understanding what those community facilities needs are, however, requires
consideration of the future town centre that is desired. As the TCMF is not a local plan

changes to the SPD
itself. This will be




there is not the detailed evidence gathering associated with allocating growth.
Infrastructure needs will likely be wide ranging in nature, inclusion of illustrative
diagrams showing public realm, green space, SuDS and play facilities is useful,
however, detailed assessment will still be required to properly understand both the
needs of the future residents (taking account of the expected type of housing) and of
visitors. The Council’s commitment to identify these infrastructure needs and to
include these in the HGGT Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) (TCMF para. 9.12) is
welcomed by partners and considered a prudent and expedient aim given the
development decisions faced in the town centre. Partners invite the Council to engage
with the HGGT IDP to establish an evidence led approach to understanding and
planning for the potential infrastructure needs of the town centre, further comments
on this below.

considered both in the
HGGT IDP and any Local
Plan Review/AAP for
the TC.

Vibrant TC (library)

Whilst the current refurbishment and improvement works being undertaken by ECC to the
Library will create a far better offer for current residents, Partners agree that its
future offer could be enhanced (TCMF para. 2.34 and 5.33) to ensure it meets the
needs of the garden town in years to come and takes advantage of the links in the
town centre to cultural, leisure and further education as well as skills and
employment.

26. Add additional text to
para 5.33

Heritage

..... As suggested by the Quality Review Panel, it would also be welcomed to see within the
spatial principles recognition for the town’s rich arts heritage alongside that of its
modernist architectural character.

27. Amend spatial principle
10 to include this.

‘Harlow Urban
Forest’

...... The case within the TCMF is well presented and well thought out but, as suggested by
the Quality Review Panel, this could be given greater prominence by introducing this
earlier as a ‘single big idea’. Placing it as it is, within public realm guidance near the
middle of the document perhaps belies its power and potential to be a transformative
action that would deliver a truly distinctive and celebrated town centre for the garden
town with a unique identity.

28. Amend text

Green Links

....The green wedge to the south of the town centre offers in particular the opportunity to
put natural open green space on the doorstep of new residents. It is currently
separated visually and physically from the water gardens by the parking deck and the
dual carriageway. As an aspirational document the TCMF could, however, seek to
encourage consideration of how these spaces can be reconnected taking inspiration
from the original 1952 masterplan and the form of the town centre in 1966 (TCMF
fig.s 29 & 30) and as suggested by the Quality Review Panel, for example by greening
the car park

29. Add additional
opportunity to
Guidance Note 12

Public realm

.... consideration is given to how the outdoor spaces will be used all year round. For

30. This is too detailed for an




example the concept of creating a carefully curated series of public spaces, or ‘rooms’,
within the town centre might itself be used to consider how each space is made up of
parts that ensure it remains animated and useable throughout the day and evening,
summer and winter and in the sun and rain.

SPD and could be
considered through
individual development
briefs

Pedestrians and
cyclists

...... Reference to the LCWIP in the TCMF (at Guidance Note 2A and 2B) would be welcomed
to ensure this key connectivity is identified and supported. ......The Quality Review
Panel have recommended that the TCMF might incorporate and build upon the ’'15-
minute City’ concept.

31. Agreed - add references

to Note 2A and 2B

HGGT Transport this was approved by Harlow Council on 4™ November and contains important principles 32. Agree Add in chapter 3
Strategy and guidance relating to sustainable mobility. Partners recommend that this

document is acknowledged in the TCMF and the objectives and spatial principles

checked to ensure these are consistent and support the implementation of the

strategy.
HGGT ‘How To Partners invite you to reference the document (at TCMF para. 9.11) to signpost this for 33. Add in chapter 3

Guide for Planning
Contributions’

developers and other stakeholders.

HGGT Sustainable
Community
Transport Hub and
Healthy Town

There is no active work on either of these quoted documents. The healthy town principles
were incorporated into the HGGT Sustainability Guidance and Checklist. The HGGT
Transport Strategy (cited above) endorses the guidance developed by CoMo UK
around sustainable mobility hubs. Partners recommend that the named documents

34. Agree their deletion

from the document

Framework: are deleted and the TCMF is checked to ensure it picks up the relevant points within
the Sustainability Guidance and the Transport Strategy.

12. Iceni on behalf of | Primary and We note however, that Figure 20 on Page 55 identifies primary and secondary shopping 35. The HLDP sets out the
Courtenay Secondary frontages. Given the aspirations for a more diverse and flexible mix of uses within the policies for Primary and
Investments | Frontages town centre, defining specific retail frontages is a somewhat outdated approach and Secondary Frontages so
Ltd (CIL) therefore we suggest defining a Primary Shopping Area, but not specific frontages this SPD and the

within it. If defining frontages is considered essential for the Council, it is important guidance note already
Major Broad that the planning policies relating to such frontages are not too prescriptive and produced by the Council
Walk restrictive on the types of uses which can be located in these locations. has to set out those
landowner — frontages for the Policy
see rep for to hook onto. This
map of cannot be removed
freehold from this SPD. The SPD

already identifies key
shopping/retail areas




through the south OAs

Pedestrian routes
and public
realm/greening
(servicing
arrangements)

In relation to key pedestrian routes and street typologies - Whilst CIL does not have any
objection in principle to these routes being used by pedestrians, it is essential that
that CIL’s servicing rights along Cross Street are not jeopardised...... Cross Street
should seek to balance pedestrian and vehicular space, creating a safe environment
for all. Within the drafting of the SPD there needs to be consideration of commercial
servicing requirements for the site, as well as pedestrians.

It is noted that a green link is proposed along Cross Street. In the same vein as set out
above, whilst CIL strongly supports additional green infrastructure within the town
centre, it is important that this green link does not jeopardise our client’s ability to
adequately service the asset along Cross Street either as part of the existing scheme
of any future development scheme.

36. Addressed in Note 2E

Tall buildings

Firstly, as a minor point of clarification, Paragraph 7.8 of the draft SPD states that
applications have been approved within the town centre of schemes up to 15 storeys.
It should be noted that planning permission was granted for the redevelopment of the
Harvey Centre, which comprised heights of up to 16 storeys (LPA Ref:
HW/FUL/00097). Therefore, the end part of Paragraph 7.8 should be amended.

37. Agreed update para

Tall building at
Broad Walk

Figure 160 (Page 123), sets out the ‘Indicative Tall Building Framework Plan’, showing
specific areas identified for increased height (i.e. ‘point blocks’ of 10 — 12 storeys,
sometimes 14 — 16 storeys). It is noted that there are no point blocks proposed for
CIL’s asset on Broad Walk. This is further shown in Figure 171 (Page 151) of the draft
SPD, which sets out the indicative masterplan for Opportunity Area 4 which CIL’s site
is situated within. The majority of surrounding buildings are identified as showing
some height, within nothing shown for our client’s site. Whilst a detailed heritage and
townscape assessment has not yet been undertaken by our client, it should be noted
that the site comprises a key gateway for the town centre with no key views going
through it or any listed buildings or heritage assets immediately adjacent. We would
expect the SPD to be more ambitious in regard to height and it should also be
acknowledged that a redevelopment scheme is likely to require a certain scale and
quantum in order for it to be viable.

If the Council is not able to identify height on CIL’s site at this stage, we request that it is
made clearer within the draft SPD that there remains potential for increased height to
be located on other sites which aren’t shown, subject to careful design consideration
and appropriate justification with each proposal being considered on its individual

38. Include ref in SPD
identifying that
additional opportunities
for development might
come forward in the
town centre. There is
an expectation that
proposals would
correspond with the
principles and guidance
in the SPD.




merits.

Dual aspect
windows

TC Guidance Note 5F on Page 128 sets out that in order to create natural ventilation,

ensure sufficient daylight, create a greater choice of views and ensure flexibility in the
use of roomes, it is expected that 80% of flats in a tall building will be dual aspect........
However, being so prescriptive on the number of dual aspect flats to be provided
could significantly prohibit development, particularly in constrained town centre
locations. Whilst the aspiration should be always to provide as many dual aspect
dwellings as possible, the requirement to meet 80% may be unviable for many
developments — schemes should be assessed on a site-by-site basis........... To better
reflect this, the wording should be amended to state that ‘dual aspect flats should be
encouraged and maximised'.......... the requirement for 80% should be removed.

39. Do not agree. The
Council needs to
maintain the standard
in order to achieve the
aim, diluting the
wording which result in
fewer dual aspect
windows being
provided.

TC Guidance Note
5G (Design Criteria
— Street Level)

however stipulating that open space should be provided ‘in front of the building’ could
prohibit development coming forward in constrained town centre locations where
there may not be sufficient space to do this. The wording should be amended to
provide a greater level of flexibility, by stating that applicants should ensure adequate
provision of amenity space, either in front of the building or in other suitable locations
(for example internal courtyards, podiums and roof terraces).

40. This is not agreed as it is
an important objective
to secure high quality
greening of the
environment and public
realm improvements in
the town centre, not
just to accord with
Council policy but
Government objectives.
This would not be
achieved if green space
is ‘tucked away’ and
would perpetrate the
harsh concrete spaces
that currently dominate
the town centre!

TC Guidance Note

states that ‘tall buildings have a major impact on a skyline’. It is important to note

42. Not agreed as tall

5G (Skyline) that tall buildings may not always have a major impact on a skyline — it depends on buildings do have an
the surrounding context and can also differ significantly from various viewpoints. CIL impact on the skyline
requests this sentence is amended to ‘tall buildings can potentially have a major (negatively or
impact on a skyline’. positively) but the
impact on some views
may not be major.
13. Ripped Gym Tall buildings It is considered that greater consideration should be given to maximising the heights in this | 43. There have already been




Basildon,
Martorana
Properties
and Hybrid
Holdings

location, especially considering the highly sustainable nature of the site and the
urgency to which the Council are seeking housing delivery....... Likewise, and in light of
changing fire regulations and increased build costs, flexibility must be given in terms
of proposed heights to ensure that homes can be viably delivered....... In addition to
maximising height, NPPF paragraph 125 states that it is especially important that
planning policies and decisions avoid homes being built at low densities, and ensure
that developments make optimal use of the potential of each site. If the indicative
heights at Wych EIm were increased, this would certainly optimise the use of each
site, over and above the indicative massing that is being proposed in HTCMF’s Figure
167.

discussions about Wych
Elm and the differences
between what is being
approved or submitted
but that the SPD should
remain asis. Itisa
flexible document and a
specific brief for this
area will identify
whether taller buildings
are appropriate.

Specific comment
on 10 Wych
Elm

It is noted that the height indicated for Wych EIm House is ‘10 storeys’ when this was in
fact given permission for a scheme of up to 11 storeys — this should be amended at
Figure 167 on the HTCMF. Based on this permission, 12 storeys is a much more
reasonable height for 10 Wych EIm (compared to 6 storeys which is shown at Figure
167 of the HTCMF), as the site is located directly adjacent to Wych Elm House and
would be in keeping with the height precedent set in the area.

The indicative massing for 10 Wych EIm shows the inclusion of the bus depot as part of the
redevelopment. This is an unrealistic proposal, and 10 Wych EIm should be
redeveloped in isolation to ensure that proposed homes are delivered in the short
term. The relocation of the bus depot could take some time and would mean that
contributions towards Harlow’s housing targets would be delayed significantly.

44. Not agreed as a
development brief is
being prepared for this
area.

Specific comment
for 5 Wych
Elm

In terms of 5 Wych Elm, it is considered that the proposed heights in this location should
be increased to be more in line with the scheme which was recommended for
approval at 4 Wych Elm (15 storeys). Specifically, the indicative massing is being
shown as 6 storeys, and 10 storeys would be more realistic in this location, in light of
delivering a viable development. Even with an increase in height, proposals in this
location would be designed to ensure Rectory Wood would not be impacted. Again,
this would ensure the proposals in this location would match with the heights agreed
in principle by the case officer for 4 Wych EIm

45, As above, retain SPD as
is until brief prepared.

Clusters of tall
buildings

Tall buildings are naturally located in a group, and it is disputed that the positioning of
multiple tall buildings in close proximity on a single site or adjacent site should be
avoided. Notably, the HTCMF states that in certain circumstances, it might be
appropriate to make the case for a small cluster (estimated as two to three taller
elements). In order to do so, proposals should demonstrate exceptional design quality

46. Not agreed




of the building and the street environment, as well as achieving the required amenity
standards. Proposals should also demonstrate how they contribute to the overall
regeneration of the area and place-making benefits............ There must be a number of
tall buildings proposed in this area in order to meet the aims of Opportunity Area 2
(notably 370 residential units). The HTCMF does state that the area has the potential
to accommodate taller development and Figure 165 shows a number of tall building
elements — notably at 5 and 10 Wych Elm. This figure contradicts the principle of
avoiding clusters of buildings in Harlow.

14. Regen Page 44 Should state that pedestrian focus would not hinder operation of current access. 47. Agreed Page 44 - update
text
General comment | Generally, where narrative talks about bring the balance back to the North of the town, we | 48. Agree spatial principle 5
should consider this a General rebalancing rather than North being the priority as this — make this clear
somewhat ignores the Harvey Centre.
Library block and Library block should be removed as the aspiration is to improve legibility between broad 49. Agree remove library
wording walk and the WGs. We should ensure narrative includes the continued provision of a blocks from any images
Library and as such removal would be as part of re-provisioning to more appropriate to allow movement
location. through but must
include wording
explicitly somewhere
that library services will
remain in TC.
Taxi ranks Lastly, some narrative on further consideration of taxi rank locations as developments 50. Agreed, amend text.
come forward to ensure appropriate drop-off/collection locations.
15. EFDC General comments | ......... Growth at the scale proposed represents an exciting opportunity for Harlow to 51. No changes needed. The

embrace the delivery of sustainable town centre neighbourhoods with a rich mix of
housing type and tenure, the concept of the 15-Minute City and for optimal
integration with the Garden Communities. The Council considers there are
opportunities for this to be more ambitiously embraced within the Framework. There
are clearly significant infrastructure challenges that are not explored in any detail
within the Framework.

The Council considers that greater clarity is needed on Harlow’s role beyond its immediate
and Garden Town context as a sub-regional centre. This needs to be more consistently
reflected throughout the Framework. Consistent with the Council’s recent response to
the consultation on the Harlow Town Plan 2047, Harlow needs to be an outward

HLDP and SPD does
enough to refer to its
sub-regional centre and
also through HGGT
documents as well. The
SPD does have to reflect
the HLDP so it would be
contradictory to change
too much on this in the
SPD - this would have
to be looked atin a




looking settlement that links and interacts positively with neighbouring districts,
sharing living, employment and leisure opportunities. EFDC's retail strategy in its
emerging Local Plan for example, does not seek to increase the District’s retail market
share but rather for it to remain constant recognising the more significant retail and
service offers locally at higher order centres including at Harlow, albeit appreciating
that the retail sector and our town centres are within a period of significant change.

..... Drawing on this approach and our last paragraph, consideration could be given to
opportunities to enliven the Framework in terms of potential land uses, particularly
the future of town centres within a changing retail environment and potential future
opportunities. Can the Framework draw upon any inspiration of new town centre mix
typologies, new styles of workspace, innovative new leisure uses, meanwhile uses?

review of the HLDP.

General point

It is recognised that the Framework reflects the need for flexibility in terms of uses but we
would question as to whether there is the opportunity for stronger reference to
future-proofing beyond this? i.e. driverless cars, flexibility to repurpose buildings and
spaces, including parking

52. Agreed add ref. to Note
3A, add supporting text
to movement
introduction

Reference to work

It is helpful that the Framework outlines how previous engagement on the AAP has been

53. Add short reference at

undertaken taken on board. It might be helpful however, to briefly outline what engagement was para 1.15
on HTCAAP undertaken and with who for the benefit of those not engaged in the AAP process.

2.7 Growth Recognise that Article 4 is referred to later in document but it would be helpful to thread 54. Agreed Add short ref in
Context in here. para 2.7i

3.9 HGGT This section requires updating to reflect that a number of these are now finalised/ 55. Agreed

strategies,
guidance and
frameworks

adopted.

General

Generally, the chapter’s approach to embed principles of environmental and socio-
economic sustainability throughout the objectives and spatial principles is welcomed.
There is an emphasis on bringing green infrastructure into the town centre and
sustainable movement, which aligns with both the HGGT Vision and the HGGT
Sustainability Guidance documents. However further importance could be placed on
low-carbon design, whether through the use of particular materials or the provision of
energy generation and conservation technologies. New buildings should be designed

56. Design Guide Addendum
and HGGT Sustainability
Checklist as well as
HLDP already do this.




to be as adaptable as possible whilst retrofit of existing buildings should be
encouraged where possible.

4.4 Strategic The National Model Design Code encourages community engagement in the processes of 57. It is not necessary to put
Objectives design and place-shaping. The Strategic Objectives as currently outlined in the chapter this level of detail in the
does not mention how engagement with local communities (both from the town SPD as engagement
centre as well as the garden town communities) will inform the implementation of the already takes place in
town centre vision — for example in terms of the design of a high quality public realm, the correct processes
or community facilities. for masterplans and
applications in
accordance with
existing Council
documents such as the
SCI.
4.34 Spatial If our understanding of the significance of strengthening connections to station is correct, 58. Agree and include this as
Principles then its inclusion as the final principle 12 might warrant consideration. Also, whether a principle

it might be better situated alongside other access/ transport principles.

Guidance Note 2a

Where possible, new proposed walking routes should connect to either existing or
proposed walking / pedestrian routes outside the boundary of the town centre, to
encourage residents walking into town from residential neighbourhoods. It may be
useful to include a larger scale map that shows the pedestrian, cycling and sustainable
networks of Harlow District and how they relate to the town centre plans.

Agreed — add to Note 2A

Guidance Note 2b

Figure 15 — colours of existing and proposed cycle networks shown on map could have
higher contrast to improve legibility.

60. Agreed — update colours
on Fig 15

Guidance Note 3a

The National Model Design Code encourages community engagement in the processes of
design and place-shaping. This section could include a clause on how engagement
with local communities (both from the town centre as well as the garden town
communities) and the Quality Review Panel will inform the implementation of the
town centre vision.

61. Not agreed

Guidance Note 3a

The HGGT Sustainability Checklist is a part of the Council’s Validation Checklist and a

62. Validation Checklist (and




requirement for any planning application for new development to fill out. Rather than
suggest referring to the document, this section could be more strongly worded to
enforce the use.

DG addendum) should
address this and not
SPD.

Open Space

The National Model Design Code encourages community engagement in the processes of
design and place-shaping. Engagement with local communities should inform the
design of public realm elements particularly those that will have an impact on local
residents — such as the new open spaces and play areas.

63. Overly prescriptive in
SPD

Guidance note 5c¢

Proposals for tall buildings within Harlow may have an impact on key viewpoints as seen
from within Epping Forest District — please clarify how EFDC will be consulted with
regards to these proposals.

There is a numbering error with the figures — should read 148 to 150.

64. Consulted as per SCI
when applications
submitted. Check
figures.

Guidance note 5c¢

Massing studies, CGl images and physical models are critical to understanding the impact
that proposed development, especially of tall buildings, will have on its surroundings.
We recommend this becomes a definite requirement for any new tall building
application.

65. Already covered in
Validation Checklist and
DG Addendum

Guidance note 5f

The National Model Design Code encourages community engagement in the processes of
design and place-shaping. Local communities should be included in the determination
of what is considered ‘aesthetically-pleasing’ with regards to the tall building design.

66. Will be consulted as per
SCI

Guidance note 5f

The requirement of 80% of flats in a tall building to be dual aspect is supported as a
minimum but this could be increased to 100%. The London Plan (2021) states,
“Residential development should maximise the provision of dual aspect dwellings and
normally avoid the provision of single aspect dwellings. A single aspect dwelling
should only be provided where it is considered a

more appropriate design solution to meet the requirements of Policy D1 ‘London’s form
and characteristic’s’ than a dual aspect dwelling and it can be demonstrated that it
will have adequate passive ventilation, daylight and privacy, and avoid overheating.”

67. Agree 80% but note 90%
in DG Addendum.




Guidance note 5f

The inclusion of both aspects of carbon emissions is welcomed. Applicants should also be
directed to embodied and operational carbon targets as set out by the HGGT
Sustainability Guidance and Checklist, and applications should demonstrate how

principles of carbon reduction have informed all aspects of the design of tall buildings.

68. As per comment 62

16. Harlow Civic General support Various Public Health England occurs in several places — we assume that this should be 69. Change/amend typos
Society but typos replaced with UK Health Security Agency (UKHSA)
Para 2.7 Office-to-residential — missing text
Figures 11 and 148 Moor Tower and Nicholls Tower are missing from the map
Para 4.19 Believe that First Ave should be Fourth Ave
Paras after 6.10 Numbering shows 5.11 to 5.13, rather than 6.x
Para 7.14 Figure 145 should be 147
Page 114 Figures 146 to 148 should be 148 to 150
Page 158 Point E does not appear on the maps on pages 159
Numbering shows 6.8 to 6.26, rather than 8.x
17. Montagu Evans Section 6 — Public Peer Group appreciates the intention to improve the quality and experience of the public 70. see comment 36
on behalf of Realm realm for pedestrians, although we have concerns with regards to the intentions of
Peer Group the Street Typologies Map (Page 83) which seeks to turn part of East Gate into a
wholly pedestrian street, removing the vehicular access to the Site. As noted above,
(Peer Group is servicing of the Site is undertaken from East Gate so Peer Group would need to be
the satisfied that the proposed improvements to East Gate would not undermine the
landowner existing servicing strategy. Therefore, until such time as clarity on the protection of
of the block existing servicing can be provided, our client would raise objection to this element of
bounded by the Masterplan.
Terminus OA4 - By virtue of the Site’s position in the heart of the Town Centre, Peer Group was surprised 71. Include note in SPD
Street, East redevelopmen to see little mention of the Site in the Masterplan. Indeed, the Site is identified within identifying that
Gate, Broad t opportunity Opportunity Area 4 (“OA4”) yet the Masterplan is silent on how it could potentially additional opportunities
Walk and on this site contribute positively towards the aims and aspirations of OA4. After all, OA4 is for development might
East Walk) (CONCEPT recognized as a key gateway into the Town Centre and that there are opportunities come forward in the
IMAGE through redevelopment and public realm project to strengthen its strategic role........ town centre.
PROVIDED) Due to the strategic location of the site within the Masterplan area, Peer Group would
like to promote it as a potential redevelopment opportunity to come forward within
the Plan period.
18. Addington Background info Our Client is the landowner of the Harvey Centre and has a significant land interest in the

Town Centre.




General

In general, our Client welcomes the principle of a Masterplan which, until such time as
adopted development plan planning policy comes forward, will act as a material
consideration in the determination of planning applications within the Town Centre.
The Masterplan will help support future investment by providing a framework of how
the Council intends the Town Centre to evolve up to 2033 and beyond. Our
representations are therefore written in good faith and intended to be received as
constructive towards ensuring that the Masterplan serves the best interests of the
Town Centre and the people of Harlow.

In conclusion, our Client is supportive of the principle of the Masterplan and hopes to be in
a positon where it can offer its full support towards its final version. However, there
are key elements which we believe require further refinement at this stage. In
particular, the aspirations for the pedestrianisation of the Town Centre, whilst
supported, need to be balanced against ensuring that existing servicing arrangements
are maintained and we also believe that there is a missed opportunity to better
connect the northern and southern elements of Broad Walk.

Finally, whilst we appreciate that the Masterplan needs to provide guidance on the
suitability of tall buildings, we are of the view that the Masterplan, in its current form,
is in danger of being too prescriptive and an overly constraining tool on the
expression of good design and architecture. In our view, it is more appropriate for the
design and architecture, massing potential and massing locations of tall buildings to
be determined through the planning process, where the technical evidence base has
undertaken to determine whether such schemes are acceptable.

72. General support is
welcomed and noted.
Further consideration
and discussion required
in respect of the
comments about
pedestrianisation and
tall buildings. It is the
intention of the SPD to
guide development not
to set out detailed
standards.

Town Centre
Guidance
Note (TCGN)
4/4a/4c

We welcome that a strong retail and leisure offer is a strategic objective of the Masterplan
and we are pleased that the Harvey Centre is identified in Town Centre Guidance
Note (“TCGN”) 4a as within the core of the Town Centre and within the Primary
Shopping Frontage as suitable for retail and commercial leisure uses. Equally, we are
supportive that TCGN 4a acknowledges that the Town Centre should be responsive
and demonstrate adaptability to shifting market trends and dynamics with units being
capable of amalgamation, sub-division, and the provision of mezzanines supported. In
this regard, we welcome that the Figure 178 recognises the potential for flexible uses
in the Harvey Centre provided that such uses provide active frontage. Indeed, this
flexibility is vitally important as within the designated frontages, there are clearly
more successful and less successful locations for retail uses. For example, the first
floor of the Harvey Centre is located within the Primary Shopping Frontage yet clearly

73. General support is
welcomed and noted.




does not get the footfall that the ground floor or Broad Walk does. We therefore
suggest that the principles of TCGN 4C are applied in these instances, namely that
Council will take a flexible view of uses and activities including embracing a rich range
of retail and leisure, workspace, civic, cultural and community land uses and that the
Council will support meanwhile uses to animate key spaces.

TCGN 4c / BHS site

We welcome that the delivery of residential in the Town Centre is recognised in TCGN 4C
and that denser forms of development will be encouraged to increase the resident
population, which in turn will enhance the vitality and viability of the Town Centre. In
this regard, we ask that the future development potential of the air rights above the
Harvey Centre is recognised in the Masterplan as potential for residential
development in the future.

We welcome that the former BHS site and land to the immediate east which includes the
library are identified as suitable for mixed use development with commercial ground
floors and residential uses above. We also broadly support the place-making objective
around the buildings, namely to open-up views along Cross Street to the Grade Il
listed St Paul’s Church. We do, however, question the strategy on the Street
Typologies Map (Page 83) to introduce a new street between the former BHS site and
the library. It is not clear why this route is proposed but we are of the view that there
is a missed opportunity to respond to the urban structure of the Town Centre (Spatial
Principle 3) by enhancing the “bone structure” that runs up along Broad Walk and to
strengthen north/south desire lines. Indeed, by moving the proposed block on the site
of the existing library westward to adjoin with the former BHS site, it would create a
larger expanse of public realm on Broad Walk and help to realign the north-south
pedestrian route. We therefore strongly recommend that the proposed arrangement
is reconsidered in order to improve pedestrian connections and the legibility of the
Town Centre which will also contribute positively to the wider place-making
aspirations of the Masterplan.

74. General support is
welcomed and noted.
Further consideration is
required in respect of
the comment made
about Street
Typologies.

TCGN 5d

In relation to tall buildings, we acknowledge that TCGN 5D seeks to ensure that buildings
demonstrate a building form, massing and typology that is appropriate to the Harlow
context. This leads to three distinct typologies being presented under TCGN 5D:
Perimeter blocks; Slab blocks; and Point blocks. For each of these typologies, a
massing range is suggested and there is further guidance on the positioning of these
building under TCGN 5D. Whilst we support the Council’s intention to scrutinise tall
buildings to ensure that they are of the highest quality, we would question the
necessity and potentially constraining function of TCGN 5D and TCGN 5D on design

75. No change — these are
general guidance
principles. The
guidance also allows for
alternative geometries
where a high quality
design / contextual
approach is present.




and architecture, particularly when TCGN 5B already makes it clear that proposals for
tall buildings need to consider the relationship with the existing context, including
prevailing building height and demonstrate that the location is appropriate in relation
to an evaluation and assessment of suitability and sensitivity. As such, there is already
a check and balance in place to ensure that tall buildings are situated in appropriate
locations without overly constraining design and architecture which we consider
TCGN 5D and TCGN 5D could potentially do.

TCGN 5e

With regards to TCGN 5E which identifies potential tall building zones, we would challenge

the claim that clustering should be avoided and that in general it is anticipated that
each zone should contain one tall building. The Council has recently permitted the
clustering of new buildings to the north of the Harvey Centre and, again, TCGN 5B will
ensure that proposals for tall building consider the relationship with the exiting
context and to demonstrate that the location is appropriate in relation to an
evaluation and assessment of suitability and sensitivity. As such, we are concerned
that the guidance and principles as currently written are overly constraining and has
the potential to not make the best use of land. For the same reasons, we would argue
that the 3d massing pages in the Opportunity Areas section which identify building
heights should be removed. Whilst we appreciate that the heights are indicative, the
individual development potential of the sites identified have not been fully explored
through an evidence-based approach, particularly from a heritage and townscape and
residential amenity perspective. In our view, it seems premature to speculate on the
massing potential of the buildings at this stage and appropriate building heights
should be determined at planning application stage when the full impacts of the
building height can be assessed. Notwithstanding this, should the Council still consider
it necessary to provide indications of massing potential in locations to guide
development, we would recommend that this is done by reference to a scale, for
example, “low, medium, tall”, rather than identifying specific building heights. In
relation to the BHS site specifically, we would urge that thorough consideration is
given to the Council’s detailed pre-application advice letter issued in June 2020.

76. The rationale for the
guidance is clear. add a
note to each caption in
cpt 6 to highlight that
heights are indicative.

TCGN 5f

Finally, we welcome TCGN 5F that requires tall buildings to make a positive contribution to

their surroundings and use a palette of materials that are in keeping with the locality.
However, we are of the view that the requirement for 80% of flats to be dual aspect
could be onerous in some instances, particularly in constrained development
footprints. Therefore, whilst we entirely support the desire to ensure that new units
have adequate natural ventilation, sufficient daylight, and amenity views, this can still
be achieved with single aspect units and may not always be possible in some cases to

77. 80% requirement to be
retained




achieve the 80% dual aspect threshold. We would therefore recommended removing
the percentage threshold and instead requiring developments to maximise dual
aspect units where possible to allow for site-specific development constraints.

Spatial Principle 5

Whilst we appreciate (and welcome) the intention of Spatial Principle 5 (Page 29) which

seeks to improve the Stone Cross area, we do have concern with regards to the
narrative as seeking “to rebalance the focus of gravity northwards”. Indeed, the
Harvey Centre, Water Gardens and Broad Walk which links the former together
comprise the Primary Shopping Frontage of the Town Centre and therefore it is vital
that the Masterplan does not in any way undermine this. We therefore do not
consider that a rebalancing is required, rather just a general improvement to the
Stone Cross area in its context as within the Secondary Shopping Frontage. We
therefore suggest that the narrative behind Spatial Principle 5 is refined to reflect this.

78. Do not agree,
rebalancing is about
creating an equilibrium
so that one part of the
town centre is not more
disadvantaged than
another part.

Masterplan
Section 6

Section 6 of the Masterplan provides guidance on public realm. Whilst we appreciate the

place-making intentions to improve the quality and experience of the public realm for
pedestrians, we are concerned with regards to the intentions of the Street Typologies
Map (Page 83) which seeks to turn part of West Gate into a pedestrian street.
Servicing for the Harvey Centre is undertaken from West Gate and it is critical for the
ongoing operation of the occupants of the Harvey Centre that the servicing of these
units is not compromised. Therefore, whilst we support proposals to improve the
pedestrian environment of West Gate, this needs to be balanced against not
undermining the operation of existing uses. Based on the proposed arrangement in
the Masterplan, we would strongly object to the conversion of part of West Gate from
a vehicular street to a pedestrian street and we ask that this is reconsidered in order
to protect the retail and commercial leisure operators of the Harvey Centre.

79. Separate reference to
servicing noted.

19.

ECC

See separate table within Consultation Statement

20.

SSRE Investments

Ltd

Background

SSRE Investment 4 Limited is the landowner for a key town centre regeneration site on

land north of the Harvey Centre (hereby referred to as the ‘Harlow Quarter’). SSRE
Investment 4 Limited achieved planning permission for one plot in the ‘Harlow
Quarter’ in 2020 (ref. HW/FUL/19/00291) and is currently the applicant for a live
outline application for the remaining plots of the Site (application ref.
HW/OUTAM/21/000251, pending). These representations are therefore made in the
context of SSRE Investment 4 Limited being a key landowner, investor and developer
in Harlow town centre.

80. Noted

Quarter Site

The Harlow Quarter site is currently the subject of an extant planning permission obtained

81. Noted, it is not intended




background

by the previous landowner and applicant (application ref. HW/FUL/17/00097, granted
August 2018) (i.e. the 2018 Consent). The detailed planning permission comprises 447
dwellings and circa 4,000sqm of flexible retail space delivered across 4 key buildings
referred to as A. B, C and D with consented building heights ranging from 3 to 16
storeys.

Upon procuring the Site in 2019, the current Applicant subsequently obtained detailed
planning permission in February 2020 (ref. HW/FUL/19/00291) for a revised Building
D that comprised 163 dwellings and circa 390sgm of flexible retail space. This means
that currently the entire regeneration site as a whole has planning permission for 523
dwellings and circa 3,870sgm of flexible retail space across the two permissions.

Figure 1: Permitted ground floor and identity of Blocks A, B, C and D. Blocks A-C extracted
from 2018 permission (ref. HW/FUL/17/00097) and Block D extracted from 2020
permission (ref. HW/FUL/19/00291)

T H"Tl
il --

In April 2021, SSRE Investment 4 Ltd submitted an outline planning application for the
remaining three plots (i.e. Blocks A, B and C). In December 2021, a revised submission
pack was submitted to the Council to reflect ongoing discussions with Harlow officers,
key consultees and the emergence of the draft HTCMF and now adopted Design
Guide Addendum.

For consistency, the Outline scheme continues with the same naming of the development
blocks as A, B, C and D (as identified in Figure 2). In the proposals, Block B can be

SPD to be treated as
prescriptive.




subdivided into B1 and B2 and Block C can be subdivided into Block C1, C2 and C3. The
indicative layout of the outline proposal for Blocks A-C, as well as the location of the
consented Block D, is shown below at Figure 3.

Figure 2: Extract from Submitted Design Code supporting Outline Application demonstrating the Block
Layout

Figure 3: Extract from Submitted Design Code Outline Application demonstrating the layout of ground
floor public and private realm areas of the proposals

The SSRE Investment 4 Limited ‘Harlow Quarter’ scheme offers the fantastic opportunity
to significantly invest and transform one of the most poorly performing parts of the
Town Centre. It will include injecting significant urban greening and public realm
improvements and promises to deliver high quality architecture alongside two slender
point tower buildings that will landmark and signify the regeneration of Harlow’s
Town Centre (see Figure 4). Approving this application and positively engaging with its
delivery would be a strong step towards putting Harlow ‘on the map’, and a real
catalyst for the wider regeneration plans which would benefit the vitality of Harlow as




a whole.
Figure 4: Extract from Submitted Design and Access Statement Outline Application showing lllustrative Sketch
Aerial View

There are many elements to the draft HTCMF guidance that we are supportive of. However, it is deeply disappointing
that SSRE Investment 4 Ltd’s emerging Harlow Quarter proposals have not been reflected in the draft HTCMF in any
way. Nor was SSRE Investment 4 Ltd approached or allowed to proactively engage in the drafting process with Harlow
Council and its urban designer to help inform the direction of the HTCMF. As a key landowner and investor in the
Town Centre, SSRE Investments 4 Ltd shares the Council’s aspiration to enhance the centre’s physical environment
and vitality, making it a great place to work, visit and live. However, the lack of engagement does bring into serious
question the robustness and deliverability of the draft HTCMF. We would therefore request that the next version of
the HTCMF is more reflective of SSRE Investment 4 Ltd’s proposals and look forward to being given the opportunity
to engage further with the HTCMF Council and design team directly in this regard.

Vision

We are supportive of the direction of the Vision, particularly:

“...the town centre will have a diverse mix of shops and services; offer high quality office
and employment spaces; civic and wide ranging leisure uses including cafés and
restaurants; and a thriving evening economic and cultural offer. The town centre will
also have a range of high quality homes that can support a mixed and balanced
community.”

82. Noted and welcomed.

Strategic
Objectives

the 10 Strategic Objectives are considered appropriate, and we are particularly supportive
of the aims to unify and rebalance town centre between north and south; for the
town centre to support wider economic growth through providing homes; and in
improving the town centre’s public realm and environment

83. Noted and welcomed.

Spatial Principles

we are also broadly supportive of the 12 ‘Spatial Principles’, although item 11 (establish
appropriate approach to building heights) raises concern when read alongside the

84. The SPD allows for
significant




overly prescriptive and inadequately justified Chapter 7 (Building Height Strategy), for
which more detailed comments are provided later in this letter

intensification in a way
which is responsive to
the historic context.

Movement

We are supportive of the change that has been made since the previous draft of the Area
Action Plan (dated December 2019) that removes the Sustainable Transport Corridor
bus route along East Gate / West Gate and instead sets it along Post Office Road.
Furthermore, the intention for the East Gate / West Gate route to instead be utilised
as part of the cycle network is considered to be appropriate

85. Noted.

Guidance Note 2e

It currently states: “Overall, a low level of parking provision will be supported in new
residential developments with appropriate justification on a scheme-by-scheme basis”.

Whilst we are supportive of the Council’s aspiration to reduce reliance on private car
ownership and usage, it is important to consider whether Harlow’s public
infrastructure is yet in place to fully support car free development in the District.
Large scale car free development is an untested market, particularly in Harlow where
circa 75% of households owns at least one vehicle (as per 2011 census data). To fully
commit to car free development at this time where car reliance is still high and further
sustainable transport improvements have not yet been implemented has the
potential to significantly limit the pool of potential buys / renters for such
development, which can impact on deliverability. This concern particularly relates to
dwellings for young families, where there is often a greater need or expectation for a
car. In this context, it is considered Guidance Note 2E should allow for parking to be
provided for residential developments in the town centre, but for it to be below
current Essex Standards (2008) and to be designed to be readily adaptable for
conversion to other uses in the future when the sustainable transport infrastructure
has become more established.

e “Servicing for retail areas should be via the rear of the units and must not have a
detrimental impact on pedestrianized areas in the town centre. Servicing
arrangements should protect gateway locations, legibility for pedestrians, entering the
town centre and enhance the public realm and appearance of these areas...”

We agree that it is important for servicing arrangements to avoid negative impact to
pedestrians and public realm, but we do not agree that the only way this can be
achieved is through service areas at the rear of units. To deliver on the vision to
intensify, diversify and regenerate the town centre will mean that there will be fewer
opportunities to create back of house service yards, for some sites more than others.

86. encourage potential for
car free in Note 2E in
accordance with Council
position




It is therefore recommended that the guidance also allows for access controlled and
well managed servicing arrangements to be acceptable, when adequately
demonstrated and committed by the submission of a robust Delivery and Servicing
Plan.

Fig 17 street
typologies

Broad Walk should be shown as a ‘Commercial Pedestrian’ street typology given its status
as the high street of the town centre.

e There is no clarity provided in the Key for what the dotted blue outlined area is meant to
denote.

It is not considered appropriate for East Gate or any streets north of East Gate to be purely
categorised as ‘Commercial Pedestrian’ as the intention elsewhere within the draft
HTCMF is for this area to become more residential in land use and nature (as shown in
Figure 19 of the HTCMF). This will follow through to ground floor level with the need
for residential entrances, foyers and cycle stores, which will have an influence on the
street typology. To address this, we recommend these streets (particularly East Gate)
are either re-categorised as ‘Mixed Use Pedestrian’ or include both ‘Residential
Pedestrian’ and ‘Commercial Pedestrian’ categorisation.

87. Noted, Replace Fig 17
with Fig 69.

Add cross ref to Public
Realm chapter where
the approach to
Broadwalk is more
explicit.

Guidance Note 3a

Guidance Note 3A (Urban Design Principles) currently states “key streets and spaces could
accommodate a general / shoulder height of four to six storeys. This will create a
greater sense of enclosure, overlooking and natural surveillance of key streets and
spaces. Key market locations might also be appropriate for taller elements...”. Whilst
we agree with and support the principle of increased scale to create a greater sense
of enclosure and natural surveillance, it is considered the four to six storey height
guoted is too prescriptive and not supported by a robust evidence base (e.g. a visual
impact assessment or skyline study). Adopting a blanket limit on general / shoulder
heights to 4-6 storeys for the next 15 years does not align with the National Planning
Policy Framework that seeks for town centre, brown field, sustainable and accessible
sites to be optimised for development. It is recommended that reference to storey
heights is completely removed from Guidance Note 3A as it is a matter that is instead
covered by the ‘Building Height Strategy’ chapter.

88. These general height
guidance principles are
considered appropriate
and represent a
significant
intensification of the
town centre. Chapter 7
provides clear criteria
and a context for
exceptions.

No change




Land uses

It is supported that the HTCMF recognises there is a need for “a degree of flexibility around
precise mix of town centre land uses” (paragraph 5.18), and as such the guidance
provided “should not be treated as prescriptive, and the Council will require proposals
to provide a clear narrative and justification for the proposed mix of uses in relation to
property market demand and opportunities on a site-by-site, and phase-by-phase
basis” (paragraph 5.19).

89. Noted, no change.

Fig 19
predominant
future ground
floor uses

Figure 19 (plan showing proposed predominant future ground floor land uses), however, is
considered to be too simplistic in its approach. It is considered that some parts of the
town centre will not be as clear cut as ‘residential’ or ‘retail / commercial’, and there
will be some areas and sites where it is more appropriate to be classed as ‘mixed use’
where residential and commercial feature side by side at ground floor level. This is
particularly the case for SSRE Investment 4 Ltd’s ‘Harlow Quarter’ scheme that will
deliver circa 3,400sqm of commercial/retail alongside up to 841 dwellings, which will
result in the ground floor comprising both economic active frontages and domestic
foyers and amenity areas. It is recommended that the figure is amended to allow for
‘mixed use’ ground floor areas, particularly for the ‘Harlow Quarter’ site.

90. It is considered that
ground floor residential
use would not be
appropriate in the town
centre where HDC aims
to increase active
frontages and enhance
vitality to help support
retail and
complementary uses.

Land uses - retail

We are supportive of what is set out in paragraphs 2.16 — 2.22 of the draft HTCMF, which
highlights the findings of a Cushman and Wakefield 2020 retail study that concluded
emerging indicative targets suggest a lower level of capacity growth might be
appropriate in response of evolving trends. Paragraph 2.19 of the draft HTCMF
therefore states “In the context of increasing online retail sales (30-40% of total retail
sales by 2030) and the growing number of collapsed or ‘as risk’ retailers, Harlow Town
Centre, like many centres in the UK, potentially has too much retail space overall”. It is
recognised that there are clear opportunities for improve the offer of Harlow Town
Centre, but the scope of improvement will “largely depend on town centre
regeneration and other interventions to deliver a higher quality, more secure
environment and better accessibility” (paragraph 2.20). This is said to therefore mean
enabling poorer quality retail space to be replaced by alternative, non-retail uses in
less prime areas while focusing new retail space in the more prime areas. Finally, the
draft HTCMF seeks to not be overly restrictive in relation to uses classes, as such it
encourages the use of greater flexibility for a range of permissible use classes / retail
types on a site by site basis to allow the market to determine what is and is not
deliverable.

However, none of the above evidence base or conclusions seems to have informed the

91. The HDC policy
requirement reflects
not only the needs of
the new residential
development being
brought forward in
Harlow in the recently
adopted Local Plan, but
that taking place on the
edges of town through
the HGGT that amounts
in total to 23,000
dwellings.
Notwithstanding recent
challenges associated
with Covid there will
remain a retail need
and associated
complementary uses




wording of Guidance Note 4A (retail growth and flexibility). It instead only primarily
reiterates the position set by Policy RS2 of the Local Development Plan, which is based
on more dated evidence that, most significantly, pre-dates the COVID-19 pandemic.
We recommend that the wording of Guidance Note 4A is adjusted to reflect the
findings of the evidence base (particularly the Cushman & Wakefield 2020 retail
study) more; highlighting that removal of retail may be considered appropriate in less
prime or successful areas of the town centre and the focus should be on the provision
of well curated, flexible and successful commercial spaces in appropriate locations in
the town centre rather than.

that will need to be
accommodated.

Fig 20 frontages

In regard to Figure 20 (Town Centre Existing Primary and Secondary Frontages), we
recommend the following alterations are made:

* The primary frontage line be removed for where Little Walk shopping parade used to
exist between Broad Walk and West Gate as this has been vacant and demolished for
circa 5 years (works undertaken by its previous landowner).

* The secondary frontage line along the former building line of the north wing of Gate
House, north of West Gate and South of the former Odeon building be removed as it
has been vacant and demolished for circa 5 years (works undertaken by its previous
landowner).

92. This is not accepted
although it will require
further consideration
as part of wider LP
review.

Guidance note 4c

We support that Guidance Note 4C (Housing) clearly states that “the Council will support
the introduction of new residential accommodation in the town centre”.

We are supportive of the position that “dual aspect units should be maximised”, although
it must also acknowledge that how well a site can perform in its dual aspect provision
will vary on a site by site basis, particularly in consideration to its plot form,
orientation and neighbouring context. We fully object, however, to the position that
“where dual aspect cannot be achieved national space standards should be
significantly exceeded”. This position is made with no justification or consideration to
the viability implications it creates; nor is there any clarity on how ‘significantly
exceed’ would be applied. The benefit of dual aspect dwellings is in relation to
outlook, ventilation and daylight/sunlight; none of which are improved by increasing
the size of a dwelling. In fact, in some cases the arbitrary increasing of a dwelling can
have a negative impact on how well it performs against these criteria — it is important
to remember that more space does not automatically correlate with better quality. It
is strongly recommended that this wording is removed from draft HTCMF.

93. Not agreed see 77 above.

It is noted that “in residential developments of more than 10 dwellings it will be expected

94. Noted, but viability is




that at least 30% affordable housing is provided in accordance with HLDP Policy H8”.
Whilst the importance of affordable housing cannot be understated, it is an
unfortunate reality that there are forms of development and locations within Harlow
that are subject to extreme viability constraints. This is particularly the case in the
Town Centre and for flatted developments, which is acknowledged in Harlow
Council’s own evidence base for its Local Plan and is clear from the level of affordable
housing provision being achieved in recent planning permissions. In these instances, a
balanced approach needs to be adopted and due weight given to viability analysis. In
order to fully align with HLDP Policy H8, we recommend that viability is acknowledged
as a consideration in the wording of the Guidance Note.

regularly being used as
justification to avoid
making appropriate
contribution towards a
range of infrastructure,
social and otherwise.
This will require further
consideration in due
course.

The Guidance Note further states that “The Council will take a flexible view of uses and
activities on the ground floor in areas outside the designated retail frontages. A rich
mix of uses will be embraced including retail and leisure, workspace, civic, cultural and
community uses”. It is recommended the wording of this is changed to make it clear
this relates to designated primary retail frontages in order to be consistent with
Harlow Local Plan Policy PR6, which allows for greater flexibility for secondary retail
frontages. It is further recommended that ‘residential entrances / foyers’ is also listed
as an appropriate ground floor use.

95. Noted

Guidance note 4e

Guidance Note 4E currently states: “the Council will require development proposals to
contribute to enhanced education provision in the District in line with the Council’s
adopted planning policy in the HLDP (see HLDP Policy IN6 and supporting
implementation text)”. We highlight that this must be subject to viability constraints

96. Noted

Figs 21 - 23

We object to how Figure 21 (indicative Town Centre Masterplan), Figure 22 (Existing and
Consented Schemes in 3D) and 23 (Indicative Future Context — illustrating masterplan
framework proposals alongside existing buildings and consented schemes) only shows
the 2018 planning permission (ref. HW/FUL/17/00097) for the Harlow Quarter site,
which was granted to the previous landowner. They does not take account of the
more recent permission in place for what is referred to as ‘Block D’ (ref.
HW/FUL/19/00291), which was granted to SSRE Investment 4 Ltd in 2020. Similarly, it
is also noted that Figure 22 does not include ‘the Angle’ scheme on the former YWCA
Hostel site planning permission (ref. HW/FUL/15/00193, subsequently allowed at
appeal APP/N1540/W/16/3146636), granted in 2016 and confirmed as implemented
in 2020.

97. Footnote required to
recognise that evolution
in schemes over time is
possible.

Furthermore, Figure 23 gives no consideration to the live planning application for the
remainder of the Harlow Quarter site (ref. HW/OUTAM/21/000251), which includes
the following key changes to the 2018 permission:

98. The drawing cannot
include live schemes —
add note highlighting




e Moving the location of the east-west boulevard link between West Gate and Broad Walk
slightly north, resulting in narrower Block B and a deeper Block C.

¢ A revised massing strategy that achieves more regular articulation and massing form,
increased densities and two focal towers on Blocks A and the western end of Block C.

that the context will
continue to evolve in
caption

Failing to consider the live planning application for this vital central regeneration site in the
town centre does not result in a robust masterplan that is reflective of reality. This is
an example of how the draft HTCMF should have been prepared with input from key
town centre landowners and stakeholders prior to draft publication, which we
consider to be a key weakness in the drafting of this document. It is formally
requested that SSRE Investment 4 Ltd and its design team is proactively engaged with
by the HTCMF design team for the preparation of the next version of the HTCMF to
ensure that the masterplan is more reflective of what will be coming forward on the
Harlow Quarter site north of the Harvey Centre.

99. No change at this stage
in the process. It is
acknowledged that live
schemes will come
forward over time,
some of which may
deviate from the
indicative approach in
the SPD.

Public realm
Harlow
Quarter Site

As per previous comments, we do not support the building form and layout of the Harlow
Quarter Site that is shown in the base masterplan used for figures throughout this
chapter of the draft HTCMF, as it is reflective of the scheme permitted in 2018 by a
previous landowner and not the live proposals currently submitted by SSRE
Investment 4 Ltd

100. See 99 above

Fig 61 SuDS

Figure 61 shows a ‘Potential SuDS Area’ along the new east-west boulevard link on the
Harlow Quarter Site, which is not reflective of either the permitted drainage strategy
from the 2018 planning permission or the currently proposed drainage strategy in the
live outline application. It is considered to have a swale along the full length of this
public realm that will feature a lot of retail/commercial activity would impede
pedestrian movement and not be in keeping with the purpose and character of the
space. This is demonstrated in Figures 67 and 68 of the draft HTCMF, where the
former shows an example ‘Residential Pedestrian’ street featuring a central SuDS
garden and the latter shows an example ‘Commercial Pedestrian’ street featuring high
quality paving and areas of seating and planting. As such, it is proposed that the
‘Potential SuDS Area’ is removed from the Harlow Quarter site.

101. Not accepted, SuDs can
be located in central
locations.

Fig 69 street
typologies

Broad Walk should be shown as a ‘Commercial Pedestrian’ street typology given its status
as the high street of the town centre. In Figure 69 it shows a dotted red line, which is
not included in the Key as denoting anything.

102. This is not accepted as
in this location
residential use is
considered subsidiary
to the main town




e |t is not considered appropriate for East Gate or any streets north of East Gate to be
purely categorised as ‘Commercial Pedestrian’ as the intention elsewhere within the
draft HTCMF is for this area to be residential in land use and nature (as shown in
Figure 19). This will follow through to ground floor level with the need for residential
entrances, foyers and cycle stores, which will have an influence on the street
typology. To address this, we recommend these streets (particularly East Gate) are
either re-categorised as ‘Mixed Use Pedestrian’ or include both ‘Residential
Pedestrian’ and ‘Commercial Pedestrian’ together.

centre.

Fig 105 open space
typologies

Figure 105 currently shows a ‘recreation space’ (public open space with significant
provision for children’s sport and recreation) the full north-south length of West Gate
from Aylmer House to the Harvey Centre. Whilst we agree that the northern half of
this space is appropriate for this sort of space, it would not necessarily be appropriate
in the southern half where it will also interact with the pedestrian and cycle route
along West Gate and East Gate and the servicing routes for the proposed Harlow
Quarter. It is recommended that this area is reduced so as not to conflict with other
parts of the draft HTCMF guidance and the submitted proposals for the Harlow
Quarter.

103. Not accepted as it is
important to enhance
green elements in the
town centre.

Fig 122 open space
typologies

As mentioned in other parts of this letter, the visual provided for Figure 122 (West Square
Functional Plan with Principles) is not reflective of the current scheme that is
submitted for planning permission by SSRE Investments 4 Itd, and therefore needs to
be further updated and rationalised. For instance, the new east-west link has been
moved further north and private car movements crossing over East Gate / West Gate
into ‘Block B’ have now positively been removed. The intention to “create new retail
space and entrance to the Harvey Centre” and have a potential ‘events’ space there is
not reflective of either the 2018 planning permission or the live Harlow Quarter
proposals currently submitted, as there is an approved and proposed service entrance
to Block C in this location. This section of the draft HTCMF should be updated
accordingly to better reflect the emerging proposals for the land north of the Harvey
Centre, and it is strongly recommended that this is informed by direct engagement
between SSRE Investment 4 Ltd’s design team and the HTCMF design team.

104. see 99 above

Building heights

In paragraphs 7.1-7.5, and from the visuals on page 107, this is where further
consideration should be given to Frederick Gibberd’s own written work in ‘The Storey
of a New Town’ (1980, from which it can be said to the three fundamental principles
on which the Town Centre was based: an essentially human environment, an urban
atmosphere, and the principle of evolution. The third predicated a flexible approach

105. Noted but the HDLP
seeks to ensure green
spaces permeate more
urban areas.




and the first two were basic to the concept of new towns

Gibberd sought to plan the town around the existing landscape retaining features such as
streams and hedgerows and based the foundation of the design on the existing land
form comprising the Stort Valley forming a natural containment of the town. The
Green Belt would be visible beyond. Four main residential areas or ‘clusters’ were
placed on high ground between open land wedges within the valleys. Each cluster had
its major neighbourhood centre (Town Centre, The Stow, Bush Fair, Stale Tye). Linear
parks were to provide accessible outdoor amenity space for the neighbourhoods; the
area with the most interesting topography at Netteswell Cross was designated as the
Town Park (currently a Grade Il registered park) and the provision of a wide range of
recreational activities.

Gibberd sought to create a contrast between the broad areas of landscape with compact
areas of high density development.

There were three fundamental principles on which the design of the Town Centre was
based: an essentially human environment, an urban atmosphere, and the principle of
evolution. The third predicated a flexible approach and the first two were basic to the
concept of new towns.

— An essentially human environment was based on the concept of a pedestrianised centre,
“so that buildings can relate to each other as a series of varied and intricate civic
spaces, the essence of civic design”.

— The second principle was that the Town Centre was to be as small as possible so as to
provide the qualities of urbanity lacking in much of the town. This would lead to
vertical growth, as described by Gibberd:

“The corollary of a tightly-built urban centre is vertical growth. | assumed that postwar
reconstruction would mean that existing town centres would grow vertically and that
if demands for space were greater than we anticipated, growth would be by tall
buildings. The Town Centre was to be the visual focus of the town. The taller the
buildings placed on it, the more emphatic this focus would be.”

— The third principle was that the framework for the Town Centre should be sufficiently

106. Noted, but there is now
the consequences of
climate change to be
addressed through
enhanced green spaces
etc which means that
Gibberd’s original
principles need to be
tempered in this
respect.




flexible to allow different kinds of development to take place over time.

From the above, it is vital to acknowledge that Gibberd himself saw the town centre
advancing in height and allowing the growth of tall buildings.

In paragraph 7.12 of the draft HTCMF, the first bullet point states that taller buildings “are
positioned close to the perimeter route of the town centre. They tend not to be
situated directly on roundabouts or junctions”. We are concerned that this is written
in a way that assumes the perimeter placing of tall buildings is a virtue, but we
consider they should not be treated as justifiable precedent. Many of these existing
tall buildings are poor in form and expression, do not relate well together and fail in
their purpose to adequately landmark the town centre.

In the same paragraph, the fifth bullet point states that taller buildings “visibly meet the
ground — they are not buried within larger blocks”. We do not believe this reflects the
existing built form of the town centre and is out of keeping with this list of existing
characteristics. Furthermore, ‘buried’ is a derogatory term and infers negativity to
design precedents elsewhere or potential innovation within Harlow.

107.

Not agreed, The
guidance, in the round,
provides an appropriate
context for tall building
design.

Guidance note 5b

Guidance Note 5B states that “the Council will require any proposal for tall buildings to
consider the relationship with the existing context, including prevailing building
heights”. Whilst we understand this position, it fails to acknowledge that there are
parts of the town centre that are too low density for its urban context and fail to
optimise what is sustainable brownfield land, which goes against the thrust of the
National Planning Policy Framework. Furthermore, elsewhere in the draft HTCMF is an
acknowledgement that perimeter blocks would benefit from increasing in height to
enhance sense of enclosure. Finally, this does not take account for the buildings that
have been permitted in recent years but have not yet been constructed. In this
context, it would be appropriate for tall building proposals to consider the
relationship with both the existing and emerging context, as well as what is adopted
in the Council’s own Town Plan vision and HTCMF indicative masterplan

108.

Noted but the SPD
provides a clear context
for a general uplift in
density. Responding to
context does not
preclude development
which of a higher scale.

For Figure 150, we are supportive that a blue triangle denoting ‘landmark building’ is
included on the Harlow Quarter Site where Block B is permitted (where Block C is now
proposed). We would, however, recommend that a further blue triangle is included
on Block A, where a 16 storey block is already permitted under the 2018 planning
permission and a 19 storey building is currently proposed in the live application
submitted by SSRE Investment 4 Ltd.

100.

Noted, Fig 160 does not
undermine any
planning decisions /
consents. Add note to
caption highlighting
that the precise block
locations might vary
depending on the final




consents

Whilst we understand the Council’s position is seeking to get a framework in place in
regards to town centre height, we consider the guidance set out under Note 5D to be
too prescriptive and limiting in nature. It goes too far in stymying innovation and
allowing the town centre to be sufficiently flexible to allow different kinds of
development to take place over time as Gibberd had intended.

Nor is the guidance necessarily reflective of development that currently exists or has been
permitted in the town centre. For instance, the guidance takes the position that
multiple tall buildings in close proximity on a single site or adjacent site should be
generally avoided, which is not compatible with recent planning approvals in the town
centre (particularly the 2018 permission north of the Harvey Centre). Furthermore,
there is no clear basis with this position, as in townscape terms tall buildings are
generally preferable to singular objects — the current tall buildings on the periphery of
the town centre should not be viewed as a virtue or positive precedent in this regard.
The guidance does go on to acknowledge that small clusters of 2 or 3 may be
appropriate, but does not advise where or under what townscape circumstances this
might be the case.

Most concerning is the lack of townscape or visual impact analysis that has been
undertaken to inform the recommended maximum ceiling heights of 4-6 storeys for a
‘slab’ block and 10-12 storeys for a ‘point’ block (14-16 storeys in exceptional
circumstances). It is not clear what has helped inform these heights and therefore
they come across as arbitrary, which brings into question the robustness of the
guidance.

110. Not agreed

It is considered that what is an appropriate proposed height for a scheme is dependent on
the context of its location and its immediate surroundings (both existing and
planned). It is, therefore, recommended that the draft HTCMF should not seek to be
overly prescriptive on the classification of tall buildings and what is considered to be
an appropriate height as this will vary on a site by site basis. Furthermore, care should
be taken when defining appropriate storey heights, as this will vary depending on
whether the use is commercial or residential. Notwithstanding, considering the
Council’s aspiration to regenerate the Town Centre and the scale of development that
currently exists and that is anticipated to come forward through extant planning
permissions and live planning applications, it would be appropriate for a tall building
on certain sites within the Town Centre to be as follows:

e Townscape Building — 8-12 storeys are considered an appropriate height in the town
centre. It is considered that Westgate House (at 8 converted commercial storeys) and

111. The guidance provides
clear criteria and
context for the general
guidance points, and
aspects where
exceptions might apply.




Joseph Rank House (at 12 converted commercial storeys) are all appropriate to be
classed as ‘Townscape Buildings’

e Tower Building — 18+ storeys (where justified and designed of a high quality). It is
considered this scale is necessarily to viably achieve the ‘slender’ profile sought. Less
than 20 storeys can result in a more squat profile that will not ‘stand out’ and ‘add
interest’ in the context of growing number of 10-15 storey buildings that currently
exist or are consented / submitted for approval. It is for this reason that buildings
such as Joseph Rank House is not appropriate for being classed as a ‘Tower Building’.
Only a select few sites in the Town Centre would be appropriate in townscape terms
to accommodate Tower Buildings of 18+ storeys, for which SSRE Investment 4’s land
situated to the North of the Harvey Centre is considered to be one of them.

e Slab Buildings — It is considered that what are classed as ‘Slab Buildings’ still have a place
in the Town Centre, subject to the context of a site and the quality of design of the
scheme. The appropriate height of these buildings will depend on their
length/breadth and orientation but could range from 8-12 storeys.

The above is reflective of the nature of the heights proposed for the Harlow Quarter
outline application, which is supported by a robust Heritage and Townscape
Statement, Design and Access Statement and Design Code, which together
demonstrate how these heights in the right locations for the right sites are
appropriate.

Fig 160 indicative
tall building
framework
plan

We are supportive that the Harlow Quarter development site is identified in Figure 160
(indicative tall building framework plan) as falling within a zone that might
accommodate height, as this is supported in our own Heritage and Townscape
Assessment that has been submitted to support planning application
HW/OUTAM/21/000251. However, the specific wording in the key of “zones which
might accommodate a single point block or point block alongside shoulder block” is
not supported, as it already contravenes what has been permitted under the 2018
planning permission on the Harlow Quarter site, but also it goes back to our earlier
comments, to provide the differential in Gibberd’s terms, greater clusters of tall

112. See note above about
wording in caption (and
note that blue blocks
indicate consented
elements which are
special case in this
specific location by
virtue of the existing
consent and

buildings should be supported rather than single disassociated blocks. amendments.
Guidance note 5f Guidance Note 5F states that “it is expected that 80% of flats in a tall building will be dual 113. Noted

aspect”. We agree that this is achievable for tall ‘point’ blocks, and so the wording
should be revised to say “it is expected that 80% of flats in a tall point building will be




dual aspect”. Often by their nature, slab and perimeter blocks are unable to achieve
as high a levels of dual aspect, but importantly they can still achieve high quality
homes with adequate ventilation, daylight and outlook when designed correctly.

Guidance note 5g

We are generally supportive of the majority of points raised under Guidance Note 5G, with
the exception of the following:

¢ The guidance states that “any wind mitigation measures should be wholly within the
applicant’s site boundary, should be permanent structures maintained by the
applicant, and should not include trees or soft landscape”. It is not appropriate to
completely discount the mitigation measures that can be achieved by trees and soft
landscaping, and this was specifically removed from the final version of the adopted
Design Guide Addendum. This text should be removed from Guidance Note 5G in
order to align with paragraph 1.42 of the Design Guide Addendum

114. Not accepted.

Opportunity areas

The focus of our comments is on Opportunity Area 3 (OA3) for Town Centre North. Before
this, however, we wish to highlight, as mentioned previously, that it is inappropriate
for the indicative Town Centre Framework Plan (Figure 161) to show the Harlow
Quarter site only as approved under the 2018 planning permission granted to a
previous landowner. The Town Centre Framework should be informed by SSRE
Investment 4 Ltd’s own emerging proposals that are currently submitted for approval
and we would strongly recommend the next version of the HTCMF is also informed by
direct engagement between SSRE Investment 4 Ltd’s design team (and any other key
landowners) with the HTCMF design team.

For the indicative capacity estimates under paragraph 6.17, this should be changed to circa
1,295, with 667 currently approved, an additional 318 currently submitted for
approval on the Harlow Quarter outline application, and 350 proposed for the
remainder of the opportunity area. This injection of residential directly in the Town
Centre will be transformative to its vitality and viability for the future; particularly in
better supporting economic activities.

115. The emerging proposals
do not have the benefit
of planning permission
so it would be
premature to assume
they will be
implemented.

Guidance note 8

In terms of the Guidance Note 8 (Opportunity Area 3) wording specifically, we are broadly
supportive of the guidance as proposed. However, we recommend the following
amendments:

e Figures 168 (indicative town centre framework plan for Opportunity Area 3) and 169
(indicative town centre land use plan for opportunity area 3) are updated to be more
reflective of the revised block layout of the Harlow Quarter site as currently
submitted.

116. See 115 above




Figures 168 (indicative town centre framework plan for Opportunity Area 3) and 170
(indicative 3D view for opportunity area 3) are updated to be more reflective of the
revised massing strategy of the Harlow Quarter site as currently submitted.

e Figure 169 (indicative town centre land use plan for Opportunity Area 3) is updated at
ground floor level to include ‘flexible active ground floor uses’ with ‘residential
parking’ included on Block A for the Harlow Quarter site (currently all shown in grey).
At upper floor level, the Harlow Quarter Site should be shown as ‘residential’
(currently all shown in grey).

* We are supportive that it the guidance identifies this area for a mix of uses, including
residential, office, retail and other active ground floor uses.

21.

Canal and Rivers
Trust

Transport in
relation to the
Stort

The Trust is the owner and navigation authority of the River Stort and its associated
towpath, which is located

further north of the Town Centre SPD area. The towpath is an important traffic free route
for walking /cycling for

both leisure and utility walkers and represents a multifunctional asset, providing linkages
to local facilities,

recreational opportunities, and a safe, convenient and attractive walking and cycling
network to promote health

and well-being, consistent with the aims of the NPPF.

The Trust has previously responded to planning applications relating to the Harlow and
Gilston Garden Town

developments and are particularly interested in the impacts of the proposed bridge
crossings, the impact of

development on use of the towpath, and the opportunities for improvements to the
waterway corridor to

mitigate adverse impacts (on biodiversity, for example) across the wider development
area. It is therefore

positive that this SPD seeks to promote safe and sustainable modes of transport with new
and enhanced

networks, in particular better linkages to the Garden Town. The towpath would form an
integral part of this

connected network and for completeness reference to it could be included within the SPD.

117. Noted.

22.

Chris Vince

Employment and

We would like to see support and priority given to community ventures and businesses

118. Noted and agree — no




Labour and Co-
operative
Party
Councillor

Little Parndon
and Hare
Street Ward

Housing

in the Town.

such as Co-operative businesses especially those set up in the local community. This
would feed into employment opportunities.
Housing: There is a great need for affordable social housing in Harlow and support and
encouragement should be given to developments by Housing Associations and Co-
operative Housing Associations to provide affordable good quality rented accommodation

changes required to the
document

Essex County Council Schedule of Comments

Section /
page of
document

Comments

Change required — deletion, new or revised
text etc.

ECC Further
Comments

Council
Comments/Changes

General

There are no references to housing densities within the
Town Centre Masterplan Framework (TCMPF) (either
existing or proposed), only a few mentions of ‘high/higher’
density.

Housing densities guidance in the HDLP and Design
Guide SPDs could be linked in the TCMPF, or a
box illustration of them, should be included in
the TCMPF. Higher densities are key to
achieving sustainable movement and are an
important way that masterplans with
appropriate guidance on housing densities
may align with transport objectives and
modal shift targets

1. Too prescriptive for
SPD - better in
individual briefs

General

Overall Green Infrastructure (Gl) provision is considered
very good in the document. It is also positive that the
proposals are based around Gl and creating sustainable

transport links, promoting walking and cycling in particular.

Open space provision should be multifunctional to
maximise benefits. Green corridors can be created to avoid
habitat fragmentation.

These suggestions are recommended for
incorporation for enhancement of the Gl
content throughout TCMPF; incorporate
wherever possible. Maximising provision of
Green corridors will draw together disparate
spatial elements and natural features and
multifunctional Gl will serve to increase both
its attraction, use and value / benefit to
communities

2. SPD already
contains
information on
Gl.

General

It is recommended (in line with HGGT strategy documents
and objectives) that high quality digital connectivity needs
to feature more prominently and be a strength of the

This could be included front and centre as part of
the Vision / Strategic Objectives, for example
in terms of the TC being a fully connected and

3. Wording added on
digital
connectivity




enhanced future town centre (TC) offer. Harlow is well
placed to position itself in this way. Future-proofed
broadband connectivity to all homes and businesses — as
per the Essex Developers’ Guide to Infrastructure
Contributions, futureproofed internet access should be
provided for all homes and businesses, ideally Fibre to the
Premises (FTTP). Delivery plans / strategies to demonstrate
how digital connectivity will be delivered to serve new
developments should be submitted for review by the Local
Planning Authority

digitised place to live and work, using smart
technology. The TCMPF should promote
delivery of the HLDP planning policy (IN4) on
this and delivery of the Digital Innovation
Zone ambitions through guidance to
developers that requires high quality
connectivity for all new developments arising
here, also promoting technological innovation
wherever possible

General Throughout the document — Spelling of “consented” (rather | Check and correct these errors accordingly 4. Amended
(minor point) | than “concented”)
- typos
1INTRO
NB: No comments necessary
2 PORTRAIT
OF HARLOW
TC
Para 2.7 This refers to ‘PHE’ — this is now the UK Health Security Search and replace this, as reference used several 5. Amended
P10 Agency times.
Para 2.12 This refers to ‘F&B’, although this reference is not explained. | Suggest including a glossary in TCMPF to explain 6. A&B added
P12 acronyms
Para 2.16-2.17 | This refers to a series of evidence base reports on key TC ECC requests that these are shared with ECC 7. Noted
P12 market sectors in 2020 Economic Growth team to understand /
discuss findings and look towards possible
joint actions to take findings /
recommendations forward
Para 2.20 It is noted that the ““scale of opportunity’ is restricted by Add references to key competing town centres 8. Added
P13 the high degree of competition from surrounding retail
centres” — It is suggested that the text notes key examples
Para 2.21 This refers to structural changes (in retail sector), aiming to | These aims and intentions appear laudable but 9. Council will look at
P13 enable replacement of poorer quality retail space with may not prove readily achievable in practice if this through

alternative uses in less prime areas etc.

left just to the market to determine.
Accordingly, it is considered necessary to look
at more specific actions / delivery strategies /
proactive measures that may help to effect

individual briefs,
regeneration
opportunities,
Local Plan




this aim

policies but no

changes to SPD
required.
Para 2.28 As drafted this sentence does not make sense. It is suggested to consider deleting ‘that’ at end of 10. Amended
P14 2" line.
Para 2.28 This refers to phasing of other investments. Reconsider relationship between these two 11. Noted
P14 There is no consideration given or indication set out here of interrelated elements
how infrastructure improvements would be funded or
delivered (such as through developer funding from housing
developments). This could be challenging in face of viability
issues (see para 2.26) that have arisen with recent planning
applications. The stated weakness of the current housing
market (see para 2.25) is part of this issue.
Para 2.30 This refers to the ‘CRATE’ scheme in Loughton Include a weblink to this organisation, especially as | Further 12. Link added
P14 it is comparatively local (Loughton & information
Walthamstow currently). on this
initiative may
help benefit
the TCMPF
through
potential
investors
being steered
towards this
or other
innovative
approaches
Para 2.31 ECC agree with the potential for light industrial and office Consider potential for / inclusion of new mixed- 13. Not sufficient
P14 uses in the TC and considers that there is potential for a use Innovation District within the Town evidence or
new mixed-use Innovation District within the TC Masterplan Centre Masterplan boundary strategic work on
boundary. In recognition of the Masterplan’s remark about this initiative to
links to the railway station, this may be best accommodated include at this
in Opportunity Area 1 (in the north-eastern corner of the stage.
Masterplan area).
Para 2.31 This refers to ‘The Muse’ in lIford

Again, this is considered another good relatively

14. No link found




P14

local idea, for which a link would be useful.

P15 SWOT Availability of TC car parking is also a weakness as it Add this element also to ‘Weaknesses’ box 15. Added
Weaknesses undermines potential to encourage sustainable travel.
P15 SWOT Need for an additional weakness recommended: Include this point within the analysis of the table 16. Added
Weaknesses The poor permeability, lack of green space, and car

dominated environment of Water Gardens should be listed

as weaknesses in the SWOT analysis
P15 SWOT Consolidation of TC shopping area could be difficult to This opportunity is acknowledged and supported 17. No change

Opportunities

achieve due to its already spaced out nature, and the
current ‘centre/locus’ being Water Gardens in the south

as an aim. The challenges involved could be
explored, with possible responses in
subsequent TCMPF sections

3 POLICY

CONTEXT

Para 3.9 It appears that the HGGT Transport Strategy has been Include reference and brief summary information 18. HGGT documents
HGGT omitted here on this within this listing of key documents to be updated

strategies etc.
P25

4 VISION AND
OBJECTIVES
4.3 Vision and | Overall, ECC supports the Vision as set out, including the Add detail as suggested to help explain what this 19. Added
Strategic idea of continual evolution to reflect current and future TC broad objective could involve and might be
Objectives purposes. The Strategic Objective “a cohesive place” should achieved in practical terms
P26 be expanded to specifically reference facilitating footfall

flows along key frontages around the TC (which also links to

the 1952 masterplan, which had much greater

permeability).
Para4.1-4.4 | ECC supports that part of the overall vision that aspires for Some content in this regard is noted, e.g. See section 20. Health and
Vision and the TC to ‘be a healthy place for everyone, contributing to e enhancing the public realm attached at wellbeing strands
Strategic the well-being of the community and the protection and e greening of the TC end of this are already
Objectives enhancement of the natural and historic environment.’ This e provision of accessibility and sustainable response woven into the
P26 theme is not explored or developed explicitly within the transport options table entire SPD. Plus

document and overt coverage / content is therefore
recommended. In order to deliver successful TC
regeneration this needs to be recognised readily as a place
that is attractive for residents to live within that promotes
health and wellbeing.

e Integration of walking routes beyond the
TC (to promote access to nearby open
space and active recreation)
ECC recommends including a dedicated section on
Health & Wellbeing matters to draw these

HLDP policies,
requirements on
our VC and
intentiontodo a
HIA




strands together and provide a focus on the
TC as a healthy place, for all purposes

SPD/Guidance
note.

Para4.4 The high quality public realm objective is of interest to, and | ECC ASC would seek effective delivery of these 21. As above
Strategic supported by ECC Adult Social Care (ASC). A high quality objectives, in the interests of health &
Objectives public realm and environment with active and engaging wellbeing and inclusive, accessible and
P26 public spaces which supports health and wellbeing. An sustainable communities. ECC is keen to work
inclusive and accessible destination with excellent transport together positively in the achievement of
links capitalising on Harlow’s strategic location that enable these outcomes.
and encourage local trips by sustainable and active travel
modes. These aspirational features and strengths are
supported.
Para 4.19 Erroneous reference to First Avenue here Northern link of inner ring road is Fourth Avenue, 22. Amended
P29 not first Avenue
Spatial Whilst creating a more unified centre is supported, this Add a point to improve the environment of Water 23. Amended
Principles 7 & | principle should also reflect an aspiration to address the car Gardens, as suggested, within paragraph 4.22
8 dominated nature of Water Gardens, which represents an and diagrams provided
P30 important element of the overall centre
Spatial The concept diagram supporting Spatial Principle 8 does not | Revise illustration for greater consistency with 24. No need to amend
Principle 8 seem to reflect the ambition for new green spaces later in green spaces content (on P95) as image
Diagram the Masterplan (see Page 95). considered
P30 appropriate
Para 4.26 This refers to Sustainable Transport Corridors (STCs) in a Review content on STCs and add/ revise Greater coverage 25. See Public realm
P31 basic / broad way. accordingly and chapter which
STCs do not appear to have been illustrated within the illustration of includes street
TCMPF. Of particular interest would be how these would these would sections. Not
inter-relate/connect with the TC. help bring to appropriate to go
life how a into further
transformed, detail.
more
sustainable
future TC
might look,
function and
benefit all TC

users




Spatial ECC supports the intention to strengthen the connection to | This objective could usefully be developed more in 26. Outside SPD
Principle 12 the railway station to help unify these disparate the Opportunity Area 1 section later in the boundary. No
P33 destinations TCMPF change
Para4.35 + This refers to STCs. Provide indication of STCs in diagram as suggested 27. See above — no
Spatial However, STCs are not shown in sketch, nor their extent. change
Principle 12
sketch P33
P33, Spatial Principle aiming to strengthen connection to rail station Suggest adding ‘improving wayfinding to help 28. Added
Principle 12 connect station with TC' (although this may
possibly be perceived in TCMPF as being
delivered as part of N:C STC)
TCGN 2A This should also identify and include reference to facilitating | Add reference within TCGN 2A bullet point(s) 29. Added
P38 footfall flows along key frontages around the TC (in line
with comment earlier on Strategic Objectives
5
MASTERPLAN
FRAMEWORK
& GUIDANCE
P39 fig 14 Key pedestrian routes diagram The detail of these proposals needs checking / 30. Noted indicative
This raises uncertainty as to whether this illustration rechecking with ECC (as Highways authority).
matches current ECC position/proposals, in particular in It would also be useful to show existing subways
relation to at-grade crossings. on the plan to enable comparison between
existing routes and proposals.
TCGN 2B There is no reference here to e-bikes (nor e-scooters) nor TC | Consider role and benefit of additional content on 31. Added
P40 charging infrastructure. these elements in TCGN 2B
TCGN 2B This refers to cycle provision via East and West Gates ECC’s understanding is that this route is no longer 32. This should be
P40 proposed (but via Post Office Road/Kitson retained as an
Way instead) aspiration — no
change
TCGN 2B This refers to retention of cycle connection along Terminus ECC questions whether this route is still proposed 33. As above
P40 Street This needs checking
P40 On this, it is considered important that the Town Centre ECC remains supportive of HLDP Policy H5 34. Not appropriate
TC Guidance should be accessible for people with disabilities. This (Accessible and Adaptable Housing) and its for this SPD to
Note 2C: includes the provision of accessible commercial units and (supporting text) reference to the need for identify any
Access for residential dwellings, as well as an accessible public realm. one extra care scheme of 60 units in Harlow locations for such
people with It is noted that development proposals must be in District (in line with the ECC planned pipeline a specific use or




disabilities

accordance with Harlow Local Development Plan (HLDP)
Policy H5 and associated Building Control standards. The
provision of specialist housing developments will be
supported on appropriate sites that will meet the needs of
older people and other groups.

ECC ASC service would like to see the inclusion of more
detail on how Harlow TC would be made accessible and
inclusive for all regardless of disability or impairment as
well as the consideration of dementia friendly principles
and autism friendly communities in the development of
public and community spaces.

ECC is supportive of the proposed general needs housing
developments being in accordance with HLDP H5 and H8, as
well as the provision of specialist development as needed
to meet the needs of older people, people with disabilities
and autism and other groups. ECC would like to continue to
work with HDC to ensure that appropriate sites and
specialist developments are taken forward in line with need
within the district. ECC would also like to work with HDC to
collaborate on encouraging independence and enabling
progression for people living in supported accommodation
to move on into general needs housing.

of new scheme requirements). The TCMPF
could add spatial planning value to this by
providing locational guidance for such a
scheme. It is suggested that this should steer
such development to locations near /
accessible to the TC (or to similar accessible
facilities / amenities) but not actually within
the TCitself.

at least not at
this stage
without a more
thorough review
if the TC

P41 Fig 15

TC cycling framework

This does not correspond to latest position (e.g. omits Post
Office Rd and new connection from Velizy/ Fourth Avenue).
Plan does not show/identify existing subways

Check up-to-date proposals and add subways to
diagram

35. Amended fig 15

P42

TCGN 2D
Public
Transport

ECC suggests TCMPF refers to need to ensure that bus
interchange in its current location is protected and is to be
enhanced in a flexible manner.

Add explanatory text to note as suggested to
clarify and confirm this position and
requirement

36. Added

P42

TCGN 2D
Public
Transport

‘Sustainable Transport Hub’

It is considered that many people will think of this as the
current bus interchange/terminus, so there may be
confusion as to what this planned new ‘hub’ actually is.

Add explanatory text within note to clarify
distinction between current / future facilities

37. No change

P43 Fig 16

TC Public Transport framework
The planned and proposed STC corridors should be more

This diagram needs revising to make it clear that
these will operate such that other buses can

38. Image is clear
enough




obviously shown on this plan, as they are shown conflated
with ‘bus routes’.

use them as well.

TCGN 2E ECC supports the shift from surface car parking to decked / N/A
P44 multi-storey in principle, to make better use of land and
potentially enhance TC vibrancy
TCGN 2E On Parking & servicing: this states that ‘a low level of There is a need for consistency of intended policy 39. Some changes to
P44 parking provision will be supported.’ approach and practice through planning text made
application decisions in applying the HDLP /
TCMPF. Accordingly, the position stated in
this TCGN will need upholding in future
decisions (within the context of TC planning
application refusals on grounds of insufficient
parking provision)
TCGN 2E This references ‘New commercial workspace in TC, Consider further application of this approach for 40. Some changes
P44 potentially car free’. It is not clear why a car-free approach residential schemes and if appropriate, revise made — see main
is only referenced for commercial workspace, but not for TCGN accordingly table of reps
residential uses etc as well
TCGN 2E Electric Charging Points. The content here only mentions Text should be reworded to make it clear that this 41. This is quite
P44 requirements for these for car parking areas requirement applies to cycle parking areas as lengthy and more

well.

In addition, some recommended text is provided
below, to make clear requirements for EV
charging points, as is being used to cover this
elsewhere:

Provision for electric charging points should be
provided for all proposed car parking spaces
and cycle parking areas, associated within
residential development proposals as set out
in the latest government guidance and
standards. Where passive charging (the
network of cables and power supply
necessary so that at a future date a socket
can be added easily) provision is proposed,
this will still require the installation of all
necessary infrastructure such as cabling,

suited to a
separate SPD for
electric charging.




power grid capacity and supply to allow for
the simple and efficient retrofit of parking
spaces anywhere in the development with
additional electric vehicle charging points.
Creative solutions will be encouraged where
significant proportions of parking is off-plot.

Provision for parking at non-residential and
commercial land uses will be in accordance
with latest government guidance and
standards.

P45 Fig 17
Street
Typologies

Kitson Way: there is an opportunity to sever the Kitson Way
link between Westgate and Northgate, potentially at its
north-eastern end, to improve public realm in this area and
to change its space hierarchy.

Consider this suggested approach in conjunction
with ECC and incorporate if appropriate in
diagram

42. No change needed
— warrants
further discussion

P48
Para 5.12

In referring to varying qualities of public realm, this should
note the car dominated environment at Water Gardens as a
matter to address

Add reference in para 5.12 as set out

43. Included

P49 TCGN 3B

ECC points to opportunities to incorporate multifunctional
Gl as part of the development proposals to connect places
and encourage sustainable transport and exercise, which
will have a direct impact on the health and wellbeing of the
population. Biodiversity Net Gain is now a requirement as
outlined in the Environment Act. This should be referenced,
along with NPPF and Essex Gl Strategy.

Changes should also be made to reference key
documents in regard to biodiversity net gain.

44. Open Space and
Bio Net Gain SPD
will already do
this.

P54
TCGN 4A

The guidance provided around flexibility and adaptability of
business accommodation could be expanded. Non-
residential development on lower floors should be flexible
and adaptable, including to accommodate office uses - or
studio-based SME’s or third sector organisations. This may
be achieved through unit sizes and construction that
facilitates subdivision; broad spans between columns with
consolidation of mechanical and electrical services; floor-to-
floor heights that allow a variety of economic activity and
provide potential for mezzanine floorspace; floors with
higher specifications for loading and vibration; doors / lifts
that facilitate loading and unloading of goods and plant,

Consider whether the guidance in its current form
provides appropriate flexibility of uses at
ground floor

45. The wording
suggested here is
too much like
Policy to put in
the SPD. | think
the SPD and
policies in the
HLDP are flexible
enough and the
wording
suggested is too
prescriptive.




and; security measures conducive to storage of high value
stock and plant.

P56
TCGN 4B

It is considered that there is potential for a new mixed-use
Innovation District within the TC Masterplan boundary. This
idea appears to offer a new feature of value to the overall
TC mix and diversity of uses. In recognition of the
Masterplan’s remark about (inadequate) links to the railway
station, this may be best accommodated in Opportunity
Area 1 (in the north-eastern corner of the Masterplan area).
Such a scheme might see a greater concentration of
employment uses arranged around one or more yard
spaces

Consider potential and benefits of including new
mixed-use Innovation District within the TC
Masterplan boundary, as suggested

46. This warrants
further discussion
before added to
SPD

P57
TCGN 4C

Residential design and layouts should provide flexible and
adaptable spaces to support homeworking. For example, in
larger properties, a dedicated study may be provided, or
bedrooms and garages may be designed to facilitate
conversion. In smaller properties, partitions on landings or
in bedrooms could provide quiet space away from other
household activities

Add additional residential guidance as stated, both
to improve flexibility of homes, help reduce
the need to travel and to boost TC economy

47. Not appropriate
for this SPD.
Should be
considered in
Design Guide
update.

TCGN 4C:
Housing (P57)

This guidance is considered relevant and generally useful for
shaping and informing accommodation proposals that ECC
ASC service is likely to support in principle. ASC would wish
to see the 30% (minimum) affordable homes requirement
being achieved successfully through new developments
(provided that the associated required infrastructure is also
provided) to ensure sustainable development in the round

No change required

P58 / 59
TCGN 4C

Within the ‘Education’ section, the integration of education
facilities in the TC is cited as an aim that ECC would support
in principle. The benefits for a healthy mix and diversity of
uses, additional footfall and ensuring sustainability of
access to these are recognised. This broader aim includes a
new site for the main library. This remains an important
project that ECC wishes to see realised.

Consideration as to whether the TCMPF would add
further value by providing locational guidance
on this is suggested. For example, a location
with other educational facilities (particularly
with a co-located ACL service at the library)
has some benefits. Similarly, a location with
other civic, leisure or cultural facilities also
has some merits. ECC also recognises the
need for appropriate flexibility in this regard
and would not propose such guidance being

48. Retain the SPD as
is and consider a
development
brief for possible
library locations.




so prescriptive as to preclude some potential
relocation options.

6 PUBLIC
REALM
GUIDANCE
Para 6.15 The aim to ‘Retain all existing mature trees within TC' is Consider whether new text or footnote needed to 49. Flexibility already
P74 noted and laudable but may not always be achieved. address this, so that a degree of flexibility is in the text as an
Some trees may need to be lost to deliver improved provided and to ensure that required aim — HLDP
sustainable travel infrastructure and connections to the TC. infrastructure may be delivered without a policies will judge
perceived policy / guidance conflict tree
schemes/removal
of any trees
P76 Street Tree Planting should be included as an element / Add ‘Street Trees’ (Planting) element to this 50. This is already

Tree Planting

principle and utilised in line with the NPPF to promote a
range of benefits such as urban cooling. This could promote
opportunities to increase the number of trees in the TC,
also with more appropriate tree species, but also to replace
trees where their loss proves essential (see comment
above)

section accordingly

covered in the
SPD

Paras 6.22 / This section would be improved by including proposals for a | Add an additional project as recommended in this 51. Comments above
6.23 new Innovation District (see above — comments on TCGN section on Innovation
Priority 4B) and mention cycling hubs / Rapid Transit Route District
Projects
P80
Para 6.23 Terminus Street - Connectivity Review / revise descriptions to improve 52. SPD is not defining
P80 It is not clear from the description whether this has a understanding of proposals and ensure detailed or
different footprint or location than the existing bus clearer guidance provided prescriptive
station/terminus. It is also located in the centre of the TC, proposals for
so its location is not best described as 'northern’. It does Terminus Street
not appear to be specifically shown on any plans in the
TCMPF
Para 6.24 Vehicular streets: ‘key vehicular access routes through TC' Review / revise descriptions to improve 53. Noted at this point
P82 It is unclear what these 'key' vehicle routes actually are, i.e. understanding of proposals and ensure

not the boulevard streets that surround the centre
referenced beforehand. Vehicles should be directed to use
only the boulevard streets, unless to access specific points

clearer guidance provided




in the TC, so it is unclear why 'key' vehicle routes 'through
the town' should be enabled

P83 fig 69 Street typologies plan Review measures potentially needed to 54. Would need to be
If the current Sainsbury’s superstore site were to be accommodate / mitigate potential done post SPD if
redeveloped, ECC may require that the access onto A1019 development proposal and add outline of scheme were to
should be reconfigured to give greater priority to the N:S their effect come forward.
STC bus infrastructure. This could also entail closing
Hammarskjold Rd to through vehicular traffic.

P83 fig 69 The east-west link between Hamstel Rd and Hodings Rd is Review this apparent proposal in conjunction with 55. PO Road could be
currently walk/cycle only but is shown on the plan as a ECC to assess whether it would be beneficial / a bus gate but as
vehicular street. Introduction of vehicle traffic onto this appropriate the images say
link as a through route would be to the detriment of this vehicular this
well-used facility. could cover buses

only as well

P83 fig 69 Post Office Road is to be closed to through traffic to enable Review these proposals and their illustration in 56. As above
the STC route along it, fig 69 does not reflect this. conjunction with ECC to agree and reflect

appropriate guidance provided
It also shows Terminus St as being a 'vehicular' street, which
does not align with discussions around the layout and use
of the bus station.

Para 6.26 Principles for boulevard streets Review these proposals and their illustration in 57. Consider post SPD

P84 Delivery of new STC likely to result in need to signalise conjunction with ECC to agree and reflect when schemes
A1019 /Hammarskjold Rd /Sainsburys junction (if not now, appropriate guidance provided are becoming
at some point in the future) and closure of Hammarskjold more detailed.
Road to through traffic is also suggested.

P84 fig 70 Element 2: 4™ Ave/Haydens roundabout shown in wrong Revise illustration of these features in Fig 70 58. Amend
location, this instead needs be labelled further to the north. accordingly
Element 3: this is shown in wrong place and should also be
shown further north.

P85 Fig 75 Dimensions for street section elements: It is suggested Check against guidance, and plan to deliver 59. Considered
these need checking to ensure conformity with the Design maximum rather than minimum dimensions
Manual for Streets / ECC guidance for non-vehicle modes.

Revise if necessary

Para 6.27 fig The supporting text acknowledges that vehicular streets Review these proposals and their illustration in Consulting on out- | 60. To be discussed

76 routes shown are illustrative conjunction with ECC to agree and ensure of-date with ECC

P86 appropriate guidance provided layouts may separately




lead to
misunderstan

dings with
regards to
what will be
delivered in
the near
term.
6.27 Element 1: refers to parking. Review this principle and its proposals in 61. No change in this
‘Principles’ It is recommended that designs should consider how conjunction with ECC to agree and ensure version of SPD
part of text parking could be reconfigured/re-purposed in the longer appropriate guidance provided
P86 term in view of potential reduced individual private vehicle
use in the HGGT.
P87 fig 81 Vehicular streets section: this shows no separate space ECC recommends that more generous pedestrian 62. Added
provision for cycling. Also note that 1.8m width for width is provided to demonstrate the
pedestrians is the absolute minimum. importance of this travel mode.
Revise diagram accordingly
Para 6.28 This states ‘Residential pedestrian streets are typically Review descriptive wording and revise accordingly 63. Noted but no
P88 associated with new residential-led development’ to recognise other circumstances applying to change at this
When looking to redesign the TC, pedestrian streets will not this street typology stage
all be associated with residential new build as some existing
streets could be reconfigured/ restricted.
7 BUILDING
HEIGHT
STRATEGY
P121 Further consideration should be given to the contribution Consider role of these features as suggested in this 64. Noted
Building that podiums can make to accommodating commercial uses section and include as appropriate
Heights whilst maintaining a human-scale streetscape, before ruling
Figs 158 & these out. Further detail could be given on how tall
159 buildings can work as part of perimeter blocks with
courtyards
P130 It is suggested that this could mention ‘spill-out’ space for Consider role of these features as suggested in this 65. Noted
TCGN 5G tables and chairs to support leisure or catering uses (and section and include as appropriate
included where relevant throughout Pages 82 to 99)
8

OPPORTUNITY




AREA
GUIDANCE

P136 onwards

ECC notes that the HLDP does not set out a policy position
on scale of residential growth for the TC. It is recognised
that the TCMPF is not a Local Plan document that may
control or prescribe growth parameters. ECC acknowledges
how this situation has arisen, with a switch from TCAAP to
this masterplan SPD. Following this, it is noted now that
collectively, the 8 areas covered in this section identify
capacity (in physical space terms) for 2,100 new homes
across the TC (in addition to those already permitted). This
physical capacity is not contested and the need to promote
successful regeneration is acknowledged. However, this
potential scale of growth would be a substantial addition to
planned HDLP growth and concentrated within a small
geographical area. This also needs to be considered in the
context of:

o A substantial number of new homes (flats)
introduced in the TC through use of office — residential PD
rights

° Approximately 1,500 new homes already consented
across the TC

These factors also collectively raise a prospect of a
proliferation of a very large number of a single type of
homes (flats) concentrated within a small locality. This may
inhibit the creation of a mixed and balanced community.

A robust, wider evidential basis has not been demonstrated.

This would need to identify wider impacts and
infrastructure requirements in particular. In addition, there
is a concern that developers may treat this as guidance on
appropriate growth parameters, so clarity of position and
status is required. Accordingly, further consideration is
therefore necessary on the means or extent to which the
TCMPF may inform residential growth parameters.

Develop and test evidential basis for potential
growth scale scenario(s). This would help to
steer an appropriate planning approach and
responses to town centre growth proposals
and identify cumulative impacts, that
otherwise will not be understood readily. It is
recommended that alternative growth
scenarios / options are identified and
explored in order to ensure a robust approach
that tests all genuine alternatives. This will
also enable a comparison of the pros and
cons of each alternative. The alternatives
need to be tested against their infrastructure
impacts, with an understanding of viability
implications, which is important to
understand capacity to provide essential
supporting infrastructure and affordable
homes (plus other types of homes that may
also have their own benefits). Transport
implications need careful consideration
through this work, in relation to key points
such as appropriate approaches to parking
provision and accordingly whether future
occupiers are to be car owners / users and car
reliant or otherwise enabled and encouraged
to use sustainable transport.

This evidence would enable and inform a better
understanding of the comparative merits of a
TC regeneration strategy relying heavily on
residential growth against other strategic
options / approaches.

There is also no current IDP coverage of this
potential TC growth, which will also need
identifying. ECC will undertake to work

66. No change — agree
with comments
and work that
needs to be done
in close working
relationship with
partners.




positively in partnership with HDC on these
matters

P138
TCGN 6

As suggested earlier (Priority Projects comments), ECC
would urge consideration of a mixed-use Innovation District
in this Opportunity Area. Such a scheme might see a greater
concentration of employment uses arranged around one or
more yard spaces

Add this project to TCGN 6 for Opportunity area 1
in the interests of its mix / diversity of uses
and its vibrancy

67. As set out in

earlier comments

P154
TCGN 10

The illustrative diagram for this OA guidance indicates a new
mid-Twentieth-Century-style (residential) tower (in the
southern part of the overall site) situated in open space,
which does not conform to the “completing the street”
principle. It may be that this is intended as a landmark for
the vista when approaching from Second Avenue but its
rationale is not evident. From a design perspective, this
does not signal a sense of arrival at a town centre
destination

Review whether this (potentially indicative)
proposal is helpful or appropriate in terms of
location, form and function

68. No change at this

stage — a number
of options have
been reviewed
and considered
and this is
consider to be
appropriate in
relation to tall
buildings
guidance and in
relation to the
creation of a
route through the
Crowngate site

P162
TCGN 12

As stated previously, the guidance and proposals do not
address the current car dominated environment created by
extensive surface car parking. This impacts adversely on the
whole southern aspect of the town centre

Revise text of TCGN 12 accordingly to include and
address this issue

69. To be discussed

separately from
the SPD for
longer term
future of Water
Gardens.

9 DELIVERY

P168
Delivery

It is suggested that The Masterplan should be viability
tested in some proportionate way, and a delivery strategy
developed to ensure strategic infrastructure costs can be
spread across development parcels (with potential for
cross-subsidy from other, wider Garden Town
developments), and public sector support appropriately
targeted where there are gaps

Consider appropriate approach towards viability
testing to underpin the TCMPF with
appropriate evidence of its effective delivery

The TCMPF
acknowledges
(e.g. para 9.2)
substantial
viability
challenges for
TC

70. Will be done

through separate
IDP/Viability
work once
infrastructure
costs are known.




development
s and wider
regeneration
collectively.
Recent
experience of
development
proposals
also indicates
this. Hence
the overall
vision and
approach
need to be
sense
checked to
ensure
ambitions are
realistic and
achievable




Consultees

The following statutory organisations, groups and charities were notified about the consultation on

the draft SPD. These are in addition to individuals and companies who were notified.

Affinity Water

Anglian Water

British Telecom/Openreach

Canal and River Trust

Chelmsford City Council
Department for Education

East Hertfordshire District Council
East of England Ambulance Service
Eastwick and Gilston Parish Council
Environment Agency

Epping Forest District Council
Epping Upland Parish Council
Essex County Council

Essex County Fire and Rescue Service
Essex Police

Fawbert & Barnard's Primary School
Forestry England

Greater Anglia

Harlow Alliance Party

Harlow and District Sports Trust
Harlow Area Access Group

Harlow College

Harlow Council Officers and Councillors
Harlow Ethnic Minority Umbrella
Harlow Fields School and College
Hertfordshire County Council

Highways England

Historic England

Home Builders Federation
Homes and Communities Agency
Hunsdon Parish Council

Later Life Matters

Lee Valley Water

Little Hadham Parish Council
Matching Parish Council
National Grid

Natural England

Nazeing Parish Council
Network Rail

NHS England

North Weald Parish Council
Pear Tree Mead Academy
Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust
Robert Halfon MP

Roydon Parish Council
Sawbridgeworth Town Council
Sheering Parish Council

Sport England

Thames Water

Theatre Trust

UK Power Networks

West Essex CCG



Press Notice

Consultations on the Town Centre Masterplan Supplementary

Planning Document (SPD), the Public Open Space Standards

and Biodiversity SPD, the Updated Statement of Community
Involvement and the Updated Validation Checklists

Town Centre Masterplan SPD

The Town Cenlre Masterplan SPD sels oul a vision Tor Harlow Town Centre
as being a succeastul, sustainable place which serves as the commercial
centre for the axisting town of Harlow and the wider Garden Town.

The SPD has been developed to deliver this, building upon the work of the
Town Centre Araa Action Plan {work on the Area Action Plan was paused
fallowing adoption of the Logal Plan). The SPD provides guidance on;
masement; uran design; public realm; appropriate land useas;

and tall buildings in tha town centra. This is presanted both through a sat
or owerarching principles and through a series of drawings which |ead bo
an Indicative Masterplan of how the town centre could be developed as
wall as more specific opportunity areas.

Public Open Space Standards and Blodiversity SPD

The Public Open Space Standards and Biodiversity SPD seaks to maat the
open space, sport and recreational needs of Harlow, protect and enhance
the district's Graen Infrestructure and biodiversity (including calculating
nat-gain} and enswre appropriste on-site andfor off-site confributions are
made for open space. Upon adoplion, it will replace the existing Opean
Spaces, Sport and Recreation SP0 adopted in 2007 which will be revoked.

Updated Statemenl of Communily Invelvement (SCI)

The SCl explains how the Council involves the community in the
preparation, allaration o réview of local planning policies as set oul

In various Development Flan Documents, and In determining planning
applications. The SC| has been updated to make reference fo the

Quality Review Panel, additional inlermation on pre-application advice and
how residents can be informed of applications through or-line mapping.
Changes also include a mare flexible approach when engaging with
planning applications and an expectation that applicants will undertake
more pre-application engagamaent,

Updated Validation Checklists

The Council has prepared updated Validation Checklists, which relate

to specific policies in the Harlow Local Development Plan and set oul

the information that epplicants must submit when making & planning
application. The reguirements depend on the nature and scale of the
development propozed in an applicalion. There are separate Checklists
for major, minor and howsaholder applications. By requiring information at
an early stage, the Council can make decisions quicker and the quality of
decisions can be improved.

We are now seeking your views on the two SPDs and updated SCI and

Validation Checklists. The moat efficient way to provide comments is by

amail:

= towncentreMPEhar]ow gov.uk for the Town Centre Masterplan 3PD

* openapaceSFDEharow.gov.uk for the Public Open Space Standards and
Biodiversity SPD

= Myharlowsharlow.gov.uk lor the Updated Statement of Community
Involvement and Validation Checklists

The conzullation starts on 6" December 2021 and closes at Spm on 1™
February 2022,
Comments received afler this date may not be sccepted.
* The SPDs can be viewed online at waw.harlow.gov.uklapd
* Tha S| can be viewad onling at www harlow.gov,uk/sci
= The Validation Checklisls can be viewsd onling by going 1o
woarw. hiarlow gov.ukl' planning-and-oullding-contral and clicking
‘Make a planning application’.

Coples of the 5PDs and SC| can also be found In Harlow libearies and the
Civie Centre during normal opening hours. IF you are unable to access any
of the documents, please contacl us and we can sand you a hard cogy.

By rasponding, you give consent to the Council fo bold & process your
personal data in accordance with the Dala Proleclion Act and the General
Data Protection Aegulation. Your nama, organisation & commanis may be
aviilable for others o view al the Cowncil offices & on the Council website.
The SPDs and SC| have been prepared in accordance
with The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)

[England) Regulations 2012 jas amended) and the HCII’| ow
Planning and Compulsory Purchess Act 2004 (as e
amandad). Parking togeihar for Horlaw

Cowncll







