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Little Easton Parish Council 
 

 
IAN BROWN         72 ST. EDMUNDS FIELDS 
Parish Clerk         GREAT DUNMOW 
& Responsible Financial Officer       ESSEX CM6 2AN 
Email: clerk@littleeaston-pc.gov.uk      Tel: 07913 514 589 
 
Minutes of the EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF LITTLE EASTON PARISH COUNCIL held at the MEMORIAL 
HALL on FRIDAY 11 OCTOBER 2024 AT 8:30AM 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 member(s) of the public 
Clerk – Mr Ian Brown 
 
 

24/065 NOTE AND APPROVE APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
Cllr Emma Wells - work 

  

24/066 WITH REFERENCE TO THIS AGENDA MEMBERS ARE INVITED TO DECLARE ANY DISCLOSABLE 
PECUNIARY INTERESTS, NON-REGISTRABLE INTERESTS AND OTHER REGISTRABLE INTERESTS 
Cllrs Peter Bright and Simon Benstead wished to declare an interest in Item 24/068 – 
introduction of 30mph limit due to its potential impact on Manor Road 

  

24/067 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SESSION 
Members of the public may raise questions about and comment on items on the Agenda OR of 
import.  Session is limited to 15 minutes (3 minutes per person with no repetition of a previous 
question) 
 
No members of the public in attendance 

  

24/068 PLANNING – REVIEW AND COMMENT ON ANY CURRENT PLANNING APPLICATIONS OR 
APPEALS AND OUTCOMES OR PREVIOUS DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
 
TRAF8320 - Duck Street, 30mph SLO, Little Easton, Uttlesford Version 3 
The purpose of extending the 30mph speed limit is to enhance the road safety by 
reducing vehicular speeds when approaching the new development, and the bend 
around Duck Street. The frontage of the new development will fall within a 30mph 
speed limit rather than a 40mph speed limit which will reduce the risk of collision. 
 
Further details: All associated documents for the proposed scheme are available on 
the Essex Highways website: www.essexhighways.org/traffic-regulation-orders 
COMMENT DATE 11 OCTOBER 
Council’s comments / observations attached at APPENDIX A – for submission to Highways 
 

Councillor Attendance 

VACANT  

Cllr Jacqui English YES 

Cllr Ian Sussams YES 

Cllr Emma Wells NO - WORK 

Cllr Simon Benstead YES 

Cllr Peter Bright YES 

Dist Cllr Richard Haynes NO 

Cnty Cllr Martin Foley NO 
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UTT/24/2325/FUL 
PROPOSAL: S73A Retrospective application for use of site for children's swimming 
lessons, change of use and extension of former pool house to ancillary cafe, formation of 
new parking area, access and associated development. 
LOCATION: Little Barn Park Road 
COMMENT DATE 28 OCTOBER 2024 
Council’s comments / observations attached at APPENDIX B -for submission to Planning 
 
LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS – DUE IN BY 14 OCTOBER 2024 
Council’s comments / observations attached at APPENDIX C -for submission to the Local Plan 
Consultation group at UDC 

  

24/069 DATE OF NEXT MEETING(S) –  27 November 2024 – CLOSE 

 
Meeting closed at 08:56am 

 
 
 
 
Signed…………………………………………………………………………………………………..Date………………………………………..  
 
 
 
APPENDIX A 
 

To TrafficRegulation.Order@essexhighways.org 
  

Your ref: TRAF 8320 
 
Little Easton Parish Council are pleased to note the above draft order and are generally supportive 
of the proposals, especially relating to Duck Street (where attempts for a 30mph limit between the 
main village and Mill End have been made for several years). But we have the following comments 
re the proposed changes to Park Road and Manor Road: 
 
Manor Road 
Manor Road is a heavily used single-track road with no pavements for its entire length. Excepting 
the first 50m from the Duck Street junction (which is adopted by Highways) the remaining 200m to 
the last property (The Spinney) is classified as a single-track bridleway but with no recognised 
owner. Apart from the households that front Manor Road (some 22 in total, most in existence for 
well over 50 years) Manor Road is also the only road leading to the Village Hall and Car Park, 
Children’s Playground, Cricket Green & Playing Field. The many potholes in the road force most 
vehicle drivers (from refuse lorries to motorcycles) to go slowly as, additionally, there is no 
pavement. Residents have, of their own accord erected 10mph signs at the start of the road which 
the majority of drivers adhere to. If 30mph signs are erected it is feared that the road will quickly 
become dangerous as a larger number of vehicles will attempt to drive closer to 30mph with 
resulting suspension and wheel damage. But that would be a minor inconvenience compared to the 
substantially increased risk of injury to residents, pedestrians and children. We therefore highly 
recommend that a 10mph limit be formally accepted by Highways, being the safest speed for this 
particular road. 
 
 

mailto:TrafficRegulation.Order@essexhighways.org
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Park Road 
We note the proposed 30mph limit extends from the junction with Duck Street for 370m. We feel 
there is a missed opportunity to extend the proposed limit by a further 250m past nine houses (for 
example, Easton View and Falcons) and a further missed opportunity to extend for a further 350m 
to the start of the Conservation Area where the speed limit reduces to 30mph again. The rationale 
for proposing this is the volume of traffic travelling to/from Little Easton Manor, whether to park 
and enjoy the beautiful Conservation Area, St Mary’s Church, the Manor Tea Room or the 
increasingly popular Classic Car events.  
 

 
 
 
APPENDIX B 
 

Re: UTT/24/2325/FUL - Planning application for change of use for Little Barn 
 
As a statutory consultee, Little Easton Parish Council (LEPC) wish to make the following comments 
regarding the above planning application: 
 
Background 
Mini Swimming has been operating as a business at Little Barn (a residential property) in Park Road, 
Little Easton for at least six years. There was nothing of consequence for LEPC to be concerned 
about for the first few years, particularly during the Covid era. But the business started to rapidly 
expand following the lifting of Covid restrictions and observations/complaints were increasingly 
being raised by parishioners to LEPC of vehicles exceeding the 30mph speed limit through Mill End. 
Specifically, most reports were of those vehicles entering the Mini Swimming site (Little Barn) using 
a new opening.  
 
At the LEPC meeting held on 29th March 2023, approx. 25 parishioners attended and “numerous 
comments were made concerning the increasing volume, speed, size of vehicles and discourteous 
driving being witnessed passing through Mill End” [per minutes]. The following day the LEPC 
Chairman tried to contact the proprietor of Mini Swimming to request “a chat” to address 
parishioner complaints. The proprietor responded by e-mail a day later and subsequently promised 
to make clients aware of the need to drive respectfully. But despite repeated efforts no face-to-face 
meeting to confirm actions occurred, although this was partly due to the proprietor having an injury 
at the time. The Chairman was able to very briefly make himself known to the proprietor at the 
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Coronation street party on 6th May 2023 when they agreed to meet 1:1 properly but, despite 
attempts by the Chairman, this never happened. 
 
Around January 2024 parishioners were notified of an application for a Premises Licence at Little 
Barn with a representation closing date of 15th February. (LEPC is not a statutory consultee for 
Premises Licences.) Around the same time rumours that a “Change of Use” planning application had 
never been made in respect of Little Barn were raised by several parishioners. This was hard for 
LEPC to believe but parishioners were primarily concerned about a potent mix of speeding vehicles 
(parents late for their Mini Swimming appointment?), young children, water and alcohol. 
 
The Premises Licence was approved on 13th March where, inter alia, the proprietor mentioned that 
he wanted to create a “fine dining experience” for patrons. Shortly afterwards the District 
Councillors were asked by parishioners to ascertain whether a Change of Use planning application 
had been made. At the same time LEPC invited the proprietor to the LEPC meeting to be held on 
27th March to allow the proprietor to outline his expansion plans, listen to parishioner concerns 
and further time to allow him to address those concerns. The invitation stated: 
 

LEPC councillors will remain neutral throughout and simply listen. It is not an inquisition 
and, as is usual, LEPC will ensure politeness and respect throughout the public session. 
Parishioner views regarding the premises licence will not be considered as this has now 
been approved. 
 

Nothing was heard from the proprietor until a few hours before the meeting when a message was 
received by the Parish Clerk that the proprietor was in Cornwall and would not be attending. 
 
Unlike other businesses in the parish, it became disappointingly clear to LEPC that there was no 
intention of engaging with LEPC and concerned parishioners. Such evasiveness inevitably leads to 
suspicion, which may well be unwarranted but nonetheless exists. 
 
LEPC Comments on the Application 
In no particular order, LEPC requests the Planning Committee to consider the following: 
 

• No-one has approached LEPC stating that they want Mini Swimming to be closed. Obviously, 
it does offer a substantial benefit to young children. 

• LEPC is supportive of businesses in the parish, regardless of size. But, equally, LEPC is 
supportive of parishioners who have genuine concerns about the local environment. 

• The proprietor operates similar sites to Little Easton in Chelmsford, Colchester and Suffolk. 
As an experienced businessman, the proprietor must surely know he needs to comply with 
various laws, registrations and approvals before starting a new business, especially one 
involving children. Thus, it is difficult to believe that a Change of Use application was simply 
overlooked. 

• The preceding point cannot be over-emphasised. Trading for six years without permission is 
unfair to the vast majority of other businesses that DO ensure that everything is in order at 
the start. A level playing field ensures fair competition and it should not be necessary for 
parishioners to bring a planning matter to the fore. 

• For some parishioners, the absence of a Change of Use approval throws into question the 
validity of other necessary approvals and permissions. For example, Health and Safety, 
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appropriate Risk Analyses, Fire Safety inspections for commercial premises, Insurances, a 
Food Premises Licence and, of course, Business Rates. (These are examples of the many 
things LEPC has been asked to investigate from parishioners. But, of course, a parish council 
has no mandate to do so, and nor does UDC in some cases, although they can advise.) 

• Despite protestations to the contrary, a new entrance has been created to allow vehicles to 
enter the Mini Swimming part of Little Barn. Photos on Google Earth© prove that no 
entrance existed prior to 2017. In 2020 a small path became apparent and in 2022 a 
tarmacked road appeared. The new entrance crosses the Highways verge and no drop kerb 
has been installed causing the road, at first, to break up at the kerb edging. Admitted the 
kerb is low, in keeping with much of Park Road, but it is not a drop-kerb. The surface has 
since been repaired at the point of break-up but did Highways authorise the repair? LEPC is 
unaware of any Highways involvement with Little Barn. 

• For practical reasons, Mini Swimming is only accessible via motor vehicles. Another business 
in Park Road takes active steps to remind vehicle owners to drive with courtesy. What steps 
do Mini Swimming currently take?  

• The expansion plan of the proprietor beyond simply teaching children to swim is essentially 
the key concern of parishioners. The café being one thing. The addition of an alleged 
“Petting Zoo” and “Fine Dining” for adults being additions. But is there an end-goal where 
the original dominant objective of the business (i.e. children’s swimming lessons) becomes 
ancillary to, say, fine dining? 
 

LEPC recognises that granting a retrospective Change of Use permission is the most likely outcome 
of this application, especially considering the (current) dominant objective of the business. 
 
But, to the extent that UDC can ensure that other permissions they are responsible for are in place 
and being regularly monitored AND to inform other authorities (e.g. Highways and the Fire Service) 
of the existence of Mini Swimming, then UDC should do that.  
  
Finally, if granting retrospective permission is deemed the correct thing to do, then it should come 
with a strong recommendation that the proprietor takes up LEPC’s offer and attends an LEPC public 
meeting and finally starts engaging with affected parishioners. For its part, LEPC and the District 
Councillors can help the proprietor falling foul of planning ‘forgetfulness’ again and can be truly 
supportive of this particular business.  
 
 
APPENDIX C 

 
Draft Local Plan – Regulation 19 Consultation 
 
 
Uttlesford District Council are to be congratulated on producing a practical Local Development Plan 
in the form of the Regulation 19 Version as opposed to those that have failed since 2005. It is not 
without criticism but, given the constraints and recent uncertainty of governmental change it is a 
good plan that deserves to hold up well under inspection. 
 
Little Easton Parish Council (LEPC) are particularly encouraged to note paragraph 6.69 on page 105. 
Ever since 2003 when Easton Park, one of the historic Great Parks of Essex was sold in tranches by 
the descendants of the Countess of Warwick to Landsec plc for a ridiculously low sum (around 
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£20m) Easton Park has been under threat of huge development. The previous proposed Local Plan 
(which failed at inspection) had 10,000 houses planned to be built as a New Town on the site by 
2055. Open space, recreational and good quality agricultural land, wildlife and centuries of cultural 
heritage would have been lost in less than four decades had that plan been approved. The historic 
Harold Peto Gardens of Easton Lodge would have been put under severe threat as developers would 
undoubtedly have charged premium prices for houses surrounding the gardens. The gardens are 
currently owned by Landsec and there was (and frankly, still is) no guarantee of continuing tenure 
for the willing volunteers who have set about restoring them, to date with huge success. 
 
A plan to restore Easton Park was produced by the action group ‘Stop Easton Park’ who, for 
transparency, work closely with LEPC. The SEP plan proposed a restored park with the primary goals 
of providing open and recreational space for existing and thousands of recently built and further 
approved houses in the local area PLUS taking the pressure off Hatfield Forest which has suffered 
excess use in recent decades. With Takeley being allocated over 1,500 houses the open space 
afforded by Easton Park (being nearby) becomes all the more important.  
 
LEPC is not ignorant of commentary that Easton Park, owned by one of the largest REITs in Europe, 
would be an easy single solution to meet Uttlesford’s housing need. But LEPC would argue that the 
Parish of Little Easton steeped in history and one of the smallest parishes in the country (200 
current households) would be at risk of being lost forever if Easton Park was developed for housing.  
 
However, the first of 47 additional houses are now being marketed by Denby Homes and these will 
increase the housing stock in the Parish by 25%. There is also the shock of a year ago of 1,000 to 
1,200 houses approved by the Secretary of State for Housing following an appeal by Landsec plc, to 
be built on land next to the 1,000 acres of Historic Easton Park; land that was originally allocated in 
the previous failed Local Plan for recreation. Overall, a 500% increase in the housing stock of the 
small Parish of Little Easton! Additionally, windfall houses are being built in the Parish and doubtless 
this will continue. Little Easton, not necessarily of its own choosing, has already contributed greatly 
to the perceived housing shortfall in the district.   
 
There are various Core Policies proposed which bode well for Uttlesford’s future. But, for Little 
Easton, the following stand-out with the title of each being generally self-explanatory but with 
occasional additional comment: 
 

• Core Policy 1: Addressing Climate Change 
o No sensible long-term policy can ignore the biggest challenge the world has ever 

faced. The ten measures described on page 44 are thoughtful and wide-ranging 

• Core Policy 22: Net Zero Operational Carbon Development 

• Core Policy 40: Biodiversity and Nature Recovery 
o Inter alia, 9.175, supporting declining species populations for bats, swifts, and 

pollinators is a key objective and Easton Park already has those populations 

• Core Policy 56: Affordable Dwellings 

• Core Policy 61: The Historic Environment 
o Little Easton has a wealth of history and heritage assets and LEPC are pleased to note 

the aim of UDC to conserve those assets 

• Core Policy 63: Conservation Areas 
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o The Conservation Area in Little Easton is a major visitor attraction. Little Easton 
Manor and the Barn Theatre have borne witness to visits ranging from Charlie 
Chaplin and George Bernard Shaw.  HG Wells also lived in the Conservation Area for 
several years. 

• Core Policy 64: Archaeological Assets 
o St Mary’s Church, 12th century, Grade 1 building 

• Core Policy 65: Non-Designated Assets of Local Importance 

• Core Policy 66: Planning for Health and Well-being 

• Core Policy 67: Open Space, Sport and Recreation 

• Core Policy 67a: Management of Public Open Space 
 

Bearing the above positive points and policies in mind, LEPC looks forward to steps that need to be 
taken assuming a successful examination and adoption. Clearly, Landsec plc remain as owners of 
Easton Park but LEPC hopes that negotiations can be started with Landsec as soon as possible 
regarding Easton Park’s future. Even without building housing there are advantages to Landsec for 
Easton Park to remain as open recreational and agricultural space. Yes, it is true that the highest 
ROCE would be achieved by selling plots of lands to builders but there is an ethical alternative that 
Landsec also embrace, namely improving wellbeing, embedding ESG and, most of all, a positive 
reputation for Landsec gained from: 
 

• Conservation of natural habitats 

• Carbon capture and air quality (especially important given the close location of Stansted 
Airport) 

• Physical activity, mental health and social interaction 

• Climate resilience 

• Attraction of tourism  
 
Local Plan Criticisms  

• Building houses without appropriately scaled essential services negatively impacts the local 
economy. E.g. Doctor’s surgeries in Dunmow are tremendously over-booked with a long 
waiting lists for appointments as a result of the volume of current house building. There 
does not appear to be reference in the Local Plan to address this and similar infrastructure 
issues.  

• South Uttlesford taking 66% of Strategic Housing Allocations. 
o The south of the district is thus bearing a lot of the development contrasted to the 

north. 
o Employment is the south is dominated by Stansted Airport although it is 

questionable how many jobs will be provided. One needs to bear in mind that 
neighbouring local government authorities also factor into their local plans’ airport 
employment. 

o Surprising that there is not more housing development in North Uttlesford, closer to 
the Cambridge Science Park which continues to grow and is rapidly becoming a hi-
tech area somewhat similar to California’s ‘Silicon Valley’. 

 
LEPC and Stop Easton Park request the right to jointly participate and speak at the Examination in 
Public. 
 


