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Panel Description

Uttlesford Quality Review Panel (UQRP) has been set up as a sub-panel of the Essex Quality Review Panel to
provide a local, independent, expert and objective review service in Uttlesford to help raise the quality of the
built environment locally. It is run and managed by Place Services on behalf of the Essex Planning Officers’
Association, to facilitate a quality reviewing forum for Uttlesford District Council and applicants of schemes in
the context of the emerging Local Plan and the District Design Code.

The UQRP was appointed to undertake a review of the site known as ‘Land North of Taylor’s Farm’, located to
the north of Takeley Street and to the east of Thremhall Business Park. The advice sought relates to a proposed
employment scheme of circa 86,000sqm (GIA) of employment floorspace including General Industrial (Class B2),
Storage or Distribution (Class B8), Office (Class E(g) (i)) and Light Industrial (Class E(g)(i)), alongside associated
landscaping and infrastructure for a draft strategic allocation.

The site is also north of Hatfield Forest, which is an SSSI, Ancient Woodland, historic landscape and parkland and
important woodland, and a number of Grade Il listed buildings along Takeley Street. Priory Wood, another
Ancient Woodland is located to the west, the further side of which lies the Grade Il listed Thremhall Park
building. Other Grade Il listed buildings are situated along Dunmow Road to the south. The Stansted Distribution
Centre and 3no. other recently constructed distribution buildings are situated on the northern side of the A120,
immediately to the north of the site.

The following report summarises the Panel’s comments and recommendations made during the review session
held on 20/11/2024.

General

The Panel would like to thank the design team for their presentation. It recognises that this is a sensitive site,
particularly with regard to nearby heritage assets, its interaction with Stansted Airport, and its relationship with
Takeley and Takeley Street. As an overview however, the applicant’s presentation has lacked the detail
necessary for a comprehensive review to be undertaken. The consensus across all of the Panel’s disciplines is









The Panel is concerned that much of the applicant team’s narrative has focused on the extent of landscaped
space between the new buildings and existing development. This is, however, a defensive narrative that would
not be enough to justify this scheme; the spaces are currently just ‘left’ in the Panel’s view. Rather than simply
promoting the green buffers as part of the site’s current mitigation strategies, the design team should use spatial
plans — for example, an urban form parameter plan —to begin to add spatial detail. The applicant should also be
thinking more in terms of the positive benefits that could be proposed for the village. This process should start
with taking a step back and investigating what the village is missing, asking the community what they might
want from any new development, and deciding how this might be delivered through this proposal. From this, a
‘story for the village’ can be created, thinking too about the principles behind physical form, before designing
physical areas in practice. The aim should be to achieve a more balanced proposal between what the applicant
would like and what the village needs. There are also areas of landscaping which appear to be incidental to the
layout of the ‘hard’ areas. This overall approach will not result in a high-quality scheme; the applicant team
should aim to design the landscape layout first.

In particular and notwithstanding the transport perspective (see below), the Panel is unsure that the green link
would be a successful addition as currently designed, questioning the practicality of this space. The area may
look positive in plan view but, in practice and at a human scale, there are questions over how it will feel and
whether it will see significant use. As the site can only accommodate a finite amount of green space, the design
team should ensure its use as wisely as possible, to drive quality and placemaking.

The applicant is encouraged to formulate a less oppressive security strategy when considering boundary
conditions. Fencing will normally be unpleasant to look at, therefore it will be important for the design team to
consider alternatives where possible and, if wire mesh fencing is unavoidable, the most sensitive way of
integrating this into the landscape. Regarding security, it is noted that residents and dog walkers will want to
utilise the publicly available looping paths around landscaped areas but at present, these areas risk being
unobserved, dark, and tight in spatial terms. The applicant should therefore review their approach and make
adjustments where necessary, opening these spaces up to be more generous and considering how they can be
overlooked by active frontage.

The applicant is also encouraged to think more about other urban design principles of their proposal. For
example, the north/ south green link has its vista terminated unpleasantly by a substation. Such details will have
an impact from a human-scale perspective on the perceived quality of the scheme. The applicant should
therefore look to research and incorporate high-quality placemaking principles which will be appreciable from
the human-scale perspective.

When dealing with an influx of some 1100 workers, the Panel acknowledges that it is also important to consider
traffic, as well as sustainable travel by non-car modes. In acceptance of how the majority of employees will drive
to and from the site, the urban design of the proposal will need to respond accordingly, and sensitively integrate
car parking into the landscape scheme. A further urban design and key concern of the Panel is that no ancillary
buildings for ‘core’ activities are being proposed. Despite the scale of the scheme and how the applicant is
anticipating that 1,100 people (i.e. more than the population of the local village) will work in these buildings,
there is nothing for them to do when they are not working, or for the existing community to utilise. A positive
proposal would have more than two uses: the current scheme cannot, in the Panel’s view, be successful with
such a limited scope. If the proposal does not create social infrastructure, then the result would be a
development divorced from Takeley itself and one that does not make an earnest attempt to welcome the local
community. The Panel suggests referencing the TTP development on the edge of Melbourn in Cambridgeshire
in this regard, where a large-scale employment use alongside a village of a similar size has been assimilated and
delivered positively. The design team is encouraged to visit this development, assess its qualities and reflect its
features in a revised proposal.

The Panel also stresses that whilst it is too early to think about many detailed aspects of the buildings
themselves, this stage is an opportunity to define a number of principles. For example, careful thought needs to
be given as to where the entrances will be located, how buildings will face and overlook streets and spaces, and
the appearance of buildings as seen from key views. Thinking about such matters will allow the design team to
understand what the functions and roles of each building’s aspect could be. From this understanding, more
detailed elements such as elevational and roof design will follow. The Panel advises that whilst creating and






research has influenced the review proposal and its illustrative layout. Without baseline assessments, it is
difficult to comment with the necessary detail and certainty, and it is difficult to have faith that the applicant
team has designed the proposal in a manner which has taken account of the necessary contextual information.

The design team should also produce a number of new diagrams, to facilitate assessment of the proposalin its
context in greater depth and with more certainty. For example, the Panel finds it surprising - and disappointing
- that no wire frame diagrams have been presented, when it seems that the information which they might
provide could exert influence on what a contextually responsive layout would look like.

The Panel therefore recommends that the applicant team takes several steps back; the baseline assessments
should then influence a new, revised layout and related parameter plans providing thresholds etc. should be
evolved for an extensive range of spatial elements. The Panel would also expect the applicant to submit a site-
wide design code with the proposed hybrid application. The Panel’s recommendation is that planning conditions
specifying these items as ‘approved’ - and requiring the development to be delivered in accordance with them
- should be attached to any grant of permission in this scenario.

Summary

The overarching theme of all of the Panel’s comments is that a lack of detail in the applicant team’s presentation
has prevented comprehensive comments. The Panel has no clear idea of how baseline information and
assessment has been reflected in the emerging proposal. In particular, it has not been possible to accurately
assess the heritage impact of the proposal, nor formulate an understanding of the timeframes associated with
proposed buffer planting; both are elements which will be crucial to the success or failure of this project. For a
more successful revision to the proposal to be achieved, it should have a significant uplift in levels of detail,
including a number of submitted parameter plans being submitted on application that can be specifically cited
in planning conditions requiring the development to be delivered in accordance with them.

A key theme of the Panel’s comments is that, whilst the applicant has stated that this is a landscape-led scheme,
the Panel cannot agree. In the Panel's view, ‘hard’ infrastructure (such as car parking and the buildings
themselves) have dictated the layout of green infrastructure, when this should not be the case. The Panel has
also called for the applicant to think more deeply about placemaking principles. Whilst some of the applicant’s
proposed ideas, such as the north/south green link, are seen as favourable in principle, there are design concerns
over whether the green spaces/ routes would feel high-quality, pleasant, and safe in practice.

There is also a clear view that the provided plans do not take into account the serious challenge of providing
such a large-scale scheme adjacent to such a small village. Sensitive integration with Takeley, and designing with
its community’s needs in mind, local connectivity, and the provision of ancillary uses are all principles that have
not yet come through, despite creating a more positive proposal for Takeley, and giving more consideration to
the impacts of a proposal which will bring 1,100 workers into the area, being critical to the success of the
proposal.

While the Panel sees the approach to date to transport as being generally positive, more detail should be
provided on active travel connectivity, and measures promoting bus travel.

Overall, a successful revised proposal will be rich with detail, genuinely landscape-led, expressive of positive
placemaking principles, and well-integrated into the village of Takeley.






