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Committee Report

Date 20 January Expiry Date: 20 April 2016

Registered: 2016 Extension of time
agreed 13 May 2016

Case Marianna Recommendation: Refuse

Officer: Christian

Parish: Beck Row Ward: Eriswell and the Rows

Proposal: Outline Planning Application DC/15/2456/0UT (Access and Layout

to be considered) - 11 no. dwellings (existing buildings to be
demolished); alterations to existing vehicular access

Site: Stock Corner Farm, Stock Corner, Beck Row
Applicant: Mr Trevor Sore
Background:

This application is presented to the Development Control Committee
as the Parish Council is in support of the scheme and the Officer
recommendation is one of refusal. The application is a ‘major’
development and is therefore presented directly before the
Committee without prior consideration by the Delegation Panel.

A Commiittee site visit will be undertaken on Tuesday 3 May 2016.
Proposal:

1. Outline planning permission is sought for the erection of 11 no. dwellings.
The means of access to and the layout of the development are included
for consideration at this time. Matters of scale, appearance and
landscaping are reserved at this stage and do not therefore form part of
the application.

2. It is proposed to utilise an existing vehicular access to serve the
development. The entrance would be widened to 6m and a new access
road provided which would also serve the existing bungalow at Stock
Corner Farm. The layout plan submitted shows the access road
connecting at its northern end with an approved development of 5 no.
dwellings on the adjacent site (The Chestnuts, ref. DC/14/2293/FUL). It
is also proposed to provide a 1.2m wide footpath and 1.8m wide footpath
and cycleway along the western boundary of the site.



3. The layout plan submitted shows 11 no. detached dwellings (with Plots 8

and 9 being ‘linked detached’), the majority of which are arranged in two
rows either side of the new access road. 2 no. dwellings would be sited to
the southwest of the existing bungalow. Plots 3, 10 and 11 are proposed
to be affordable housing. There are several outbuildings on the site
including two large single storey barns at its southern end which are
proposed to be demolished.

Whilst scale and appearance are reserved matters, elevational drawings of
the proposed dwellings have been provided for indicative purposes. These
show a mix of 2, 3 and 4 bed two-storey houses and one bungalow (Plot
10). The dwellings would be finished in either brown facing brickwork or
render with either pantiles or slates to the roofs.

Application Supporting Material:

5.

Information submitted with the application as follows:
Application Form

Environment Agency flood map

Imagery Exploitation Report

National Local Requirements document

Design and Access Statement

Refurbishment & Demolition Asbestos Survey Report
Extended Phase I Ecology Survey

Permeability testing report

Plans

Site Details:

6.

The site lies outside of the defined housing settlement boundary for Beck
Row and forms part of Stock Corner Farm. At the southern end of the site
are two large brick built barns and areas of hardstanding, adjacent to
which is a conifer hedge which divides the site. To the north of the hedge
the site is predominantly laid to grass with several timber outbuildings.
The applicant’s dwelling Stock Corner Farm Bungalow is sited in the north
east corner and is separated from the application site by a low post and
wire fence. To the south of the site are residential properties in Louis
Drive and Falcon Way, to the east is agricultural land within the
applicant’s ownership and to the north is a residential property known as
The Chestnuts. To the west of the site on the opposite side of the A1101
are paddocks which are also understood to be used on occasions for the
holding of car boot sales.

Planning History:

7.

N/70/1357/M Erection of agricultural dwelling. Granted 11.08.1970.



Consultations:

8.

10.

Parish Council:

e Support (without comments).

Planning Policy:

Council has demonstrated an up-to-date five year supply of housing
land.

Application site lies outside the settlement boundary and within the
countryside.

558 dwellings have been committed or completed in Beck Row since the
start of the plan period since 2011, exceeding the upper capacity limits
in the 2009 IECA study.

Policy DM27 permits new dwellings in the countryside where the
proposal is for 1 or 2 dwellings in a closely knit cluster adjacent to or
fronting an existing highway. Proposal does not accord with this policy
as it is seeking a much higher number of units.

Principle of development on this site would be contrary to policies CS10
and DM5.

Emerging Site Allocations Local Plan Preferred Options, taking into
account all available evidence at this time, is not proposing to allocate
the application site or extend the settlement boundary in this location.
Will be for the case officer to balance these planning issues, particularly
the number of recent commitments and completions in the village and
the exceedance of the IECA capacity range and the potential harm this
may cause, with the requirement of the NPPF to deliver sustainable
development.

Ecology Tree & Landscape Officer:

Proposals do not include precise location of existing trees on site
including line of pine trees which are a landscape feature characteristic
of the area. Given the layout of the site is being considered this
information is required to assess whether existing trees can be
retained as is suggested.

Would not be appropriate to retain conifers in this location.

Has not been demonstrated that existing frontage hedge can be
retained.

Proposals do not include any amenity green space or SUDs.

Advisory comments provided regarding financial contribution to local
projects in the area.

Ecological report has been submitted but sections have been omitted.
Report found evidence of bats in loft of existing bungalow and in both
agricultural buildings. Study recommends bat activity surveys be
conducted between April and September 2016 to inform any
mitigation. As this has not been undertaken and submitted planning
permission should be refused.

Officer Note - the concerns raised regarding the roadside hedge and
proposed footpath have been discussed with the Ecology Tree &
Landscape Officer and it is considered that this aspect could be dealt
with by condition were the development otherwise acceptable.



11. Natural England:

¢ No comments.

e Lack of comments from Natural England does not imply that there are
no impacts on the natural environment, only that the application is not
likely to result in significant impacts on statutory designated nature
conservation sites/landscapes. Advise LPAs to obtain specialist
ecological or other environmental advice.

12. County Highway Authority:

e Should adjacent development DC/14/2293/FUL not be implemented
entire extent of new footway would need to be provided by this
scheme in order to make the development acceptable.

e Query whether sufficient parking for 4 bedroom dwellings and visitor
spaces.

e Conditions recommended regarding layout, gradient and surfacing of
access, bin storage, surface water drainage, manoeuvring and parking
areas including secure cycle storage, visibility splays and provision of
new footway.

e A request has been made for Section 106 contributions for bus stop
improvements.

13. Environmental Health:
e Conditions recommended to secure appropriate investigation and
remediation in respect of land contamination.

14. Public Health and Housing:
e Site is close to Mildenhall Stadium and the RAF base. Recommend a
noise assessment is carried out.
e Conditions recommended regarding acoustic insulation, hours of
construction, disposal of waste and external lighting.

Officer Note - Public Health and Housing has subsequently advised
that a noise assessment is not required. The suggested conditions
remain applicable.

15. County Archaeological Service:
e Conditions recommended to secure appropriate investigation.

16. Environment Agency:
e Site is located above a Principal Aquifer and within Source Protection
Zone 2 however we do not considered the proposal to be high risk.
e Refer to standing advice regarding contamination.

17. Anglian Water:
e Sewerage system at present has available capacity for the
development.
e Surface water strategy/flood risk assessment submitted with the
application is unacceptable.
e Condition recommended requiring a drainage strategy to be agreed.




18. County Flood and Water Engineer:

Initial comments:

No drainage strategy has been submitted providing specific details of a
surface water drainage system on site.

Recommend a holding objection until a detailed drainage strategy is
submitted together with a ground investigation report outlining
soakage rates.

Further comments:

Surface water strategy relies partially on soakaways and partly on a
piped outfall into the ditch south of the site. Private areas drain to
individual plot soakways and access road drains through a piped
system to an existing ditch via a petrol interceptor.

No details are provided on flow rates or justification for this strategy in
relation to how it compares with existing site runoff.

Recommend a holding objection in relation to the proposed strategy
until further details provided.

19. Suffolk County Council:

Comments provided regarding infrastructure requirements to be
secured via a Section 106 agreement, comprising:

Funding for three primary school places £36,543.

Contribution of £4,000 for the provision of raised kerbs at bus stops.
Contribution of £2,376 towards library services.

Contribution of £561 towards waste disposal facilities.

Advise consideration is also given to play space provision, equipping
development with superfast broadband and building homes to
‘Lifetime Homes'’ standard.

20. Parks Infrastructure Manager:

Site layout contains no open space and location has limited access to
meaningful open space.

Open space at Aspal Close provides a range of recreational
opportunities but is now starting to show signs of over use.

Would seek contributions in line with the current adopted SPD with
funds being allocated to the village play area at Aspal Close and to
improve access to the wider countryside/open spaces.

Officer Note - The Parks Infrastructure Manager has subsequently

advised that the following contributions would be appropriate:

- Additional equipment at the village play area, £25,000

- Aspal Close improved education and interpretation, £15,000

- Improving access to the wider countryside/open spaces to help
reduce the impact on Aspal Close, £30,000

21, Suffolk Constabulary Architectural Liaison Officer:

Advisory comments provided regarding Secured by Design aims.

22. Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service:

Advisory comments provided regarding access for fire appliances and
firefighters.
Nearest fire hydrant is over 180m from the site, recommend



consideration be given to provision of an automatic fire sprinkler
system.

23. Strategic Housing:

e Support development in principle to provide 30% affordable housing in

line with policy.

¢ Comments provided regarding appropriate tenure.

Representations:

24. None received.

Policy:

25. The following policies have been taken into account in the consideration
of this application:

26. Forest Heath Local Development Framework Core Strategy Development
Plan Documents 2001-2026 (with housing projected to 2031) (May 2010):

Policy CS1 Spatial Strategy

Policy CS3 Landscape Character and the Historic Environment

Policy CS4 Reduce Emissions, Mitigate and Adapt to future Climate
Change

Policy CS5 Design Quality and Local Distinctiveness

Policy CS9 Affordable Housing Provision

Policy CS10 Sustainable Rural Communities

Policy CS13 Infrastructure and Development Contributions

27. Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint Development
Management Policies Document (February 2015):

Policy DM1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

Policy DM2 Creating Places - Development Principles and Local
Distinctiveness

Policy DM5 Development in the Countryside

Policy DM6 Flooding and Sustainable Drainage

Policy DM11 Protected Species

Policy DM12 Mitigation, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of
Biodiversity

Policy DM13 Landscape Features

Policy DM14 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising
Pollution and Safeguarding from Hazards

Policy DM20 Archaeology

Policy DM22 Residential Design

Policy DM27 Housing in the Countryside

Policy DM46 Parking Standards

Other Planning Policy/Guidance:

28. Forest Heath District Council Supplementary Planning Document for Open
Space, Sport and Recreation Facilities (October 2011)



29. Forest Heath District Council and St Edmundsbury Borough Council Joint
Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (October 2013)

30. National Planning Policy Framework (2012)
31. National Planning Policy Guidance

32. ODPM Circular 06/2005 Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological
Conservation - Statutory Obligations and their Impact within the Planning
System (August 2005)

Officer Comment:

33. The issues to be considered in the determination of the application are:
e Legislative context for outline applications

Principle of development

Design, impact on the surrounding area and residential amenity

Biodiversity

Landscape impacts

Access and highway safety

Drainage

Affordable housing

Infrastructure requirements

Other matters

Legislative context for outline applications

34. This application is for outline planning permission. The National Planning
Practice Guidance (NPPG) confirms that an application for outline planning
permission allows for a decision on the general principles of how a site can
be developed. Outline planning permission is granted subject to
conditions requiring the subsequent approval of one or more ‘reserved
matters’.

35. Reserved matters are those aspects of a proposed development which an
applicant can choose not to submit details of with an outline planning
application, i.e. they can be ‘reserved’ for later determination. These are
defined in Article 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 as:

e Access - the accessibility to and within the site, for vehicles, cycles
and pedestrians in terms of the positioning and treatment of access
and circulation routes and how these fit into the surrounding access
network.

e Appearance - the aspects of a building or place within the
development which determine the visual impression the building or
place makes, including the external built form of the development, its
architecture, materials, decoration, lighting, colour and texture.

e Landscaping - the treatment of land (other than buildings) for the
purpose of enhancing or protecting the amenities of the site and the



area in which it is situated and includes: (a) screening by fences, walls
or other means; (b) the planting of trees, hedges, shrubs or grass; (c)
the formation of banks, terraces or other earthworks; (d) the laying
out or provision of gardens, courts, squares, water features, sculpture
or public art; and (e) the provision of other amenity features;

e Layout - the way in which buildings, routes and open spaces within the
development are provided, situated and orientated in relation to each
other and to buildings and spaces outside the development.

e Scale - the height, width and length of each building proposed within
the development in relation to its surroundings.

36. An application for outline permission does not need to give details of any
reserved matters, albeit information is often provided at the outline stage
in ‘indicative’ fashion to demonstrate that the site is capable of
accommodating the level of development proposed.

37. In this case matters of access and layout are included for consideration
as part of the application. Matters of appearance, landscaping and scale
are reserved matters and are not therefore for consideration at this time.

Principle of development

38. At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a
presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 12 of the
NPPF states that the Framework does not change the statutory status of
the development plan as the starting point for decision making. Proposed
development that accords with an up-to-date Local Plan should be
approved, and proposed development that conflicts should be refused
unless other material considerations indicate otherwise.

39. Whilst Beck Row is identified as a Primary Village in Core Strategy Policy
CS1, the site lies outside of the defined settlement boundary for the
village and is therefore classed as countryside. Policy CS10 states that in
villages and small settlements not identified for a specific level of growth
in Policy CS1, residential development will only be permitted where there
are suitable sites available inside the limits of a defined settlement
boundary, or where the proposal is for affordable housing, a gypsy and
traveller site, the replacement of an existing dwelling or the provision of a
dwelling required in association with existing rural enterprises.

40. Development Management Policy DM5 states that areas designated as
countryside will be protected from unsustainable development. New
residential development will only be permitted in the countryside where it
is for affordable housing for local needs, a dwelling for a key agricultural,
forestry or commercial equine worker, small scale development of 1 or 2
dwellings (in accordance with Policy DM27) or the replacement of an
existing dwelling.



41. As the proposal in this case is for 11 no. dwellings, eight of which would
be open-market housing, on a site that is outside of the defined
settlement boundary for Beck Row and within the countryside for planning
purposes, the proposal is contrary to Policies C510, DM5 and DM27.

42. Planning permission was granted in 2015 for 5 no. dwellings on the
adjacent site to the north ‘The Chestnuts’, ref. DC/14/2293/FUL. This
approved (but as yet unbuilt) development is shown on the submitted
layout plan for the current proposal for information purposes. The
adjacent site is also outside of the defined settlement boundary for Beck
Row. It is noted however that this development was approved prior to the
formal adoption of the Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint
Development Management Policies Document and prior to the Forest
Heath District Council assessment of a five year supply of housing land
which was published on 10™ February 2016. The policies within the Joint
Development Management Policies Document are now afforded more
weight in the decision-making process, being adopted policy and forming
part of the development plan against which proposals must be assessed.
The Council is also now able to demonstrate a five year supply of housing,
which it was not at the time that the application at ‘The Chestnuts’ was
approved.

43. The Local Plan Site Allocations Preferred Options sets out the council’s
preferred development sites across the district up to 2031, including a
review of the current housing settlement boundaries, and is in
consultation until 8 June 2016. Whilst this document at present has
limited weight in the decision-making process, it is noted that the
application site is not proposed as a preferred allocation for housing, nor
is it proposed to be included in the Beck Row settlement boundary.

44, In addition to the planning policy context above, it is important to note
the evidence underlying the emerging Site Allocations Preferred Options.
The 2009 Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal (IECA)
considers the environmental capacity of settlements in the district and
infrastructure tipping points which are utilised to evaluate potential
impacts on infrastructure. The IECA identifies a capacity range of 240-
420 new dwellings in Beck Row in the plan period to 2031. The Planning
Policy team advises that since April 2011, a total of 558 dwellings have
either been committed or completed within Beck Row, exceeding the
upper capacity range identified in the 2009 IECA study. The lack of
available infrastructure, assessed robustly and objectively, must be taken
as being a factor which weighs heavily against the scheme in the balance
of considerations.

45.1In conclusion therefore, the Authority has an up to date five year (plus)
buffer housing land supply. Para. 49 of the NPPF states that 'Housing
applications should be considered in the context of the presumption of
sustainable development. Relevant policies doe the supply of housing
should not be considered up to date if the local planning authority cannot
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites’. This means
that primacy should be given to the policies set out above within the



adopted Development Plan. These policies do not offer support for a
development of this scale in this location.

46. Therefore, for the reasons outlined above, the principle of development in
this case is contrary to policy and support cannot be offered. Furthermore,
as will be wet out below, and in any event, any ‘presumption in favour’ is
only offered in relation to ‘sustainable’ development, not any development
per se. Sustainability is a judgement that is only informed by
consideration of matters of detail as well as principle, and further
assessment of these factors is set out below.

Design, impact on the surrounding area and residential amenity

47. Core Strategy Policy CS5 requires all new development to be designed to
a high quality and reinforce local distinctiveness. Design that fails to
enhance the character, appearance and environmental quality of an area
will not be acceptable. Development Management Policy DM2 states that
proposals for all development should create a sense of place and/or local
character. In the case of residential schemes, Policy DM22 states that
proposals should create a coherent and legible place that is structured and
articulated so that it is visually interesting and welcoming. New dwellings
should be of high architectural quality and should function well, providing
adequate space, light and privacy. Policy DM2 states that proposals
should not adversely affect residential amenity. The NPPF similarly
attaches significant importance to the design of the built environment,
stating that decisions should ensure that developments will add to the
overall quality of the area, respond to local character and be visually
attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate landscaping
(para.58). Permission should be refused for development of poor design
that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character
and quality of an area and the way it functions (para.64).

48. Whilst the plans submitted showing the scale and appearance of the
proposed dwellings are indicative only (these being reserved matters), the
layout of the site is under consideration at this stage. This includes the
way in which buildings, routes and open spaces within the development
are provided, situated and orientated in relation to each other and to
buildings and spaces outside the development.

49, Officers are of the opinion that the proposed layout of this development
does not represent good design. Plots 1 and 9 flank the entrance to the
site and would be positioned side-on to the main road, presenting their
prominent gable ends to the public highway. Plots 10 and 11 would back
onto the main road, with their rear elevations facing the highway. Overall
it is considered that the layout submitted would result in a development
that lacks visual interest and a sense of place when viewed from the
A1101. It is also considered that the relationship between proposed plots
6 and 7 represents a contrived design solution with the rear elevation of
plot facing the flank of plot 7 at close quarters.

50.0fficers also have concerns regarding residential amenity, both in respect
of the occupiers of existing neighbouring dwellings and for future



51.

52.

53.

occupiers of the development. The proposed dwellings on the southern
side of the site are positioned close to the existing properties in Louis
Drive and there is little in the way of boundary screening in this location
due to the sparse vegetation. Plots 2 and 3 have limited rear garden
areas that are less than 5 metres in depth. Plot 6 is surrounded by the
access road on three sides and has a very shallow rear garden area of less
than 3 metres with its rear elevation directly opposite, and in close
proximity to, the side elevation of Plot 7. Officers consider that the layout
proposed would fail to achieve a good standard of amenity for future
occupiers of these dwellings.

Biodiversity

The NPPF states that when determining planning applications local
planning authorities should conserve and enhance biodiversity. If
significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission
should be refused. Development Management Policy DM11 states that
development which would have an adverse impact on protected species
will not be permitted unless there is no alternative and the local planning
authority is satisfied that suitable measures have been taken to reduce
disturbance to a minimum and maintain the population identified on site
or provide adequate alternative habitats.

The application is accompanied by an Extended Phase I Survey in respect
of ecology. The survey found bats roosting in the loft of Stock Farm
Corner Bungalow immediately adjacent to the site and found evidence of
bats in both of the large agricultural buildings on the site which are to be
demolished to allow for the proposed development. The survey is clear
that all of these buildings must be subject to further surveys during the
activity season to determine the number and species of bats and how they
are utilising the buildings on this site. The results of these surveys would
then inform any necessary mitigation or compensation measures. The
survey furthermore states that bat activity surveys will be needed on the
mature horse chestnut tree in the northwest corner of the site if this is
proposed to be removed. It is unclear from the information provided
whether this tree is to be retained (see ‘landscape impacts’ below).

The survey also reports that great crested newts were found in the pond
at the adjacent site ‘The Chestnuts’ in 2014, but states that the scale of
the impact of the proposals is negligible in this respect. The ecologist
advises that the only potential of an offence being committed is the low
probability of risk of injury or death during groundworks, and refers to
mitigation requirements. No mitigation measures have however been
provided in respect of great crested newts. The Conclusion section of the
report also states that further surveys are required in respect of
amphibians. This discrepancy has been discussed with the Council’s
Ecology Tree & Landscape Officer who advises that there is potential for
harm to great crested newts in this case and that the information
submitted is inconsistent and appears to be incomplete.



54. It is not appropriate to deal with the issues concerning protected species
outlined above by condition as suggested by the applicant’s agent.
Regulation 3(4) of the Habitats Regulations places a duty on local
planning authorities, in the exercise of their functions, to have regard to
the requirements of the Habitats Directive so far as they might be affected
by those functions. ODPM Circular 06/2005 (Biodiversity and Geological
Conservation - Statutory Obligations and their Impact within the Planning
System) states that it is essential that the presence or otherwise of
protected species, and the extent that they may be affected by the
proposed development, is established before the planning permission is
granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been
addressed in making the decision. The need to ensure ecological surveys
are carried out should therefore only be left to coverage under planning
conditions in exceptional circumstances.

55. The information provided with the application indicates that bats are
present on the site, and utilise two of the buildings that are proposed to
be demolished to allow residential development of the site. The submitted
ecology survey is also unclear as to the potential impact of the
development on great crested newts. In the absence of further surveys,
the Council cannot conclude that the proposals would have no adverse
impact on protected species.

Landscape impacts

56. Core Strategy Policy CS3 states that the quality, character, diversity and
local distinctiveness of the District's landscape and historic environment
shall be protected, conserved and, where possible, enhanced.
Development Management Policy DM13 seeks to ensure that development
does not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the landscape,
including landscape features.

57. The Ecology, Tree & Landscape Officer has raised concerns about the
potential impact of the development on existing trees on the site, in
particular regarding a lack of information in this regard. There are a
number of trees on the site including a line of pine trees along the
northeast boundary. This is a landscape feature characteristic of the area
and in particular the Brecks. A horse chestnut tree in the northwest
corner of the site is also identified as providing potential habitat for bats in
the submitted ecology report.

58. A topographical survey has been provided which shows the locations of
existing trees and hedges within the site. The layout plan as proposed
does not however include all of this information and appears to be
inaccurate in this respect. It is therefore unclear whether important
landscape features on the site can be retained as part of the development,
as is suggested. Whilst landscaping is a reserved matter, the layout of
the development is included for consideration and would therefore be
approved as shown should this application be granted. The submitted
layout plan indicates that the pine trees along the northeast boundary are
to be retained, however, a new driveway and parking area for Stock
Corner Farm Bungalow are shown in close proximity to these trees. No



59.

60

61.

details of the root protection areas of the trees or of the method of
construction for the driveway have been provided to demonstrate that the
trees would not be harmed by these works. The topographical survey
shows the horse chestnut tree referred to above together with an elm tree
located in the northwest corner of the site, to the immediate south of a
conifer hedge. The layout plan is annotated to state that these trees are
to be retained, however, the trees themselves are not shown on the plan
and would be within the curtilage of Plot 11 of the development. A
sycamore tree on the western boundary of the site is also not shown
accurately on the proposed layout plan, when cross-referenced with the
topographical survey, and would be affected by the new footpath shown
alongside the A1101. The application therefore fails to demonstrate that
the development would not have an unacceptable adverse impact on
existing landscape features within the site.

Access and highway safety

It is proposed to improve the existing vehicular access to the site to serve
both the new development and Stock Corner Farm Bungalow. The
submitted layout plan shows a new roadway within the site connecting to
the adjacent approved (but as yet unbuilt) development of 5 no. dwellings
at ‘The Chestnuts’, and the construction of a new footpath adjacent to the
western boundary of the site. No objections have been received from the
County Highway Authority regarding these aspects of the proposals. The
Highway Authority has queried whether adequate parking is provided for
the four-bedroom dwellings indicated and for visitors. Given however that
the scale of the dwellings is a reserved matter not for consideration at this
stage, the sizes of the individual dwellings that have been provided are
indicative and a revised mix of property types could therefore be
subsequently submitted if outline permission were granted. The layout
plan shows that 11 no. dwellings could be accommodated on the site with
two parking spaces and a garage each. Subject to the garages being of
sufficient size to accommodate a vehicle, this level of provision would
accord with current county guidelines.

Drainage

. The NPPF states that when determining planning applications local

planning authorities should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere
(paragraph 103). Development Management Policy DM6 requires
proposals for all new development to submit schemes appropriate to the
scale of the proposal, detailing how on-site drainage will be managed so
as not to cause or exacerbate flooding elsewhere. National Planning
Policy Guidance (NPPG) states that when considering major development
of 10 dwellings or more, sustainable drainage systems should be provided
unless demonstrated to be inappropriate.

Both Anglian Water and the Suffolk County Council Flood and Water
Engineer have raised concerns about the surface water strategy
submitted. The site comprises a greenfield site and a suitable scheme for
the disposal of surface water is required to prevent increased risk of
flooding both on and off the site as a result of an increase in impermeable



areas post-development. The proposed strategy relies partly on
soakaways and partly on a piped outfall into the ditch to the south of the
site. Private areas are shown to drain to individual plot soakaways and
the access road is shown to drain through a piped system to an existing
ditch via a petrol interceptor. No details of flow rates or justification for
this strategy in relation to how it compares with the existing site runoff
have been provided. The County Flood and Water Engineer advises that
further information is required comprising:

e Calculations to demonstrate that soakaways will be effective.
Investigation of groundwater levels.

Details of the existing surface water drainage regime on site.
Justification for the proposed unattenuated piped outfall.

Evidence to demonstrate how outflows will comply with technical
standards.

Evidence that the system can drain by gravity.
e Conveyance paths to allow surface water to gather in safe locations

away from properties.

62. In the absence of an acceptable surface water drainage strategy, the

application fails to demonstrate that the development would not increase
the risk of flooding both within the site and in the wider locality and is
therefore contrary to Policy DM6 and the relevant provisions of the NPPF
and NPPG.

Affordable housing

63. Core Strategy Policy CS9 requires 30% of the number of new dwellings to

be affordable on all schemes of 10 or more dwellings. Where this would
result in a requirement that part of a dwelling is affordable (e.g. 30% of
11 no. dwellings = 3.3 units), a financial contribution of equivalent value
will be required.

64. The proposed development includes 3 no. affordable homes. The agent

states that these may be provided at a discount of a minimum of 20% of
the current market value of the land/market rents for first time
buyers/occupiers either as self-build plots or new-build properties. The
Housing Strategy and Enabling Officer has advised that this would be
contrary to the Council’'s Affordable Housing SPD as self-builds are not
considered to be an affordable housing tenure and would not be
supported.

65. Whilst the agent indicates that the units could alternatively be provided

as affordable rented properties, which would be supported by policy, at
the time of writing this report a Section 106 Agreement has not been
entered into by the applicant to secure the delivery of affordable housing
as part of the development. In the absence of such, the proposals are
contrary to Policy CS9.

Infrastructure requirements

66. Policy CS13 of the Core Strategy states that new development will be

required to demonstrate that it will not harm the District’s ability to



improve the educational attainment, accessibility to services, jobs, health
and community safety and the well-being of Forest Heath communities.
Arrangements for the provision or improvement of infrastructure will be
secured by planning obligation, or via planning conditions where
appropriate.

67. Suffolk County Council has recommended that contributions be sought
towards education, transport, libraries and waste to provide the necessary
infrastructure requirements associated with the development. The Parks
Infrastructure Manager recommends that contributions are sought for
improvements to existing facilities at Aspal Close, in the absence of any
on-site provision of open space as part of this development and the lack
of access to meaningful open space in this location generally. The Ecology
Tree & Landscape Officer advises that consideration also be given to local
projects within the Breckland SPA in accordance with Policy DM12. At the
time of writing this report however a Section 106 Agreement has not been
entered into by the applicant to address the infrastructure requirements of
the scheme, and the proposals are therefore contrary to Policy CS13.

Other matters

68. The Environment Agency has advised that the proposal is not high risk in
terms of contamination and the Council’'s Environment Officer has
recommended conditions to secure appropriate investigation and
remediation. It is considered that land contamination could be dealt with
by way of these conditions were the development otherwise acceptable.

69. The County Archaeological Service advises that the proposals affect an
area of archaeological potential. Appropriate investigation and recording
could be secured by condition were the development otherwise
acceptable.

Conclusion:

70. The application site lies outside of the defined settlement boundary for
Beck Row and is therefore within the countryside where the provision of
new housing is strictly controlled. The proposals are contrary to adopted
planning policies which direct new open-market housing to sites within the
defined limits of existing settlements and the application does not
therefore accord with the development plan. The proposed layout of the
development is furthermore considered to lack visual interest and a sense
of place and would not provide a good standard of amenity for future
occupiers. As such the proposal is considered contrary to the principles of
good design set out in both national guidance and local planning policies.
The application fails to demonstrate that the proposals would not have a
harmful impact on protected species, existing landscape features and
flooding as a result of surface water impacts. In the absence of a
completed Section 106 agreement, the application also fails to secure the
appropriate provision of infrastructure and affordable housing as required
by policy. For these reasons it is recommended that outline planning
permission be refused.



Recommendation:

71.1t is recommended that Outline Planning Permission is REFUSED for the
following reasons:

1)

2)

The site falls outside of the defined settlement boundary of Beck Row
which is defined as a Primary Village under policy CS1 of the Forest
Heath Local Development Framework Core Strategy (May 2010). There
are exceptions to allow for housing development in the countryside as
set out under policies DM5, DM26, DM27 and DM29 of the Forest
Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint Development Management
Policies Document (February 2015), these being affordable housing,
dwellings for rural workers, small scale infill development of 1 or 2
dwellings, and the replacement of an existing dwelling. The proposal
does not represent any of these exceptions and as such fails to comply
with policies DM5, DM26, DM27 and DM29 of the Joint Development
Management Policies Document and the guiding principles of the NPPF.
The Authority is presently able to identify a deliverable five year (plus
buffer) supply of housing sites and the proposal is therefore considered
unacceptable as a matter of principle.

Policy CS5 of the Forest Heath Core Strategy (May 2010) requires all
new development to be designed to a high quality and reinforce local
distinctiveness and states that design that fails to enhance the
character, appearance and environmental quality of an area will not be
acceptable. Policy DM2 of the Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Local
Plan Joint Development Management Policies Document (February
2015) states that proposals for all development should create a sense
of place and/or local character. Policy DM22 of the same document
states that residential development proposals should create a coherent
and legible place that is structured and articulated so that it is visually
interesting and welcoming. New dwellings should be of high
architectural quality and should function well, providing adequate
space, light and privacy. Policy DM2 similarly states that proposals
should not adversely affect residential amenity. The NPPF states that
decisions should ensure developments add to the overall quality of the
area, respond to local character and are visually attractive (paragraph
58). Permission should be refused for development of poor design that
fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and
quality of an area and the way it functions (paragraph 64).

The proposal in this case is not considered to represent good design
and fails to create a coherent and legible place. The layout of the
development lacks visual interest and a sense of place, with prominent
buildings orientated with their flank or rear elevations facing the A1101
and with plots 6 and 7 having a contrived relationship. In addition,
Plots 2, 3 and 6 have limited private garden space, with Plot 6 in
particular providing a poor standard of amenity for future occupiers
having regard to its relationship to the surrounding access road and
proximity to Plot 7, and to off site dwellings on Louis Drive. The
proposal is therefore considered contrary to policy CS5 of the Forest
Heath Core Strategy (May 2010), policies DM2 and DM22 of the Forest



3)

4)

Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint Development Management
Policies Document (February 2015) and the principles of good design
within the NPPF.

The NPPF states that when determining planning applications local
planning authorities should conserve and enhance biodiversity. If
significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided,
adequately mitigated, or as a last resort compensated for, then
planning permission should be refused. Policy DM11 of the Forest
Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint Development Management
Policies Document (February 2015) states that development which
would have an adverse impact on protected species will not be
permitted unless there is no alternative and the local planning
authority is satisfied that suitable measures have been taken to reduce
disturbance to a minimum and maintain the population identified on
site or provide adequate alternative habitats.

The submitted ecology report identifies bats roosting at Stock Farm
Corner Bungalow immediately adjacent to the site and evidence of bats
in two agricultural buildings on the site that are proposed to be
demolished as part of the development under consideration. The
report is clear that all of these buildings must be subject to further
surveys during the activity season to determine the number and
species of bats and how they are utilising the buildings. The results of
these surveys must inform any necessary mitigation or compensation
measures. Bat activity surveys are also required on a mature horse
chestnut tree in the northwest corner of the site if this is proposed to
be removed. The ecology report is unclear regarding the impact of the
proposals on great crested newts and indicates that further surveys are
again required. In the absence of further surveys in respect of bats
and great crested newts, the local planning authority cannot be
satisfied that the development would not result in harm to protected
species. The proposals are therefore contrary to policy DM11 of the
Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint Development
Management Policies Document (February 2015).

Policy CS3 of the Forest Heath Core Strategy (May 2010) states that
the quality, character, diversity and local distinctiveness of the
District's landscape and historic environment shall be protected,
conserved and, where possible, enhanced. Policy DM13 of the Forest
Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint Development Management
Policies Document (February 2015) seeks to ensure that development
does not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the landscape,
including landscape features.

There are a number of significant trees on the site, including a line of
pine trees which is a landscape feature characteristic of the area and a
horse chestnut tree that is identified as providing potential habitat for
bats. Whilst a topographical survey has been provided showing the
locations of existing trees and hedges within the site, these details are
incomplete and inaccurate on the proposed layout plan. As a result it
is unclear whether existing important landscape features could be



retained as part of the development with the layout proposed. The
application therefore fails to demonstrate that the development will not
have an adverse impact on landscape features, contrary to Policy
DM13 of the Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Local Plan Joint
Development Management Policies Document (February 2015) and
Policy CS3 of the Forest Heath Core Strategy (May 2010).

5) The NPPF states that when determining planning applications local
planning authorities should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere
(paragraph 103). Policy DM6 of the Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury
Local Plan Joint Development Management Policies Document
(February 2015) requires proposals for all new development to submit
schemes appropriate to the scale of the proposal detailing how on-site
drainage will be managed so as not to cause or exacerbate flooding
elsewhere. National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) states that when
considering major development of 10 dwellings or more, sustainable
drainage systems should be provided unless demonstrated to be
inappropriate.

The site comprises a greenfield site and a suitable scheme for the
disposal of surface water is required to prevent increased risk of
flooding both on and off the site as a result of an increase in
impermeable areas post-development. The proposed strategy relies
partly on soakaways and partly on a piped outfall into the ditch to the
south of the site. Private areas are shown to drain to individual plot
soakaways and the access road is shown to drain through a piped
system to an existing ditch via a petrol interceptor. No details of flow
rates or justification for this strategy in relation to how it compares
with the existing site runoff have been provided. In the absence of an
acceptable surface water drainage strategy, the application fails to
demonstrate that the development would not increase the risk of
flooding both within the site and in the wider locality and is therefore
contrary to Policy DM6 of the Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Local
Plan Joint Development Management Policies Document (February
2015) and the relevant provisions of the NPPF and NPPG.

6) In the absence of a completed Section 106 agreement, the proposal
fails to secure the appropriate provision of affordable housing required
by Policy CS9 of the Forest Heath Local Development Framework Core
Strategy (May 2010) and the provision or improvement of
infrastructure needed as a result of the development as required by
Policy CS13 of the Core Strategy. The proposal is therefore contrary to
policies CS9 and CS13 and the objectives of the NPPF in respect of
delivering sustainable development.

Documents:

All background documents including application forms, drawings and other
supporting documentation relating to this application can be viewed online:

https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NYOQS6PD
LSLOO



https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NYOQS6PDLSL00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NYOQS6PDLSL00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NYOQS6PDLSL00

