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Background:

This reserved matters application follows the grant of outline permission 
(with all matters reserved apart from access) at appeal for a racehorse 
training establishment and the erection of up to 63 dwellings. 

During the course of this application amendments have been made to the 
scheme, including the introduction of the affordable housing required by 
the outline and the inclusion of an equipped area of play along with 
changes to the design and layout and submission of additional supporting 
information.

The application has been called the Development Control Committee by 
the local Ward Member due to the importance of this site to the village 
and the local interest in the application.

1.0 Proposal:

1.1 The application seeks reserved matters consent for a 2.19ha Racehorse 
Training Establishment (RTE) comprising a 20-box stable building, 
associated barn, yard area with muck pit, exercise ring with horse walker 
and lunge pits, paddock and trainer’s house; and 63 dwellings with 
associated on site infrastructure.

1.2 The residential element of the scheme includes 19 affordable units and the 
overall mix of units proposed is set out below:

• 8no. 1B Flats
• 4no. 2B Flats
• 7no. 2B houses (semi + terrace configuration)
• 3no. 3B detached houses
• 30no. 4B detached houses – 2no. types
• 11no. 5B detached houses
 Trainers Dwelling

2.0 Application Supporting Material:

2.1 The following plans and documents (some of which are amended plans 
submitted during the course of the application) are relevant to the 
proposed development:

 001 Masterplan Layout - rev P08
 003 Location Plan - rev P01
 005 Finishes P04
 006 Enclosures P06
 Open Space provision Plan (within amended design and access 

statement)
 Affordable Housing Designation Plan (within amended design and 

access statement)
 101 General arrangement and external works – 
 102 General arrangement and external works – rev P6
 103 General arrangement and external works – rev P2
 104 General arrangement and external works – rev P2
 105 General arrangement and external works – rev P3
 106 General arrangement and external works – rev P3



 107 General arrangement and external works – rev P5
 110 General arrangement and external works – rev P6
 120 General arrangement and external works – rev P7
 121 General arrangement and external works – rev P7
 122 General arrangement and external works – rev P4
 070 Site elevations 1,2,3,4 and 5 –rev P02
 Landscape Plan
 022 Stable, barn and Trainers Dwelling setting out – rev C01
 501-T02 Plots 12-19 ground floor plan
 502-T02 Plots 12-19 first floor plan
 505-T02 Plots 12-19 elevations
 511-T03 Plots 5-7 floor plans
 513-T02 Plots 5-7 elevations
 561-T02 plots 8-11 floor plans
 563-T02 plots 8-11 elevations
 571-T03 2 bed semi-detached floor plans
 573-T03 2 bed semi-detached elevations
 521-T02 3 bed house ground and first floor plans 
 523-T02 3 bed house elevations
 531-T03 4 bed house type 1 floor plans
 533-Y04 4 bed house type 1 elevations
 541-T03 4 bed house type 2 floor plans
 543-T034 4 bed house type 2 elevations
 551-T04 5 bed house ground and first floor plans
 552-T02 5 bed house 2nd floor and roof plans
 554-T03 5 bed house elevations

2.2 The submission is also supported by a planning statement and planning 
statement addendum, a design and access statement, a landscape package, 
lighting report, materials schedule, ecology reports and drainage details.

3.0 Site Details:

3.1 The application site, which is approximately 7.16 hectares, is located on the 
south side of Bury Road outside the current settlement envelope for the 
village of Kentford. It is an emerging allocated site in the new Local Plan 
and will fall within the enlarged settlement boundary once that Plan is 
adopted.

3.2 The site has an existing single access from Bury Road, where the site also 
has some frontage. To the east of this access the site extends behind the 
existing residential development along Bury Road. The River Kennett is to 
the west of the site and to the east is an area of land which also benefits 
from outline planning consent for residential development.

3.3 The site contains and is adjacent to a number of trees which are protected 
by tree preservation orders. Protected tree belts run along the eastern 
boundary, the Southern and South Western boundaries and there is a 
further belt in the middle of the site running north-south.

3.4 The site falls within the 7500m buffer for the Breckland Special Protection 
Area and a portion of the site also falls within the SPA Stone Curlew Nesting 
1500m buffer. The North West corner of the site falls within flood zones 2 
and 3.



3.5 The grade II* listed Church of St Mary lies to the north of the site on the 
opposite side of Bury Road approximately 83 metres from the closest part 
of the application site. The site falls within an archaeological sites buffer and 
is known to be of archaeological significance.

4.0 Relevant Planning History:

4.1 Planning Appeal - APP/H3510/W/15/3070064 - The appeal was allowed, and 
outline planning permission granted (with all matters reserved apart from 
access) for a racehorse training establishment and the erection of up to 63 
dwellings including associated access arrangements and open space 
provision in accordance with the terms of the application Ref 
DC/14/0585/OUT. The decision was issued by the Inspectorate on 05 May 
2016.

5.0 Consultations:

5.1 The consultation responses set out below are a summary of the comments 
received and reflect the most recent position. Full comments are available 
to view on the Council’s website: 
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OZPG7U
PDKOT00

5.2 West Suffolk Environment Officer – No comments on the application.
 Comments to be provided on the conditions relating to land contamination.

5.3 West Suffolk Tree Officer – Comments summarised below: 
 Concern over absence of Arboricultural Impact Statement that would include 

a layout plan showing Root Protection Areas, Construction Exclusion Zones 
and Shading

 Desirable to see less reliance on ornamental species and greater use of 
native woodland trees of stature to assist the proposed development to sit 
more comfortably in this rural setting.

5.4 West Suffolk Public Health and Housing - No comments to make.

5.5 West Suffolk Strategic Housing – Concerns raised summarised below:
 Affordable Housing mix- concerns over the number of apartments 

proposed as there is not a huge need for 2 bedroom, 3 person apartments 
and these would not be addressing those in the greatest housing need on 
Forest Heath’s Housing Register.

 The only apartments are for the affordable homes making them visually 
distinguishable against the large four and five bedroom market houses. 

 Concerns regarding mix of market homes proposed. Not a sustainable 
development as heavily weighted towards larger dwelling types. 

 The affordable dwellings are clustered in one corner of the development 
and not in accordance with the guidance set within the Affordable Housing 
SPD which requires the affordable dwellings to not exceed clusters of 15 
dwellings or more.

 Concern over lack of parking provision for affordable dwellings. 
 Would like to see that all properties should at least meet the minimum 

National Described Space Standards as set out in the Technical Guidance 
issued by DCLG.

https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OZPG7UPDKOT00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OZPG7UPDKOT00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OZPG7UPDKOT00


 The current plan shows that all of the affordable dwellings have 
exceptionally small gardens. Without nearby amenity space or larger 
gardens for the children to play this can have an on-going effect on their 
health and wellbeing.

5.6 SCC Highways – Comments summarised below:
 Only 25 dwellings should be accessed form a shared space road.  There 

appears to be more than 25 shown on the plans.  SCC would not adopt this 
departure.  A recent letter from the Department for Transport has advised 
all local authorities to suspend shared spaces schemes due to the 
unsuitability to disabled users. 

 The layout also means that pedestrians will need to walk 100m to a remote 
footway or 160m to a segregated footway.  

 There are no street lights shown on the plans and at this moment in time 
SCC do not adopt roads or footways without street lighting.  It also increases 
the risks on the extensive area of shared space and makes the remote 
footway less attractive to pedestrians.

 Car parking provision is below SCC parking guidance (SGP) 2015.  Especially 
for the 2 bed plots. I can only see three visitor spaces over the whole 
scheme.  The SGP requires 25% of visitor spaces.  When there is a lack of 
provision of spaces it leads to on street parking to the detriment to 
pedestrian safety.  

 SGP states that tandem parking reduces the uptake of spaces and 
encourages on street parking.  Therefore, triple tandem parking is 
unacceptable, especially when on street parking will be in the shared space.

 SCC do not usually adopt attenuation tanks.  Also, it should be noted that 
no trees are to be within 5m of the tanks.   

 A storm water drain cover is situated on a bend and this would cause a 
hazard to powered two wheelers and cycles. 

 Roads with no footway are required to have a 1m service strip on both sides 
to accommodate services like street lighting infrastructure.  Again without 
this the site would not be adopted to SCC and any work to services may 
require road closures to ensure a safe working distance. 

 There is an electrify cable running through the site and it require full depth 
construction over it, if it was not achievable then SCC would not adopt the 
road.

 Any retaining walls near to the carriageway would require SCC Structures 
approval prior to adoption.  

 There are knee rails and bollards shown on the plans and if this was offered 
for adoption, then these would require a commuted sum.

 Garage sizes should be 3m v 7m internally and if not, we accept 3m x 6m 
internally with the addition of an accessible shed to store bikes in.

 The pedestrian links into the site from the East are desirable.  It would be 
good to see the same on the western side of the development to enable 
residents to access shops and employment to the west of the village.  

 The PSV on the approaches to the zebra crossing are required to be PSV68.  
If this isn’t the case (and will be up to the applicant to provide evidence) 
the approaches will need to be upgraded at a distance of 50m on each 
approach.

 The zebra will need to be designed and approved by SCC traffic signals and 
may require street lighting upgrades.

 The small cul de sac to the north requires an access similar to the one on 
page 103 in the SDG to allow pedestrians a safe access into the road.  This 
small area of shared would then be acceptable.

 We will, if granted permission apply an APC on this permission.



 We still require to see the signing and sign deign and location that would 
inform residents and public that the road is unadopted and private.

5.7 Design Out Crime Officer
 Concerns with the design details of a number of the dwellings including the 

use of recess doors and aluminium posts and louvres which do not allow 
for natural surveillance of door visitors from neighbouring properties, and 
porch areas that could provide climbing aids to gain access to property.

 Recommend the area of public open space secured with knee high rail 
wooden fence.

 Concerns with some proposed fencing including the  gabion baskets that 
could be used as seating if too low and prevent surveillance if too high, 
timber post and rail fencing between dwellings and the paddock area, post 
and rail with chain link to the back of properties and the fence line around 
the RTE.

 Sufficient lighting required to streets and parking areas

5.8 SCC Floods Officer – No further objections
 SCC Flood and Water Management are satisfied with the latest drainage 

layout (based on General Arrangement 1 of 7 ref:- CL-101 Rev P7 by Rossi 
Long  and Tree Planting Plan ref:- n/a by A. T. Coombes Associates Ltd)

5.9 Environment Agency - No comments to make on this application but take 
this opportunity to remind the applicant that there are pre-commencement 
conditions relating to land contamination attached to DC/14/0585/OUT, 
which will need to be discharged prior to construction works commencing.

5.10 SCC Trees/landscape and Ecology -  Comments summarised below:

PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
 The SUD has been put beneath ground freeing up the area for open space. 

The landscape design of this space has not been adequately addressed 
therefore a condition is recommended to secure details. 

 I disagree that the hedge on the west of the entrance which forms the 
boundary of the RTE can be included in the POS neither can the western 
edge of the RTE (unless there is some benefit for example safeguarding a 
potential future access route). It is noted that the proposals now includes 
for an equipped play space on the main area of POS. The provision of this 
facility is welcomed. The equipment provided and design of this play space 
should be to LEAP level designed to (at least) the Council’s specification for 
this type of facility – this should be captured in a condition of any planning 
approval. 

 Further details of the landscape treatment of the public open space and 
play space are required.

 The landscape scheme secured through a condition should show the 
location of street lamps to demonstrate there is no conflict.

 Mix of species for native hedges secured by condition and greater mix of 
species generally to satisfy ecology report.

 Opportunity for pedestrian links maintained by condition.

TREES
 The tree protection plan (November 2017) is not acceptable and this 

information is still required. However, a tree protection plan and 
arboriculture method statement is required prior to commencement 
through condition 16 of the outline.



 The existing trees need to be shown accurately on the landscaping plan to 
demonstrate that the proposals to strengthen the existing tree belt is 
appropriate.

 The proposals are likely to have further effects on existing trees due to the 
following reasons: the effects of the proposals on the RPA of existing trees 
has not been demonstrated; the ability to provide tree protection fencing 
that would protect the trees during the construction phase has not been 
demonstrated; and, the existing trees will have an impact on the levels of 
light in the gardens of the proposed properties, where the properties are 
situated adjacent to the existing tree belts leading to future resentment 
pressure

ECOLOGY AND PROTECTED SPECIES
 No likely significant direct effects on the Breckland SAC or SPA have been 

identified, and no significant effects are likely in relation to the 
implementation of road improvements required as a result of cumulative 
traffic in combination with other projects or plans. The avoidance and 
reduction measures described are sufficient to avoid and reduce recreation 
pressure such that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of 
Breckland SPA, alone and in-combination with other projects and plans.

 All required ecology reports have now been submitted. Acceptable subject 
to conditions to secure appropriate mitigation, enhancement and 
precautionary measures.

5.11 Suffolk Wildlife Trust – Comments summarised below:
 Satisfied with the initial findings of the ecological survey report.
 Further surveys for bats on a number of the trees designated for removal 

recommended. These studies should be undertaken prior to the 
determination of this application in order to inform appropriate mitigation.

 Habitats Regulations Assessment and Environmental Impact Assessment 
may be required as per the Landscape, Tree and Ecology consultation 
response dated 6th August 2018.

 Appropriate enhancement measures should be included in the design, 
these could include (but are not limited to) the following: Roosting 
opportunities for bats (including integrated roost features);Nesting 
opportunities for birds (including integrated nesting features for species 
such as swift and house sparrow);High quality landscaping and open 
spaces using native plant species of local provenance; Boundary features 
(including garden boundaries) which are permeable to hedgehogs.

5.12 SCC Archaeology – Comments summarised below:
 High potential for discovery of below-ground heritage assets of 

archaeological importance within this area.
 First phase of archaeological evaluation (undertaken in advance of a 

previous application in 2012) identified regionally important archaeological 
remains, in the form of upstanding earthworks, in the southern paddock. 
Consequently, we advised that these remains should be preserved in situ, 
within an area of open space. 

 Initial to the location of the trainer’s house in the southern part of the 
paddock that would have a significant impact on the archaeological remains 
in that area. 

It is understand that the Archaeology Service have visited the site following 
their last comments and are in a position to confirm that their concerns have 
been addressed. Members will be updated 



5.13 SCC Development Contributions manager – No comments
 Noted that the terms of the existing planning obligation dated 4th March 

2016 associated with appeal reference APP/H3510/W/15/3070064 remains 
in place.

5.14 Kernon Countryside Consultants comments summarised below:
 The exercise / canter track makes use of the level land and has the 

opportunity to end with a rising climb to the south of the site. The 
positioning of the horse walker and lunge pens within the central area of 
the exercise track makes efficient use of the available space.

 Happy with the arrangement of the stables building and the RTE Barn
 Initial concerns raised regarding the location of the trainers dwelling. 

Recommended it be moved to a location close to the RTE yard.

5.15 Natural England – No comments to make on this application

5.16 East Cambridgeshire District Council – recommend application is either 
amended or refused

 The design of Plots 1-7 (the ones most likely viewable from East 
Cambridgeshire) are considered to be of a high quality design and would 
comply with policy

 Great concern that the proposal is not socially sustainable in that the vast 
majority of dwellings are detached large family homes. 

 It is not considered reasonable to rely on East Cambridgeshire District 
Council to provide an excessive amount of smaller properties to make up 
for a shortfall in Forest Heath District Council 

6.0 Representations:

6.1 Kentford Parish Council:

Response 22.01.2018
The Parish Council believes it is vital that this development blends into 
existing village life and additionally offers an enhancement to our growing 
village. It has the potential to be an excellent development to be proud of. 
However, we are very concerned that the following issues are addressed.

1. There are a number of existing properties, belonging to life-time 
residents of the village, which will be greatly affected. To mitigate this, 
we would like to see:
 A much smaller house at the north-east corner of the development 

(presently a 5-bedroom) and further away from existing properties.
Please note Hillcrest and St David’s do not appear on all maps.

 The distancing of the block of apartments and bins from the area 
near Meddler Gardens.

2. The establishment of a range of properties for sale or shared equity 
which will be affordable to a greater range of local people from all 
generations.

3. The development of the open spaces to ensure they offer recreational 
opportunities for both adults and children.

Response 05.07.2018
Kentford Parish Council supports and echoes the concerns expressed in 
these consultation responses (SCC Highways, SCC Floods and SCC 



Strategic Housing) and looks forward to successful resolution of the issues 
to the satisfaction of those respondents.

6.2 Newmarket Town Council:
 Concern that there is limited public open space, with the majority of it 

currently being located at the front of the development, leaving the rear of 
the development to be heavily residential with little amenity area.

 Clarification sought on two application sites and concern regarding 
insufficient affordable housing on site.

 Noting that the permission granted on appeal is for “up to 63 houses” it 
should be highlighted that the housing number could be reduced in order 
to provide additional amenity area.

6.3 Jockey Club
Noted the designs for the racehorse training establishment and have no 
particular comment to make on them.

6.4 Public Representations
Letters sent to 65 neighbouring properties and site notice posted. 
Representations received from 7 addresses, 3 of which explicitly state they 
object to the scheme. The concerns and issues raised are summarised 
below. Full representations are available to read on the Council’s website.

6.5 Highways and access
 The application appears to use the existing access/exit which is extremely 

dangerous.
 Concern with the configuration of the drive to The Old Stud House and 

neighbours with a shared gate to the 2 properties. The separate entrance 
to the properties must be preserved. 

 We do not mind the new configuration of our drive coming off a central 
road further along but the 2 drives with separate parking area needs to be 
preserved.

 No explanation as to how access to The Old Stud House will be maintained 
during the works. The site needs to have separate access during the 
works.

 Proposed pedestrian walkway on the eastern boundary. There appears to 
be confusion as to where this will be located. It should be pointed out that
this is not an established public footpath. It was a horse walk to allow horses 
from Meddlers Stud to reach a training area opposite the garage on the Bury 
Road, without travelling along the main road. The location needs clarification 
in both the Meddlers development and the development of land behind The 
Cock, now The Kentford.

6.6 Flooding and Drainage
 Concerns regarding flooding which the plans do not fully address.

6.7 Visual amenity
 The proposed houses are not in keeping with the houses in the rest of the 

village. A more sympathetic design would be better.
 The proposed building close to Meddler Gardens and Abington dwarfs 

existing properties. Given the size of the site can see no reason why this 
needs to be placed so close.

 The houses appear to be based on a modular design with slight 
modifications to accommodate different sizes. Although an economic 



method of design, the houses have a very bland appearance totally lacking 
any character. The designs would be more suited to an inner city site, than 
one in a pleasant rural setting.

 The houses contradict previous advice on neighbouring developments that 
sought reduced ridge heights and requirement for designs to reflect local 
characteristics.

6.8 Residential Amenity
 Overshadowing from buildings close to Meddler Gardens and Abington and 

request a shadow report.
 Refuse/cycle store located close to boundary with Meddler stud will have 

unacceptable adverse impact.
 Flats close to boundary will take away sun and privacy from Abington 

House and Meddler Gardens
 Loss of privacy for St David’s to the east of the site. Number of trees on 

eastern boundary have succumbed to Dutch Elm disease eroding the 
screening vegetation and increasing the impact of the development on St 
Davids. 

 Concern over inappropriate boundary treatment with neighbouring 
dwellings.

 A reasonable strip of land should be provided on the eastern boundary to 
either allow existing vegetation to re-grow, or to re-establish vegetation 
providing reasonable shielding, for both existing neighbours and for the 
future owners of the adjacent plots.

6.9 Ecology
 Trees incorporated in gardens will be lost with adverse effects on birds and 

other wildlife.

6.10 Other issues
 Neighbours missing from plans in Design and Access Statement that will 

be affected by the development (St Davids and Hill Crest).
 Impacts on existing schools and services
 Plans missing for plots 12-23.
 Concern with the positioning of the lpg tanks crossing into land the owners 

of The Old Stud House have access to. Also concerns there could be 
disruption and potential road blockages when deliveries made to lpg tanks.

 Concern with informal pedestrian path terminating on western boundary:
- No crossing point over the rive Kennett other than the B1506 road 

bridge and no public right of way
- The land behind 31 Moulton Avenue and numbers 6, 7, 8 and 9 

Edgeborough Close is part of Lanwades Stud. It is a natural, mostly 
unmanaged space with many mature trees that is aesthetic value and 
serves as a refuge for wildlife.

- Boundary for 6 Edgeborough Close is incorrect. There is no possible 
route or access way that could be established to the rear of the 
properties of Edgeborough Close and Moulton Avenue. 

- The Pumping Station land is fenced and gated and outside the site 
boundary. It is difficult to see how any public right of way from the 
proposed development could be achieved at this point.

- Query what purpose this would serve and what furture proofing is 
being provided.

 Location Plan and Design and Access Statement are misleading
 The RTE aspect of the development must remain in place (in line with the 

appeal decision APP/H3510/W/15/3070064).



7.0 Planning Policy: 
The following policies of the Joint Development Management Policies 
Document and the Forest Heath Core Strategy 2010 have been taken into 
account in the consideration of this application:

7.1 Forest Heath Core Strategy 2010
 Policy CS1 - Spatial Strategy
 Policy CS2 - Natural Environment
 Policy CS5 - Design quality and local distinctiveness
 Policy CS9 - Affordable Housing Provision

7.2 Joint Development Management Policies Document 2015
 Policy DM1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
 Policy DM2 Creating Places Development Principles and Local 

Distinctiveness
 Policy DM6 Flooding and Sustainable Drainage
 Policy DM7 Sustainable Design and Construction
 Policy DM9 Infrastructure Services and Telecommunications 

Development
 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 DM15 Listed Buildings
 Policy DM20 Archaeology
 Policy DM22 Residential Design
 Policy DM42 Open Space, Sport and Recreation Facilities
 Policy DM45 Transport Assessments and Travel Plans
 Policy DM46 Parking Standards 
 Policy DM48 development Affecting the Horse Racing Industry
 Policy DM49 Re-development of Existing Sites Relating to the Horse 

Racing Industry

8.0 Emerging Local Plan Policy 

8.1 The Submission Single Issue Review (SIR) and Site Allocations Local Plan 
(SALP) (Regulation 19 consultation) have been submitted for examination.  
The SIR hearing was held at the end of September (2017) and the 
Inspector’s Report is awaited.

8.2 The SALP sets out the Council’s development sites across the district up to 
2031. The SALP includes a Policies Map which defines the proposed 
settlement boundaries, sites and other policy constraints. The SIR and SALP 
can be given moderate weight in the decision making process.

8.3 The relevant policy from the SALP is policy SA(13) which seeks to allocate 
this site for a mixed use to include a racehorse training establishment and 
up to 63 dwellings.



9.0 Supplementary Planning Documents
 Open Space, sport and recreation – October 2011
 Joint affordable housing – October 2013

10.0  Other Planning Policy:

 National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) 2018

10.1 The framework was revised in July 2018 and is a material consideration in 
decision making from the day of its publication. 

10.2 Paragraph 213 of the Framework is clear that existing policies should not be 
considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to 
the publication of the revised Framework. Due weight should be given to 
them according to their degree of consistency with the Framework; the 
closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater 
weight that may be given. 

10.3 The key development plan policies in this case are set out above. It is 
necessary to understand how the Framework deals with the issues otherwise 
raised in these policies, and to understand how aligned the Development 
Plan Policies and the Framework are. Where there is general alignment then 
full weight can be given to the relevant Policy. Where there is less or even 
no alignment then this would diminish the weight that might otherwise be 
able to be attached to the relevant Policy.

10.4 The consideration of relevant individual policies and their conformity with 
the revised Framework is dealt with in the Officer comments below.

11.0 Officer Comment:

Principle of Development

11.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 
that applications are determined in accordance with the Development Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Forest Heath 
Development Plan comprises the policies set out in the Joint Development 
Management Policies Document (adopted February 2015), the Core 
Strategy Development Plan Document (adopted May 2010) and the saved 
policies of the Forest Heath Local Plan (adopted 1995) and which have not 
been replaced by policies from the two later plans. National planning policies 
set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) are also 
a key material consideration. 

11.2 The development site has outline planning permission for a racehorse 
training establishment and up to 63 dwellings, including associated access 
arrangements and open space. Consent was given at appeal, and there is 
an associated unilateral undertaking setting out the relevant requirements 
and contributions in relation to affordable housing, healthcare, public open 
space, education and highways.

11.3 The site is also subject to an allocation in the emerging Site Allocations Local 
Plan under policy SA(13) which seeks to allocate this site for a mixed use to 
include a racehorse training establishment and up to 63 dwellings.



11.4 Given the outline permission and emerging allocation, the principle of the 
proposed mixed use development is an acceptable one. The acceptability or 
otherwise of the application therefore rests on the detail of the proposal as 
assessed against the relevant Development Plan policies and national 
planning guidance, taking into account relevant material planning 
considerations.

11.5 The key issues to be considered in the determination of this application are 
therefore:
 Impacts on the horse racing industry;
 Design, layout and visual amenity;
 Residential amenity;
 Open space, landscaping and drainage;
 Accessibility, and sustainable transport links and highway safety;;
 Trees, ecology and protected species
 Affordable housing provision;
 Heritage impacts; and,
 Sustainability.

Impacts on the Horse Racing Industry

11.6 The Horse Racing Industry (HRI) is of prime importance to the local 
economy of Newmarket and the impact of the proposed development on 
that industry was a key consideration in the determination of the appeal, 
under which outline consent for the site was granted.

11.7 The Development Management Policies Document includes policies DM48 
and DM49 which protect the HRI. Policy DM48 requires that development 
does not adversely affect operational HRI sites or threaten the long term 
viability of the HRI as a whole. Policy DM49 restricts the change of use of 
existing HRI land or land that was last lawfully so used to other uses. In 
protecting the HRI those policies are consistent with the Framework which 
has an economic objective within the overall aim of sustainable development 
(paragraph 8 – pg5). 

11.8 The Framework also states that “significant weight should be placed on the 
need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both 
local business needs and wider opportunities for development” and “that 
planning policies and decisions should recognise and address the specific 
locational requirements of different sectors” (paragraphs 80 and 82 
respectively). It is therefore considered that policies DM48 and DM49 are 
entirely consistent with national policy and should be afforded full weight.

11.9 The inclusion of a well-designed Racehorse Training Establishment, is 
central to the acceptability of the scheme and is a requirement of condition 
27 of the outline consent. 

11.10 The Racehorse Training Establishment is over 2 hectares of the overall site 
and includes:
 a separate barn for storage of fodder, bedding and machinery etc.;
 a horsewalker;
 a 1.2 furlong exercise / canter track;
 a trainer’s dwelling; and,
 open parts of the site available for paddock use.



11.11 The above proposals include all the components required by condition 27 of 
the outline permission. However, given the importance of this element, the 
Local Planning Authority has sought independent expert advice in reviewing 
the detail of this aspect of the application.

11.12 Having reviewed the scheme, the equine consultant has advised that whilst 
they were satisfied with the layout of the proposals, the trainers dwelling 
should be relocated to a position closer to the training yard. The applicant 
duly made this amendment to the layout and as such the current scheme is 
considered to be acceptable in terms of the Racehorse Training 
Establishment. 

11.13 In light of the above, the development is considered to be in accordance 
with policies DM48 and DM49 of the Joint Development Management Policies 
Document.

Design, layout and visual amenity

11.14 The Framework stresses the importance the Government attaches to the 
design of the built environment, confirming good design as a key aspect of 
sustainable development (paragraph 124).  The Framework goes on to 
reinforce this in paragraph 127, stressing the importance of developments 
that function well and add to the overall quality of the area, that are visually 
attractive, sympathetic to local character and history and that establish or 
maintain a strong sense of place. It also confirms at paragraph 130 that 
“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.

11.14 Design aspirations are set out in policy CS5 of the Core Strategy, which 
confirms design that does not demonstrate it has had regard to local context 
and fails to enhance character will not be acceptable. Development 
Management Policy DM2 also 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.

11.16 It is considered that the development plan policies cited above, are in full 
accordance with the guidance within the Framework, which gives great 
importance to good design. As such these policies can be given full weight 
in the determination of this application.

11.17 A Design and Access Statement has been submitted with the application, 
which serves as a Design Code for the development as required by condition 
5 of the outline permission.

11.18 Concerns have been raised in local representations that the proposed 
houses are not in keeping with the houses in the rest of the village and lack 
character, suggesting that a more sympathetic design would be better.

11.19 It is acknowledged that Development Plan policies DM2 and DM22 require 
all development to recognise and address the key features, characteristics, 



townscape character and special qualities of an area to maintain or create a 
sense of place. However, replicating existing building forms is not the only 
way to achieve this end and is often not the most successful way of creating 
a high quality development. 

11.20 The amended Design and Access Statement advises that there has been a 
purposeful limitation on the number of house types within the development 
along with a simple palette of materials. These do not necessarily directly 
replicate the building forms within the village. However, key aspects of local 
vernacular have been incorporated into a contemporary take on traditional 
building forms.

11.21 The use of red brick and a traditional pitched roof form reflects a building 
form prevalent within the village and the use of black bricks is noted as a 
contemporary take on traditional black boarding. The incorporation of stone 
gabion walling also draws on the use of flint as a building material which is 
a key characteristic of the village.

11.22 In terms of the layout of the development, the RTE is located in the south 
western portion of the site extending up to the entrance from Bury Road. 
This gives the racehorse aspect of the development prominence and a visible 
presence within the village, helping to reinforce the sense of place and 
create an attractive entrance. This is enhanced by the positioning of open 
space on either side of the access road, which on the northern side would 
be overlooked by residential development positioned perpendicular to the 
road, creating a strong gateway into the development. The positioning of 
the majority of the open space in this area also helps to enhance the semi-
rural character at this edge of village location. 

11.23 The remaining residential portion of the development is primarily detached 
dwellings set in good sized plots. These would create an interesting 
streetscape through the use of variations within the broad design approach 
and by using the natural topography of the site, along with different height 
elements, to create a varied and interesting roofscape.

11.24 The majority of the development would not be easily visible from the public 
realm within the village due to its position to the rear of the development 
along Bury Road to the north, the topography of the area, existing trees and 
vegetation and intervening buildings. However, the block of flats at the 
northern edge of the site (plots 12-19) would be visible in the streetscene 
on Bury Road and could appear somewhat overpowering, behind the more 
modest frontage development.

11.25 The proposed building in this location would impact on what is currently a 
glimpsed view through the linear frontage development to the presently 
undeveloped land beyond. The loss of this glimpsed view would have an 
adverse effect on visual amenity, albeit from specific point on Bury Road. It 
is considered that this adverse effect should attract some weight in the final 
planning balance.

11.26 This aspect of the layout is also more cramped in appearance and whilst 
some minor changes have been made to the layout here to increase the 
distance of this building from the boundary and to reduce the dominance of 
the shared parking area, the resulting layout is less successful than the rest 
of the development.



11.27 The layout of the site has had to contend with a number of constraints, the 
single point of access and the need to provide a significant quantum of land 
for a RTE being two key factors. As is often the case, the demands on the 
development may lead to some aspects of the layout being more successful 
than others and in this case while there are some instances of high quality 
place making, there are others where the end result is less successful. 

11.28 National and local planning policies require new developments to create safe 
places where crime and the fear of crime do not undermine the quality of 
life. In this regard the Design Out Crime Officer has raised some specific 
concerns with the scheme.

11.29 A number of these concerns relate to the use of appropriate boundary 
treatments, design and management of the open space and the lighting of 
streets and parking areas. Whilst ideally the scheme would provide 
acceptable details at this stage, it is possible to secure these through the 
use of a planning condition.

11.30 Other concerns relate to the specific design of the buildings and elements 
such as the recessed door areas which make visibility between neighbouring 
properties more difficult. However, these aspects of the design are integral 
to the appearance and architectural interest of the units and as such the 
potential harm they introduce must be weighed against the benefits they 
bring to the overall design quality.  

11.31 It is considered that there are specific design features which could be 
secured by condition which would improve security and safety and which 
would mitigate the potential adverse effect set out above.

11.32 After considering the elements which would contribute to the character of 
the development itself, it is concluded that the scheme is capable of 
improvement in a small number of elements as discussed above but these 
would not, by themselves, justify consideration of a refusal  of planning 
permission. Indeed, the overall development would create a locally 
distinctive sense of place and the architecture is of a high quality, drawing 
on existing features within the local area and giving visual prominence to 
the new RTE.

Residential Amenity

11.33 The protection of residential amenity is a key component of good design.  
The Framework states that planning policies and decisions promote health 
and well-being with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users.  

11.34 Policies DM2 and DM22 of the Joint Development Management Policies 
Document also seek to safeguard residential amenity from potentially 
adverse effects of new development and ensure that new developments 
provide sufficient levels of amenity for future users. These policies are 
considered to be in full accord with the objectives of the revised Framework 
in this regard and should be given full weight in the determination of this 
application.

11.35 It is considered that, following minor amendments to the design and layout, 
all residents of the proposed development will enjoy an acceptable level of 



residential amenity. Garden sizes are considered to be adequate and those 
properties with smaller private gardens and communal gardens would be 
located close to the onsite public open space.

11.36 The positioning and scale of dwellings is such that there would be no 
unacceptable levels of overlooking or overbearing impacts between the new 
dwellings and all of the proposed dwelling are in accordance with national 
technical space standards. Appropriate boundary treatments to safeguard 
the amenity of future occupants would be secured through the use of a 
condition.

11.37 In terms of the impacts on existing dwellings outside the site, the northern 
and eastern boundaries of the site partially abut boundaries of neighbouring 
residential dwellings, and some concerns have been raised regarding the 
impact on these dwellings. To the east of the site the closest residential 
property is St Davids. This property sits close to the boundary of the site 
and concerns have been expressed regarding loss of privacy. 

11.38 The existing tree belt along this boundary is covered by a tree preservation 
order and whilst it would fall within the rear gardens of the plots on the 
eastern boundary, it would be required to be maintained with any future 
work to these trees requiring consent. The change of topography is noted 
here. However, given the distance between the site boundary and the 
proposed new dwellings here (approximately 21 metres at the closest 
point), it is considered that subject to securing appropriate boundary 
treatments and appropriate additional planting along the site boundary here 
through the use of conditions, it is considered that the development would 
not give rise to any unacceptable adverse effects on amenity. 

11.39 The impact of the dwellings on Bury Road has also been flagged up as an 
important material consideration. In terms of those proposed dwellings in 
plots 24-30 which form a single row of frontage development within the new 
development, the distance between those proposed dwellings and the 
dwellings on Bury Road is considered to be sufficient to prevent any 
unacceptable adverse effects on amenity. Furthermore, the gardens for the 
proposed detached dwellings on the northern boundary are of sufficient size 
to enable additional planting to further reduce the impact. This would be 
secured by condition.

11.40 During the course of the application the layout of the development has been 
amended to try and reduce the impact on the two properties closest to the 
northern boundary; 1 and 2 Meddler Gardens. These properties are 
positioned perpendicular to Bury Road with the southernmost gables sitting 
close to the boundary. The flatted accommodation has been moved further 
south so that it sits 7.3 meters from this boundary. However, given the 
proximity of the neighbours and the size of this building, it is considered 
that there would be some impact on these neighbouring properties and this 
adverse effect on neighbouring amenity should attract some weight in the 
planning balance.

11.41 The level of weight to be given to this impact is tempered by the fact that 
the central area between the dwellings, which is in line with the tallest part 
of the new building, serves as a shared parking area. Additionally, the 
gardens for these properties are located to the side so that there would be 
no direct overlooking of their private amenity space from the rear facing 



windows on the new building. There is also an existing wall along the 
boundary wall which formed part of the previous stud use which already has 
some (albeit much smaller) impact on these dwellings.

11.42 In light of the above, whilst the scheme could have been improved to 
eliminate the impact on the amenity of Meddler gardens, the level of impact 
would not, by itself, justify consideration of a refusal of planning permission 
on residential amenity grounds. However, any harm arising from this impact 
should be taken into account in the planning balance.

Open space, landscaping and drainage.

11.43 The Framework advises that access to a network of high quality open spaces 
and opportunities for sport and physical activity is important for the health 
and well-being of communities (paragraph 96. Pg 28). The provision of 
public open space is also within the Unilateral Undertaking which formed 
part of the outline permission. 

11.44 Following amendments to the layout of the development and the nature of 
the surface water drainage on site, the applicant asserts that a compliant 
amount of open space is now provided. The revised plans also propose the 
inclusion of an equipped play area within the central area of open space as 
a way of enhancing the quality of the space being provided.

11.45 The Council’s natural greenspace study identified that there is little natural 
open space at Kentford, which is also poorly served by Public rights of way. 
The provision of well-connected public open space with an equipped play 
area will therefore not only meet the needs of future occupants of the 
development, but also bring considerable benefit to the existing residents 
within the village. 

11.46 The amended landscaping details and the proposed masterplan demonstrate 
that there is sufficient space to provide the necessary strategic landscaping. 
However, in order to ensure that the details of this are acceptable in terms 
of detailed species mix, the relationship between planting and the proposed 
play space, the approved suds, lighting and neighbouring properties, the 
Landscape Officer has advised that further details be secured by condition.

11.47 In terms of drainage, the Lead Local Flood Authority has advised that they 
are satisfied with the details now proposed and that this is compatible with 
the overall site layout. The full details of the surface water drainage are 
required under a condition on the outline consent, which has been submitted 
for discharge to the local planning authority.

11.48 Subject to the use of a condition to secure final details of planting and the 
proposed play space, the open space and landscaping within the scheme is 
considered to be acceptable. The layout of open spaces will enhance the 
character of the development, provide opportunities for formal and informal 
play and recreation and will enhance biodiversity. In particularly the 
inclusion of a formal play space within the scheme in an easily accessible 
location both to occupants and the rest of the village is seen as a benefit of 
the development which should attract weight in its favour in the planning 
balance.



Accessibility, sustainable links and highway safety

 11.49The Framework advises that development should provide for high quality 
walking and cycling networks (paragraph 104), and also stresses in 
paragraph 108 that in assessing applications for development, it should be 
ensured that:
a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can 

be – or have been – taken up, given the types of development and its 
location;

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and,
c) any significant impacts from the development on the highway network 

(in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost 
effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.

11.50 The Framework goes on to advise that the development should not be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds, unless there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts 
of development would be severe.

11.51 Policy DM2 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document 
requires that new development should produce designs that accord with 
standards and maintain or enhance the safety of the highway network. 
Policy DM45 sets out criteria for the submission of Transport Assessments 
and Travel Plans to accompany planning applications whilst Policy DM46 
addresses parking standards. These policies are considered to fully accord 
with the provisions of the Framework and are therefore given full weight in 
this application.

11.52 The access for the development was approved as part of the outline consent 
along with the principle of up to 63 dwellings and a Racehorse Training 
Establishment. The appropriateness of that access and the overall impact 
on the highway network has therefore already been assessed and found to 
be acceptable and as such should not be reconsidered as part of this outline 
application.

11.53 The Highways Officer has raised a number of concerns with the proposed 
internal highways arrangement, many of which focus on issues that would 
prevent the roads from being adopted by the local highway authority.

11.54 The local planning authority cannot require the internal roads to be put 
forward for adoption and as such failure to be constructed to a adoptable 
standard is not in itself a reason to refuse a development. However, the 
local planning authority should ensure the design and layout is acceptable 
in highways terms and in this respect a number of the Highways comments 
are relevant. 

11.55 One concern raised by the Highway Officer is the fact that the site does not 
provide the amount of parking required by the Suffolk Guidance on Parking. 
The guidance states that the following number of spaces are required: 



Size of 
dwelling

Vehicle Cycle Visitor

1 bedroom 1 space per dwelling
2 bedrooms 1.5 spaces per dwelling 

(1 allocated and 1 
shared between 2 units 
for flexible use)

3 bedrooms 2 spaces per dwelling
4 bedrooms 3 spaces per dwelling

2 secure covered 
spaces per 
dwelling

0.25 spaces per 
dwelling 
(unallocated).

11.56 The current development provides the correct amount of parking spaces as 
set out above for each of the sized dwellings. However, once the unallocated 
shared spaces for the 2 bedroom dwellings have been accounted for, there 
are no remaining visitor parking spaces within the development, leading to 
a shortfall in 15 visitor spaces across the site. Furthermore, a number of the 
dwellings provide their required 3 parking spaces in trident form (plots 24, 
25, 40, 49, 55, 56 and 59), which, whilst not explicitly outlawed by the 
parking guidance, is not considered to be good practice and can lead to 
more on-street parking.

11.57 The Highways officer has also raised concerns with the number of dwellings 
served from a shared surface, being more than the recommended 25. 
Taking into account the inclusion of a pedestrian path within the central 
public open space, the development now proposes a maximum of 21 
dwellings from the same shared space road, which is in accordance with the 
current highways guidance. It is considered that appropriate construction 
details, lighting and detailed design matters can be secured by condition.

11.58 In order to provide the required secure cycle storage the provision of 
appropriate outdoor storage could be secured by condition.

11.59 In terms of site connectivity, it is considered that the site has been well 
designed to include a link to the adjacent housing development to the east 
which is currently being considered by the local planning authority. There 
are opportunities for circular walking routes within the site and the 
possibility for future connectivity should it become possible and/or desirable 
has been designed into the development through the publicly accessible land 
to the north and west of the proposed Racehorse Training Establishment.

11.60 There are clearly some aspects of the road layout that could be improved, 
particularly in terms of the provision of visitor parking and the use of trident 
parking for some plots. However, on balance, and noting that development 
should only be refused on transport grounds if there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, the scheme is considered to be 
broadly in accordance with the development plan policies and the guidance 
within the framework with regards to highways.

Ecology, Trees and Protected Sites and Species

11.61 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
requires the local planning authority, as the competent authority, to carry 
out a Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) where there would be an 
impact on a European designated site.



11.62 The site is located 1.4km from the boundary of the Breckland SPA. The site 
is also 7.5km from Mildenhall Woods which is designated as Breckland 
Forest SSSI, also part of Breckland SPA. 

11.63 It is considered that due to the presence of built development around the 
site and the scale of the proposal, it is unlikely that there would be a direct 
effect on the SPA. The application site is also considered to be located 
sufficiently distant from the woodland and heathland elements of the SPA 
and of such scale that it is unlikely to lead to significant recreational effects 
on Breckland SPA. In addition the site is not considered suitable habitat for 
stone curlew 

11.64 Natural England has advised that it is necessary to consider cumulative 
recreational effects to the qualifying species of Breckland Special Protection 
Area (SPA) up to a distance of 7.5km. As such there is a potential for in 
combination effects to arise in relation in-combination recreational pressure.
In this case, the proposals include a pedestrian route within and through 
the site connecting to the adjacent development site in the east and 
potentially in the future with the River Kennet corridor in the northwest. 
Amendments to the proposals have introduced a children’s play park with 
formal equipment, tree and shrub planting to provide a woodland area and 
provision of an additional open area close to the entrance to the site. These 
counteracting measures would be sufficient to reduce the likelihood of the 
new residents contributing to recreation pressure such that there will be no 
adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA, in combination with other projects 
and plans.

11.65 The Framework confirms that the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and 
providing net gains where possible (paragraphs 174 and 175). This is 
reflected in policies DM11 and DM12 which seek to protect safeguard 
protected species and state that measures should be included in the design 
of all developments for the protection of biodiversity, the mitigation of any 
adverse impacts and enhancements commensurate with the scale of the 
development. These policies should therefore be given full weight in the 
decision making process.

11.66 The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (2006) Section 
40(1) imposes a duty on every public authority in exercising its functions, 
to have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those 
functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity. The duty applies to all 
local authorities and extends beyond just conserving what is already there 
to carrying out, supporting and requiring actions that may also restore or 
enhance biodiversity. 

11.67 A new Ecological Report was submitted in support of the application. This 
proposes a number of measures to protect and enhance biodiversity as well 
as a biodiversity method statement for amphibians. All of these measures 
would be secured through a planning condition.  

11.68 The Report also identified that further bat surveys were required in respect 
of two buildings on site and trees which exhibited potential roost features. 
The Building Roost Assessment was submitted in August and concludes that 
the buildings do not support bat roosts. The potential roost features 
inspection survey was submitted in September and this concluded that the 



present value of the trees to be removed to roosting bats is considered to 
be negligible/low. Both reports make recommendations for appropriate 
mitigation and enhancement, which would need to be secured by condition.

11.69The tree line through the site is important for bat foraging and commuting. 
Whilst the reduced levels of light around the periphery of the site are 
welcomed, the lighting scheme submitted with the application shows a 
lighting column at the northern end of this commuting route through the 
site which is not acceptable. The Ecology Officer has therefore suggested 
that a condition be applied to seek a final lighting scheme compatible with 
protected species.

11.70 In terms of trees, there are outstanding concerns with the clarity of the 
information that has been presented. Confirmation that the proposals would 
not affect the Root Protection Area of existing trees has not been 
demonstrated. The ability to provide tree protection fencing that would 
protect the trees during the construction phase has not been demonstrated 
nor has the level of impact the existing trees will have on the gardens of the 
proposed properties.

11.71 The lack of certainty in respect of trees is less than desirable. However this 
issue would not, it itself, justify consideration of a refusal of planning 
permission. This is particularly the case when considered the scheme overall 
makes good provision to retain existing biodiversity features, and has the 
potential to enhance biodiversity across the site. It is also considered that, 
subject to the use of conditions, there would be no adverse effect on 
protected species. Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures 
would be secured by condition. Enhancement measures could include the 
use of integrated bat and bird boxes, hedgehog permeable fencing an 
appropriate mix of native species planting.  Subject to the use of conditions 
the application is therefore considered to be in accordance with development 
plan policies DM11 and DM12 and the guidance contained within the 
Framework in respect of biodiversity generally.

11.72Notwithstanding the above, the uncertainty regarding the impact on trees is 
does not fully meet the requirements of policy DM13 and this should carry 
some weight against the development in the balance.

Affordable Housing

11.73 Policy CS9 of the Forest Heath Core Strategy requires all schemes of 10 or 
more dwellings to provide 30% affordable housing. The inclusion of 
affordable housing formed part of the planning balance made by the 
Planning Inspector in allowing the appeal for the outline permission and the 
requirement for 30% Affordable housing is set out in the Unilateral 
Undertaking associated with the outline permission. It therefore forms part 
of the established parameters of the approved outline consent, and must be 
included within the reserved matters application. 

11.74 The application initially failed to incorporate the affordable housing as 
secured in the unilateral undertaking and sought to provide this on a 
separate site. However, the local planning authority has made it clear that 
it does not accept that approach and as such the affordable units have been 
included within this current planning application.



11.75 Whilst the overall amount of affordable dwellings accords with policy and 
the outline consent, the Strategic Housing Officer has raised some concerns 
with the detail of the affordable housing mix, which is not considered to 
meet the greatest need in this area. 

11.76 Concerns have also been raised that the affordable units would be visually 
distinguishable due to the fact that they are mostly clustered in one area 
and are much smaller than the other units on site. The units are primarily 
located in one part of the site. However, this area is located closest to the 
proposed areas of public open space and directly opposite where the play 
space would be located. In this regard the proposed location has some 
benefits. 

11.77 In terms of being visually distinguishable, the units would primarily be within 
flatted accommodation, semi-detached pairs or terraces and as such the 
buildings would appear comparable in size when travelling through the site. 
The architectural design is also of the same standard as the market units 
with some of the affordable units arguably occupying the most prominent 
and attractive parts of the development, overlooking the space at the 
entrance to the site.

11.78 Overall, whilst the mix is not precisely in line with that requested by the 
Strategic Housing Officer the overall offer is considered to be broadly 
acceptable. Additionally concerns with the size and location are mitigated 
by other factors such as proximity to openspace and architectural quality. 
As such, slight divergence from the specified mx would attract only 
negligible weight against the development in the planning balance which 
would in in any case be weighed against the high quality design of the units 
offered here. The resulting impact in terms of the balance is therefore 
considered to be neutral.

Heritage Impacts

11.79 Heritage assets encompass a wide range of features, both visible and buried, 
including archaeological remains, Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas.

11.80 The framework includes protecting and enhancing our historic environment 
as a component of the environmental objective of sustainable development 
(paragraph 8). It goes on to states that in determining applications local 
planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and 
enhancing the significance of heritage assets (paragraph 192) and that any 
harm to, or loss of, the significance of a heritage asset should require clear 
and convincing justification (paragraph 194). 

11.81 The guidance in the Framework is reflected in Development Plan Policy 
DM15 (listed buildings) reiterates the need for development proposals to 
provide a clear justification for works, especially where there would be harm 
to the significance of a Listed Building. Policy DM20 also states that 
development will not be acceptable if it would have a material adverse effect 
on a site of archaeological importance.

11.82 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 also requires the decision maker to have special regard to the 



desirability of preserving or enhancing a listed building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

11.83 The nearest listed building to the development is the Grade II* listed St 
Mary’s Church to the north east of the site. Given the degree of separation 
and the presence of intervening development and vegetation, it is 
considered that the development would give rise to no adverse effects on 
the setting of this building.

11.84 The Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service has flagged up the high 
potential for the discovery of below-ground heritage assets of archaeological 
importance within this area, and advised that groundworks associated with 
the development therefore have the potential to damage or destroy any 
surviving archaeological remains.

11.85 The archaeology Officer has subsequently been on site and have been 
consulted on revised plans. Based on the removal of the run track and 
subject to confirmation of the fencing they have advised that they will 
remove their objection to the current application. The local planning 
authority awaits the County’s formal response confirming this position and 
this will be relayed to the planning committee.

11.59 Subject to the Archaeological Service confirming they are satisfied the 
development is considered to be acceptable in terms of its impact on the 
historic environment.

Sustainable Construction and Operation

11.60 The Framework confirms the planning system should support the transition 
to a low carbon future in a changing climate and should help to (inter alia) 
shape places in ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions.

11.61The importance the Government places on addressing climate change is 
reflected in policy DM7 of the Joint Development Management Policies 
Document which requires adherence to the broad principles of sustainable 
design and construction (design, layout, orientation, materials, insulation 
and construction techniques), but in particular requires that new residential 
proposals to demonstrate that appropriate water efficiency measures will be 
employed (standards for water use or standards for internal water fittings).

11.62 Given the provisions of Policy DM7 of the Joint Development Management 
Policies Document (2015) requires developers to demonstrate water 
efficiency measures (and one of the options is 110 litres water use per 
person, per day), it is considered reasonable to require the more stringent 
water efficiency measures set out in the Building Regulations be applied to 
this development by way of condition.

Summary and Planning Balance

11.63 Section 38(6) of the 2004 Planning Act states planning applications should 
be determined in accordance with the Development Plan, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. The Framework reinforces the approach 
set out in Section 38(6). It emphasises the importance of the plan-led 



system and supports the reliance on up-to-date development plans to make 
decisions.

11.64 The application has outline consent and the site is subject to an emerging 
Local Plan allocation. The principle of the development is therefore 
acceptable. However, there are aspects of the scheme that have been 
identified as giving rise to harm in some cases. There are also additional 
benefits associated with the development which must also be considered. 
The weight to be attributed to the identified ‘benefits’ and ‘harm’ identified 
is a matter for the decision maker to consider and balance in each case.

11.65 It should be noted that the site is included within the Council’s five year 
supply of land for housing. The outline permission for this site will lapse in 
May 2019 and as such, the failure to achieve consented reserved matters 
at this stage could jeopardise the delivery of the site within a timescale that 
would contribute to the Council’s current five year supply. Therefore, the 
delivery of housing, including affordable housing, that would be facilitated 
by this application, lends significant weight in support of the development.

11.66 In terms of the Racehorse Training Establishment (RTE) element of the 
proposals, the local planning authority is satisfied that the scheme would 
provide an appropriate facility as required by the outline consent, and in 
accordance the requirements of policies DM48 and DM49. The proposed RTE 
would be of economic benefit but that benefit would be balanced by the loss 
of the original HRI land, as set out in the appeal decision. As such, the effect 
of the development on the HRI is neutral in the planning balance.

11.67 The development provides the required amount of affordable housing and 
whilst the mix is not precisely in line with that requested by the Strategic 
Housing Officer the overall offer is considered to be broadly acceptable and 
in accordance with Core Strategy policy CS9. Concerns with the size and 
location are mitigated by other factors such as proximity to open space and 
architectural quality, such that the slight divergence from the specified mix 
would attract only negligible weight against the development in the planning 
balance. When weighing this against the high quality design of the units 
offered here and their locational benefits, the resulting impact in terms of 
the balance is considered to be neutral.

11.67 In terms of the design and layout it is considered that whilst there are some 
aspects of the layout that might have been improved upon, overall, the 
future residents of the scheme would experience a high quality living 
environment with well-designed homes that meet the national technical 
space standards, off-street parking, a centrally located and accessible area 
of public open space and (for most of the dwellings) good sized gardens. It 
is also considered that the majority of the architecture is of a high quality, 
drawing on existing features within the local area to create a locally 
distinctive sense of place. In this regard the development overall is 
considered to meet the requirements of policies DM2 and DM22.

11.68 Furthermore, it is considered that the development would have a positive 
impact on visual amenity and the character of the area, particularly through 
the visual prominence of the new RTE within the scheme and from the 
nearby public highway and this carries moderate weight in favour of the 
development.



11.69 However, the impact of the building forming plots 12-19 in terms of the 
streetscene of Bury Road and the amenity of the occupants of Meddler 
Gardens have been noted and these adverse effects must carry some weight 
against the scheme. The weight to be attributed to this is tempered by the 
glimpsed nature of the views affected and the particular relationship the 
building has with Meddler Gardens, being positioned behind an area of 
parking rather than private garden. Taking this into account, it is considered 
that the impact of this building on visual and residential amenity should 
carry moderate weight against the development.

11.70 The development includes provision for a centrally located equipped play 
area within an area of public open space. This will not only meet the needs 
of future occupants of the development, but will also bring considerable 
benefit to the existing residents within the village. The development also 
provides good connectivity for pedestrians and has been well-design in this 
respect. It includes a link to the adjacent housing development to the east 
and the possibility for future connectivity, should it become possible and/or 
desirable, has been designed into the development. There are also 
opportunities for circular walking routes within the site. Taken together, 
these factors carry significant weight in favour of the development.

11.71 There are aspects of the road layout and on plot parking that could be 
improved and the scheme is deficient in terms of on road visitor parking. 
However, given the size of the plots and their associated driveways the 
resulting impact of this is unlikely to be one that gives rise to an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety or any material harm outside the 
site. As such it would carry only limited weight against the development in 
the overall balance.

11.72 In terms of trees, there are outstanding concerns with the clarity of the 
information that has been presented and this lack of certainty is less than 
desirable. However, overall the scheme makes good provision to retain 
existing biodiversity features, and has the potential to enhance biodiversity 
across the site, subject to the use of conditions. It is also considered that, 
subject to the use of conditions, there would be no adverse effect on 
protected species. Taking these matters together it is considered that the 
uncertainty regarding trees should carry modest weight against the 
development in the balance.

11.73 The development is considered to be acceptable and in accordance with 
development plan policies, subject to the use of conditions, on matters of 
sustainability and heritage impacts.

11.74 All of the issues raised by the planning application proposals, including the 
evidence and opinions submitted on behalf of the applicants, the 
contributions of key consultees and the Parish Council and Members of the 
public whom have participated have been carefully considered by Officers. 
Taking into account all of the material considerations raised above, it is 
considered that the collective benefits that would arise from the application 
proposals are substantial and when weighed against the areas of harm 
identified and taking into account the broad compliance with Development 
Plan Policies, indicate that the development is acceptable and should be 
approved, subject to a number of controlling and safeguarding conditions.



Recommendation:

11.75 It is recommended that RESERVED MATTERS CONSENT BE GRANTED 
subject to conditions including the matters set out below, the precise 
wording of which to be delegated to Officers: 

 Compliance with approved plans
 Material samples
 Bin and cycle storage strategy for the affordable units (details to be 

approved and thereafter implemented)
 Secure bicycle storage provided for each market plot
 Full details of highways and footways including paths within open space 

and connecting path to the east 
 Landscaping (precise details of new hard and soft landscaping, including 

on plot planting, planting of the public open space and play area)
 Equipped play area details
 Boundary treatment details including any knee-rails and bollards
 All boundary fences to be hedgehog permeable
 Details of anti-crime design features 
 Retention of access to areas of open space
 Mitigation, enhancement and precautionary measures as set out in ecology 

reports
 Stable waste management plan
 Water consumption for dwellings
 Refuse storage and collection details
 Lighting details

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=OZPG7UPDKOT
00

https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OZPG7UPDKOT00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OZPG7UPDKOT00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OZPG7UPDKOT00

