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Background: 
 

This application was submitted to West Suffolk Council in December 

2019 and was validated in January 2020.  It relates to a major strategic 

development site within the town of Bury St Edmunds and forms one of 

the five residential sites identified for growth in the St Edmundsbury 

Core Strategy 2010 and Bury St Edmunds Vision 2031. 

 

The application has been subject to extensive scrutiny and lengthy 

discussions between the applicant, the local planning authority and 

external stakeholders, in particular the local highway authority. 

 

The application is accompanied by a Transport Assessment and a 

number of subsequent detailed technical notes and a comprehensive 

walking and cycling strategy. The technical notes and walking and 

cycling strategy were submitted by the applicant during the course of 

the application as a direct result of discussions with the local highway 

authority.   

 

The local Highway Authority, supported by National Highways, has 

reached the conclusion that the development would be contrary to 

Paragraph 111 of the National Planning Policy Framework which states 

that ‘development should only be prevented or refused on highway 

grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or 

the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe’. 

 

The applicant has provisionally agreed a package of highway mitigation 

measures in order to address the highway impacts of the scheme, 

however, the local highway authority do not consider that the package is 

sufficient to fully mitigate the impacts of the development and as such 

both the local highway authority and National Highways object to the 

application. 

 

The applicant has declined to negotiate further with the local highway 

authority and on 27 April 2022 the applicant formally notified the local 

planning authority that it has submitted an appeal to the Planning 

Inspectorate in respect of the non-determination of the application.   

 

As at the date of writing this report the local planning authority awaits a 

formal ‘start letter’ from the Planning Inspectorate for the appeal and an 

update will be provided to the Committee if any further information is 

available at the meeting relating to the timetable for the appeal. 

 

In the light of the continuing objections from the local Highway 

Authority and National Highways, Officers have taken the view that the 

application could not be supported and had it come before the 

Committee for determination it would have been with a recommendation 

of REFUSAL. 

 

This application is now being presented to the Committee to seek 

endorsement of the reasons for refusal that officers would have been 

recommending had the local planning authority been able to determine 



the application. The reasons for refusal will form the basis of the local 

planning authority’s defence of the appeal. 

 

1.0 Proposal: 
 
1.1 Planning permission is sought for the erection of up to 1375 dwellings and 

associated infrastructure. The associated infrastructure includes a new 
primary school, local centre and public open space in addition to the 

necessary drainage infrastructure, means of access and substations. The 
proposed vehicular accesses would take the form of two roundabouts on 
the A143.   

 
1.2 The application is made in hybrid form, with outline planning permission 

sought for the principle of up to 1375 dwellings and its associated 
infrastructure. Full planning permission is also sought for Phase 1 of the 
development, comprising 287 dwellings, access roads, open space, play 

areas and strategic landscaping. 
 

1.3 Details of the layout of the remainder of the site and the appearance and 
scale of the buildings are reserved for later consideration, such that no 
formal details of these matters are included with the planning application 

for consideration and approval at this outline stage. The application is 
however, accompanied by a series of parameter plans to demonstrate how 

the later phases of development can be built out at a later date.  
Parameters for the outline element of the planning application and later 

potential reserved matters submissions, and the details submitted for the 
full element of the application for Phase 1 are informed by a Masterplan 
for the site. The Masterplan was adopted by the Council for use in 

development management decisions in June 2014. 
 

2.0 Application supporting material: 
 
The following documents accompany the planning application forms and comprise 

the planning application): 
 

 Application Forms and Certificates 
 Plans and Drawings 
 Environmental Statement, including:  

o Noise and Vibration Assessment  
o Heritage Assessment (Archaeological and built heritage)  

o Landscape Visual Impact Assessment  
o Air Quality Assessment and Odour Assessment  
o Ecological Assessment and associated protected species surveys  

o Lighting Impact Assessment  
 Planning Statement  

 Design & Access Statement (including Landscape Design Statement) 
 Transport Assessment (including Public Transport Strategy and Travel 

Plan) 

 Framework Construction Management Plan  
 Landscape Management Plan  

 Statement of Community Engagement  
 Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy  
 Phase 1 Geo-Environmental Assessment  

 Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment  
 Energy Statement 

 



The following amendment/additional information has been received during the 
course of the application: 

 
May 2020: 

 Transport Technical Note 7 – ‘Summary of Actions’  
 Transport Technical Note 8 – ‘Walking and Cycling Audit’  

 Transport Technical Note 10 – ‘Applicant's response to Third Party 
Representations’  

 Transport Technical Note 11 – A134 Layout 

 
August 2020 

 Transport Technical Note 12 – ‘Response to SCC Comments received 10 
June 2020’ 

 

December 2020 
 Updated parameter plans 

 Updated detailed layout plans for phase 1, including 
o Layout 
o Layout in wider context 

o Reuse strategy layout 
o Parking strategy layout 

 A Walking and Cycling Strategy Document 
 Updated house type designs and street scene drawings 
 Updated Tree Protection details for phase 1 

 Updated illustrative landscaping proposals and open space assessment 
 Updated Outline Landscape Management Plan 

 An addendum to the Design and Access Statement 
 A response note on ecology matters 
 A Biodiversity Impact Assessment Technical Note 

 A technical note of noise related matters 
 A technical note in respect of EIA matters 

 Updated phasing plan 
 
January 2021: 

 Transport Assessment Addendum 
 

March 2021: 
 Updated Walking and Cycling Strategy Document 

 

May 2021 
 Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Addendum 

 Updated Land Use Parameter Plan 
 Updated Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan 

 Updated Density Parameter Plan 
 Updated Phasing Plan 
 Updated Walking and Cycling Strategy Document 

 Updated illustrative landscape ‘vignettes’ for key open space areas 
o East West Landscape Link – ref. 1546/014 Rev H  

o The Green – ref.1546/010 Rev J  
o Countryside Park Phase 1 – ref.1546/018 Rev D  
o Entrance Roundabout (north) – ref.1546/007 Rev H 

 Updated Open Space Assessment Plan – ref. 1546/002 Rev O 
 Alternative Greenspace Access Strategy document 

 Landscape Strategy Document – ref. 1546/023 Rev B 
 Site wide Hedgerow Strategy – ref. 1546/022 Rev B 
 Updated Phase 1 Layout Plan 

 Updated Phase 1 Landscape Plan 



 Updated parking layout plan 
 Updated refuse layout plan 

 Updated northern roundabout drawing – ref. 70055213-SK-011 rev H 
 Revised Orttewell Road Ped Crossing drawing – ref. 70055213-SK-033 rev 

A 
 Updated Landscape Masterplan – ref. 1546/017 Rev D 

 Updated Landscape Management Plan Phase 1 & Country Park 
 
June 2021: 

 Energy Statement Addendum 
 Farmland Bird Mitigation Strategy 

 
July 2021: 

 Site wide Tree Protection Plan 

 Technical Note to accompany Biodiversity Impact Assessment calculations 
– Rev B 

September 2021: 
 Planning Statement Addendum 
 Transport Position Statement 

 Updated Walking and Cycling Strategy 
 Updated Landscape Strategy Document 

 Updated Southern Roundabout Landscape Design plan 
 Updated Northern Roundabout Landscape Vignette 
 Updated Lighting Strategy Document 

 Updated Phasing Plan 
 

February 2022: 
 Updated Residential Travel Plan (v3) 
 AQMA Sensitivity Test 

 Response to SCC Detailed Phase 1 Highway Comments 
 Updated Phase 1 Site Layout Plan (line) – ref. 1005 PL Rev F 

 Updated Phase 1 Layout Plan (colour) – ref. 1005 PL rev F 
 Updated Phase 1 Site Layout Plan (context) – ref. 1105 PL rev F 
 Updated Phase 1 Refuse Strategy – ref. 1700 PL Rev E 

 Updated Phase 1 Parking Strategy – ref. 1701 PL Rev E 
 Updated Phase 1 Materials and Boundary Treatment Plan – ref. 1702 PL 

Rev D 
 Updated Phase 1 Tenure Distribution Plan – ref 1703 PL Rev D 
 Updated ‘The Green’ Landscape Vignette – ref. 1546/010 Rev M 

 Phase 1 Visibility Plan – ref. 70055213-SK-038 Rev B 
 

3.0 Site details: 
 

3.1 The application site area extends to approximately 78.67 hectares 
including the highway land required to facilitate access and highway 
drainage.   

 
3.2 The site forms a broad triangle shape and is contained on its southern 

boundary by the Cambridge to Ipswich railway line whilst the A143, which 
runs from the south west to north east, contains the Site on its northern 
boundary. The eastern boundary of the site is formed by the hamlet of 

Cattishall and Green Lane that runs southwards towards an existing at-
grade level crossing at the railway line. 

 
3.3 The Site is presently in an arable agricultural use, broadly comprising five 

separate fields separated by existing hedgerows. An existing drainage 

channel runs along the north western boundary of the Site adjacent to the 



A143. Within the Site there is a small existing pond broadly within the 
north eastern quadrant of the Site, a further small water body lies on the 

edge of the northern boundary of the Site within a copse of existing trees. 
 

3.4 To the south of the railway line is the Moreton Hall estate with 
employment areas and the A14 beyond. To the west of the Site is the 

Chapel Pond Hill Industrial Estate. To the north of the Site (on the 
opposite side of the A143) lies Barton Stud, whilst the village of Great 
Barton lies to the north east of the Site. 

 
3.5 The majority of the site lies within the Bury St Edmunds Housing 

Settlement Boundary as defined upon the Council’s adopted Policy Map 
(2015) (the site of the country park lies outside). 

 

3.6 The Glen Chalk Caves Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) is located 
circa 1km from the Site, the Horringer Court Caves SSSI is located 4.3km 

south-west of the Site and the Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA) is 
located approximately 7.7km north-west of the Site.  

 

3.7 The Great Barton Air Quality Management Area lies approximately 1km to 
the north of the site. The site lies within Flood Zone 1 and within a 

Minerals Safeguarding Zone as defined within the SCC Minerals Core 
Strategy 2008. 

 

4.0 Planning history: 
 

No relevant planning history. 
 
5.0 Consultations: 

 
5.1 The application has been subject to amendments and additional 

information has been submitted during the course of the application.  The 
consultation responses are set out below in summary. Full copies of 
consultation responses are available to view online through the Council’s 

public access system using the link below: 
 

https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3P
D0DB00  

 
5.2 Highways England (Jan 2020) 

Highways England are currently reviewing the technical information 
provided in support of the application. 

 
5.3 Highways England (Sept 2020 – Feb 2021) 

Highways England are in discussion with the applicant and local authorities 

relating to how the predicted traffic effects on the proposed development 
on the Strategic Road Network can be mitigated. 

 
5.4 Highways England (July 2021) 

Negotiations have been ongoing regarding this application for some time, 

if the development is going to acceptable a number of sustainable 
transport measures need to come forward, all of them to some extent 

mitigate this developments impact upon the Strategic Road Network, some 
more so than others. The measures are set out in Suffolk Councils letter of 
the 23 July 2021 addressed to West Suffolk District Council. 

 

https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3PD0DB00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3PD0DB00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3PD0DB00


5.5 National Highways (formerly Highways England) (Sept 2021) 
National Highways has received a letter [from the applicant] claiming that 

the points made previously are immaterial. It is agreed that they may 
have more benefit to the local road network than the national network but 

they cannot be dismissed. The promotion of sustainable modes is a high 
government priority and all development should be doing all it can to 

support this policy objective. 
 
5.6 National Highways (formerly Highways England) (March 2022) 

Negotiations have been ongoing regarding this application for some time, 
if the development is going to be acceptable a number of sustainable 

transport measures need to come forward, all of them to some extent 
mitigate this development’s impact upon the strategic road network, some 
more so than others. The measures are set out in Suffolk County Council’s 

letter of 23 July 2021 addressed to West Suffolk Council. 
 

Recommend that planning permission is not granted before September 
2022 to allow sufficient time for the above matters to be addressed.  If all 
matters can be agreed sooner than this, the recommendation can be 

withdrawn and issue a definitive response. 
 

5.7 SCC Highways (June 2020) 
In response to the SCC initial response on highways and transportation 
matters the applicant has submitted several technical Notes and 

Appendices. 
 

 The drawing of the eastern A143 sit access has been modified and is 
accepted (redline also revised) 

 Accept that the Suffolk Model has a good fit for the strategic roads 

around the site. However, this does not automatically follow for roads 
with very little traffic in base year that are predicted to suffer from very 

high percentage increases. 
 No evidence to show East Barton Road could cope with a very 

significant increase in projected traffic flow. Visibility appears 

compromised and the bridge is narrow and severely limited for forward 
visibility. 

 The A143/East Barton junction modelling highlights the inadequacy of 
the junction to take very high increased in traffic on the minor arm.  
Also highlights risk of congestion within an Air Quality Management 

Area. 
 Analysis supports view that it cannot be accepted that very high traffic 

flows on East Barton Road are feasible. The road safety risks at the 
junctions and bridge are so sever that some form of mitigation is 

required. 
 MOVA note – the applicant should schedule a meeting with the SCC 

traffic signal team. 

 Northgate roundabout as knock on impacts on the Trunk Road network, 
reducing ability of traffic to leave A14 J43. This has considerable risk to 

fast moving traffic on the A14. SCC and HE to review further data on 
Northgate/Compiegne Way roundabout. However, consider that a 
dedicated review of the interaction between these two strategic 

junctions would be better carried out through Micro Simulation or a 
similar tool.   

 A143 footway cycleway link – further details required. 
 Walking and cycling note still appears to be a partial review of the 

overall sustainable transport links.  It does not provide details of links 

to main destinations and remains fixed on arbitrary distances. 



 Do not agree with assessment of L34 and Cattishall Rail Crossing. 
 Cycling assessment contains a lot of data but little or no consideration 

of the potential for improvement. 
 Sustainable modes impact analysis – overall assessment is that 

relatively few pedestrians are using the routes and therefore no specific 
mitigation is required.  This is the point – if routes were significantly 

improved they would be more attractive and more people would use 
them.   

 Road safety issues highlighted in cycling section need to be addressed. 

 It remains the view that a link from the development to Great Barton is 
necessary. 

 Highlight Green Access Manager’s comments on Cattishall railway 
crossing.   

 Progress has been made in some areas but there are a great number of 

transport and highways matters still to resolve. 
 

5.8 SCC Highways (July 2021) 
 There has been some positive engagement from the applicant but the 

application is not yet acceptable in highway terms and the development 

is likely to result in a severe impact on the highway network, primarily 
on road safety grounds 

 Two significant factors – the site was anticipated to be built out by the 
end of the original plan period – 2031 and this will not happen.  
Secondly the quantum of development proposed is significantly higher 

than at the time of allocation – 1400 dwellings tested, up from 1250 in 
the development plan 

 The site is challenging due to its location – harder to enable trips to be 
made sustainably 

 Local centre and community building should be commensurate with the 

scale of development  
 Regardless of the need to reduce the vehicular trip rate to a level that 

can be accommodated on the local road network the site requires a 
comprehensive package of sustainable transport improvements to 
comply with local and national policy 

 improvements are needed to address road and rail safety issues and 
the absence of the required improvements would trigger a 

recommendation of refusal from SCC 
 Key off-site measures: 
(i) New footbridge over the railway line at the Cattishall crossing 

(ii) Toucan phase at Orttewell Road shuttle working traffic signals, 
integrated into a bus gate 

(iii) Measures to address excessive traffic on East Barton Road 
(iv) Cycle and pedestrian route safety improvements, including 

improvements to the SCC PRoW network set out separately by 
the SCC Green Access Team 

 Measures to manage congestion: 

(i) Northgate roundabout – widen Compiegne Way approach 
(ii) Contribution to Town Centre Fund 

(iii) A143 / Fornham Road junction improvement 
 It is essential that good quality and safe walking and cycling routes ate 

provided to key destinations in the town and wider area 

 It is imperative that a satisfactory Walking and Cycling Strategy is 
agreed – this forms one part of the key measures that are needed to 

mitigate the highway impacts of the development 
 If all the above measures are secured, such is the scale of development 

and its projected traffic impacts, it would still give rise to a severe 

impact, contrary to paragraph 111 of the NPPF 



 This can be resolved through a suitable Travel Plan, based on a trip 
budget approach, to ensure that incentives and monitoring maintains 

trips from the site within the agreed parameters 
 

5.9 SCC Highways (Nov 2021) 
Consultation on Applicant’s submitted Transport Position Statement  

 The report contains some positive developments – the applicant has 
confirmed that it will deliver the Cattishall railway bridge and a Toucan 
crossing phase at the Orttewell Road traffic signals 

 Comments on Travel Plan attached 
 There are still a large number of outstanding points in relation to the 

bus gate and strategy, Walking and Cycling Strategy, East Barton Road 
and the Town Centre Fund 

 SCC Highways support the position of National Highways 

 It is disappointing that the trip budgeting approach has been dismissed by 
the applicant. 

 
5.10 SCC Highways (Highway Engineer) (Jan 2022) 

Comments on amended Phase 1: 

 Residential parking is in accordance with Suffolk Guidance for Parking 
2019 (SGP) 

 The visitor parking space opposite dwelling 159 is too close to the 
junction and should be relocated southwards to be a minimum distance 
of 10 metres from the junction 

 The provision of visitor parking spaces does not meet SGP 
requirements of 0.25 spaces per dwelling.  There are areas where the 

density of visitor parking is lower than the site average, 
 It is recommended cycle locking facilities are provided in close 

proximity of the southwestern play area 

 Clarification required on refuse collection drawings 
 If garages are to provide secure cycle storage, SGP requires a 

minimum dimension of 7m by 3m. If garages are smaller, then 
separate secure cycle storage is required. Secure residential storage for 
2 cycles per dwelling is in accordance with SGP. 

 Additional on-street visitor parking spaces in the vicinity of the play 
area would help prevent on-street parking 

 No information has been provided about highway drainage, street 
lighting, visibility splays, EV charging infrastructure 

 

5.11 SCC Highways (March 2022) 
 SCC has engaged positively with the LPA and the applicant on highway 

matters 
 The site is very large, exceeds the original quantum in the Vision 2031 

and is in a rural location 
 Located beyond the railway line and A14 and the main retail area and 

local facilities/employment sites 

 SCC has previously submitted a formal objection on the basis the 
highway mitigation package is inadequate to address the significant 

impacts from the development and there would be unresolved 
unacceptable impacts on highway safety and residual cumulative sever 
impact on the local and strategic road network 

 It appears the applicant is unable or unwilling to fully fund the package 
of highway mitigation identified in meetings between the parties 

 These schemes need to be delivered in full 
 SCC is wiling to provide further clarity on the highways mitigation 

contribution 



 SCC note the technical submissions from British Sugar – these mostly 
comment on traffic delay impacting their commercial operations. SCC 

are not in a position to comment on these. SCC consider the sensitivity 
testing on the increased HGV traffic associated with the annual beet 

campaign addresses the concerns of the local highway authority around 
key junctions and accesses to the British Sugar facility. 

 If WSC is minded to grant planning permission request that highways 
planning conditions are applied. 

 

5.13 SCC Active Travel Officer (March 2022) 
Revised Travel Plan has been reviewed and the following is outstanding: 

 The Multi-modal (bus & Cycle) voucher of £90 per dwelling is still not 
sufficient. The applicant has not taken account of the bus services that 
serve the area. The applicant needs to look at what existing operators 

offer that currently serve the area. 
 A response to the SCC Travel Plan delivery offer is required. 

 
5.14 Network Rail (Feb 2020) 

[Comments made on DC/19/2480/FUL]  

Network Rail is concerned that, as the area develops, Cattishall public 
footpath level crossing will become busier, therefore becoming a higher 

risk level crossing. NR has been in discussion with the developer, the LPA 
and SCC for several years to mitigate the impact. 

 

NR has applied for a closure order, which if successful would result in the 
closure of the crossing through a diversionary route. If unsuccessful, NR 

require the level crossing to be closed as soon as the footbridge opens to 
the public. 

 

Commercial terms have been agreed with the developer concerning the 
costs of constructing and maintaining the footbridge. 

 
5.15 Network Rail (May 2020) 

Repeat of comments made above. In addition, state that NR require the 

footbridge to be in place following occupation of Phase 1 plus no more 
than 25 dwellings in total from other phases. 

 
Delivery of the bridleway link between the level crossing and the 
underbridge on the north side of the railway should be provided in Phase 

1. 
 

From the Hydraulic Modelling it appears that the route south from the level 
crossing will be equally as prone to flooding as the underbridge.  

Recommend the developer consider larger attenuation ponds to minimise 
impact of flood events that will sever north-south connectivity.  

 

If flooding will be a regular problem, leaving the Cattishall level crossing 
as the only dry north-south route this makes the requirement for the 

footbridge more urgent, possibly prior to occupation of any units in Phase 
1.  

 

5.16 Network Rail (Oct 2021) 
Network Rail are most concerned with the occupation of the area 

immediately to the north-west of the current crossing, and do not want 
more than 30 homes occupied in the area labelled phase 2 on the attached 
plan. Network Rail do not think that the occupation of other areas will pose 

much of an increased usage at the crossing. The link from the level 



crossing to the underbridge to be constructed early on to allow cyclists and 
other users to be signposted to the underpass, with the footbridge 

construction to follow when the area to the north west of the crossing 
becomes occupied. 

 
5.17 SCC Rights of Way and Access Manager (June 2020) 

Having reviewed the site, its location and surrounding Public Rights of Way 
network, improvements are necessary to make the development 
acceptable. 

 
Object to the proposal as it does not include the footbridge which would 

allow the at grade crossing at Cattishall to be closed.   
 

The development will require resilient, high quality links from the site to 

the Moreton Hall area and beyond. The opening up of the underpass will 
not be sufficient. The underpass may be liable to flooding and may 

become unavailable for periods if it requires maintenance or safety related 
repairs. Some users may feel intimidated using the underpass, which 
would not have the same openness and visibility of a footbridge.  

Residents could be isolated if the underpass is unavailable and either 
increase congestion on the highway network or make the trip unviable if 

they do not have access to a motor vehicle. 
 

Green Lane should be retained. 

 
 A coherent walking and cycling strategy is required.   

 
5.18 SCC Rights of Way and Access Manager (June 2021) 

Seeking substantial improvements to the PROW network, including 

ensuring that there is good connectivity with the local countryside around 
the development, and the provision of a footbridge over the railway line at 

the existing Catishall level crossing 
 
5.19 SCC Rights of Way and Access Manager (Oct 2021) 

The county council will be seeking substantial improvements to the PRoW 
network, including to ensure there is good connectivity with the local 

countryside around the development. 
 

The county council is working with West Suffolk Council to secure these 

improvements, to avoid the need to lodge an objection to the application. 
A significant requirement of the county council is the provision of a 

footbridge over the railway line at the existing Cattishall level crossing. 
 

5.20 Environment Agency (Jan 2020) 
No objection subject to conditions 

 

5.21 Environment Agency (Feb 2021) 
The focus of this consultation is the surface water drainage scheme for the 

detailed / full application element, specifically the proposed construction of 
a basin above an infiltration blanket. 

 

Propose no change to previous position that planning permission could be 
granted if the conditions set out in that response are included. 

 
5.22 Anglian Water (Jan 2020) 

There are assets owned by AWA or those subject to an adoption 

agreement within or close to the site. 



 
Foul drainage is in the catchment of Fornham All Saints Water Recycling 

Centre that will have available capacity for these flows. 
 

Development will lead to an unacceptable risk of flooding downstream. 
 

The preferred method of surface water disposal would be to a sustainable 
drainage system. 

 

5.23 Anglian Water (Feb 2020) 
Following review of submitted Surface water Drainage Strategy comments 

regarding the risk of flooding referred to above have been removed 
 
5.24 Lead Local Flood Authority (Jan 2020) 

Recommend holding objection as the proposed SuDS design does not 
comply with the local SuDS policy and national standards. The permitted 

discharge rate for the outline site is not acceptable and the infiltration 
results on the Full parcel are below the LLFA’s minimum standard.   

 

5.25 Lead Local Flood Authority (Feb 2021) 
Holding objection maintained.  The designs do not allow sufficient space 

for the management of surface water from the development. 
 
5.26 Lead Local Flood Authority (May 2021) 

The additional information submitted has been reviewed and the LLFA 
recommend approval subject to conditions. 

 
5.27 WSC Environment Team (Jan 2020) 

Satisfied by the results of the submitted report that the risk from land 

contamination is low and no further works are required. 
 

Request further time to comment on Air Quality Assessment as 
confirmation that the traffic modelling, on which the air quality assessment 
is based, is approved by SCC.   

 
5.28 WSC Environment Team (Nov 2020) 

Recommend that planning conditions are imposed to secure delivery of 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure.   

 

5.29 WSC Environment Team (Feb 2022) 
The AQMA Sensitivity test undertaken by Tetra Tech, reference 784-

A103379 dated 2nd February 2022 has been reviewed.  
 

The report presents a number of scenarios for traffic volumes along the 
A143 adjacent to the Great Barton AQMA and indicates that the point 
where the impact on the AQMA would be considered to be moderate is well 

above any predicted traffic flow from the proposed development. Even 
where the impact is Moderate, the predicted levels of pollution would still 

be below the legal air quality objectives.  
 

The Environment Team are therefore satisfied that the impact on the 

AQMA will be acceptable and do not offer any objection to the 
development. 

 
5.30 SCC Public Health (Jan 2020) 



Could not locate any document or evidence of how health impacts would 
be assessed. Recommend that a Rapid HIA is undertaken and Healthy 

Urban Planning checklist is completed. 
 

General information/advice on healthy neighbourhoods, healthy housing, 
healthier food environment, healthy environment, active travel and local 

area and population health profile provided.   
 
5.30 SCC Public Health (June 2020) 

SCC Public Health do not object to the proposal and raised some public 
health issues to be considered pre, during and post construction. Satisfied 

with the response of the developer and have no specific comments at this 
stage. 

 

5.32 WSCCG (Jan 2020 & Feb 2021) 
Identifies the development will give rise to a need for additional primary 

healthcare provision.  A developer contribution will be required to mitigate 
the impacts of the proposal.   

 

5.33 WSC Public Health & Housing (June 2020) 
Methodology used to assess the odours present in the vicinity is accepted.   

 
Assessment identified areas (western boundary and north-west corner) 
that were subject to what was described as strong to distinct strength 

odours, classed as unpleasant or moderately unpleasant. The report 
concludes odour impacts are not significant but this does not mean they 

will not be detectable at certain times, mainly depending on activity at 
British Sugar and wind/weather conditions.   

 

Impact on amenity of future residents could occur. However, on balance 
there is no objection on odour grounds. 

 
The main noise source for Phase 1 is traffic using the A143. Modelling 
appears to show four properties will be affected with measures required to 

meet night-time internal noise guidelines. 
 

Impact on later phases on properties closet to the railway line. Without 
suitable mitigation there is potential at some properties for sleep 
disturbance.  Mechanical ventilation is usually considered a last resort.  

Increasing distance from noise sources and/or the provision of earth 
bunding and other boundary treatments must be a consideration. 

 
Further noise and vibration impact data, and consideration of additional 

acoustic design proposals are required.  
 

Conditions recommended in the form of a CEMP, construction times and 

prevention of burning on site. 
 

5.34 WSC Public Health & Housing (Nov 2020) 
Applicant has submitted additional information in response to previous 
comments.   

 
The expansion to the discussion on vibration levels satisfactorily addresses 

concerns raised regarding human response to vibration experienced from 
the railway line.   

 



Accept that screening will not be effective where the railway line is at a 
higher elevation due to an embankment. Additional screening should be 

considered for residential areas along the railway line that will be at 
ground level. 

 
The applicant has referenced further practical measures that could be 

included in the detailed design phases, to allow natural ventilation to 
improve thermal comfort by the opening of windows in high noise 
environments, whilst maintaining a suitable internal acoustic environment. 

 
Running a mechanical extract ventilation system has a cost implication to 

the householder and the environment through increased energy usage, 
whereas other options such as designing good internal layouts, the use of 
dual-aspect or plenum windows etc does not 

 
Residents may consider they have no choice but to only use mechanical 

means to achieve a good level of thermal comfort and not regularly 
compromise their internal night-time noise environment.   

 
Properties in Phase 4 in the western corner are affected by noise form the 

railway line and A143. This area provides for a challenging situation in 
considering alternative noise mitigation options. Only those properties 

where there are no other reasonable options available to meet internal 
guideline targets should be considered for enhanced acoustic insulation 
and mechanical ventilation. 

 
5.35 WSC Public Health & Housing (Oct 2021) 

The Team has reviewed the Lighting Strategy and Assessment, ref 
A103379.  The conclusions are considered to be sound and the lighting 
layout and design for Phase 1 is acceptable. 

 
The amended Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan proposes an enlarged 

area of SuDS to the south-west corner of the site, thus increasing the 
distance to future sensitive receptors from the higher noise sources of 
combined road and rail noise. This is welcomed. 

 
5.36 Sport England (Feb 2020) 

No formal community sports facilities proposed. Opportunities for sport 
and physical activity are limited to the proposed primary school, 
community building, 40ha of open space (including a country park) and 

new cycleways and footpaths to link into existing networks. 
 

Additional population will generate additional demand for sports facilities. 
 

Sport England’s Sports Facilities Calculator indicates demand for Sports 
halls and swimming pools.  

 

Football foundation identify shortfall in 3G pitches and suggest a financial 
contribution is sought. Similar comment from RFU.   

 
SE support the application but request a contribution towards additional 
3G provision in the local area. 

 
5.37 Sport England (June 2020) 

Support the proposal to seek a financial contribution towards the new 
leisure centre at Western Way and accept the figure put forward by the 
Council. 



 
5.38 WSC Parks & Infrastructure Manager (May 2020) 

Preference for new residential development to have its own football pitch 
and associated facilities. The applicant has confirmed that the main green 

area with the layout does not provide enough space to deliver the facilities 
necessary. 

 
The West Suffolk Local Football Facility Plan identifies the need for a full 
size 3G all-weather pitch and associated infrastructure. 

 
To resolve the situation the Council’s preference is for an off-site 

contribution to provide a 3G pitch. The current preferred option is a 
scheme being developed at the Victory Ground.   

 

The Open Space SPD sets out that developments should contribute to 
leisure centre and swimming pools. Reflecting the current planning 

application for the redevelopment of Western Way a contribution is 
sought.   

 

The size of allotments, the amount of parking, fencing and water supply 
should be secured appropriately.   

 
5.39 Natural England (Feb 2020) 

No objection subject to appropriate mitigation being secured to prevent 

significant effects on The Glen Chalk Caves SSSI and Horringer Court 
Caves SSSI 

 
5.40 Natural England (Feb 2021) 

Proposed amendments to the original application are unlikely to have 

significantly different impacts on the natural environment than the original 
proposal. No additional comments to make. 

 
5.41 Suffolk Wildlife Trust (March 2021) 

Request that the recommendations made within the Environmental 

Statement Chapter 8 Ecology are implemented in full. 
 

A lighting strategy in accordance with current guidelines should be 
designed. 

 

Recommend that a hedgerow plan is produced with further opportunities 
for planting explored.   

 
Planting details to be submitted. 

 
Further connectivity for species between Several Clump and the southern 
section of hedgerow H12 could be incorporated. 

 
A Skylark mitigation strategy is required. 

 
Recommend that integral swift nest boxes are incorporated into buildings 
that are a minimum of two storeys. 

 
5.42 WSC Landscape and Ecology Officer (May 2020) 

 Green Infrastructure has some omissions (in the west, to the north of 
central green, and linking Severels Clump and H12 to the east) and the 
width of corridors is insufficient to accommodate the aspiration of the 

Illustrative Masterplan 



 Development encroaches significantly on the width of H12 
 There is not enough detail on the ‘landscape strategy’ for the outline 

 Concern that the SuDS proposals are not deliverable within the space 
set aside 

 The level of landscape detail for the ‘Phase 1 and Access’ is insufficient 
 Hedgerow loss has not been compensated 

 Ecological enhancement is not demonstrated. The development should 
demonstrate measurable Biodiversity Net Gain 

 The site is sensitive to lighting and the lighting proposals need to be 

acceptable to SCC Highways 
 A significant challenge is to ensure that the ecological mitigation is 

delivered through design, construction and implementation of the 
proposals 

 Concerns about whether the site could adequately accommodate 1375 

dwellings 
 

5.43 WSC Landscape and Ecology Officer (Feb 2021) 
 Balance of open space still heavily weighted to the east.  Could be 

addressed by strengthening corridor to south of site. 

 Connectivity is poor between some development parcels. 
 Remain concerned that SuDS proposals are not deliverable within space 

set aside 
 Further consideration should be given to accessibility to green space 

and play space for young people. 

 Pedestrian and cycle provision to west of site required 
 Consideration to be given to lighting of cycle/footpaths 

 Mount Road route constrained by proximity to Glen Caves SSSI 
 Lack of a comprehensive landscape strategy or code for the site is a 

significant shortfall 

 Conditions proposed in respect of landscape and ecology 
 Landscape details for the site accesses should be secured by condition 

 Landscape masterplan lacks a detailed strategy  
 Further consideration of The Green/Severals Clump landscape vignette 

required 

 Recommend additional planting is included to maintain linear 
connectivity along the A143 

 Details of allotments should be secured by condition 
 Arboricultural method statement and tree protection plans to be 

submitted prior to commencement 

 Air quality effects will need to be reviewed prior to the HRA being 
completed 

 Information on the delivery of Green Infrastructure across the site is 
required prior to determination 

 Details of hedgerow loss, gain and creation are required 
 Compensatory measures for the loss of farmland habitat required for 

skylarks 

 
5.44 WSC Landscape and Ecology Officer (June 2021) 

 Welcome SuD pond on western extent and increase in width of green 
corridor between the local centre and railway line 

 Parcel north of the Green remains large 

 Changes in level within the strategic open space will need to be agreed  
 The Open Space Assessment (1546/002 Rev P) shows that the 

proposals provide a good level of open space on the site 
 Landscape Strategy should primarily be aimed at explaining the design 

principles of the outline planning application rather than the phase 1 – 

amendments to strategy requested 



 Notwithstanding detail in Landscape Masterplan, detailed soft landscape 
treatment should be secured by condition 

 Relocation of car parking space ate the natural crossing point for The 
Green/Severels Clump 

 Necessary to ensure retention of hedgerows on east/West landscape 
link 

 Further detail required in Landscape Management Plan  
 Further consideration of tree protection measures 
 The footpath to the underpass is shown to have streetlights however it 

links with the footpath that passes through the POS close to hedgerow 
H12 which would not be lit 

 The comments in the applicants Ecology rebuttal of May and December 
2020 in relation to Breckland SPA are noted. However, it remains the 
case that the ES identifies potential effects on Breckland SPA. 

 Environment Officer unable to reach conclusion on air quality at this 
stage 

 The applicant has submitted an Alternative Greenspace Access Strategy 
and Landscape Strategy which demonstrate the phasing of the open 
space alongside the housing 

 Biodiversity Net Gain calculations are presented in the technical note 
HDA Ref:2092.43 Rev A 

 A farmland bird mitigation strategy has been submitted and the 
implementation in full should be secured 

 

5.45 WSC Landscape and Ecology Officer (Jan 2022) 
 It is accepted that changes in level can be controlled by a condition 

requiring full details of level changes are submitted as part of each 
subsequent reserved matters application 

 A lighting strategy for access routes is shown in the walking and cycling 

strategy, however notwithstanding this detailed lighting proposals 
should be secured by condition 

 Remove other urbanising features from Green Lane and/or provide 
design solutions/materials that will retain the character of the lane 

 Landscape Strategy is now largely acceptable 

 Add additional planting to maintain linear connectivity along the A143 – 
this could be achieved through detailed landscape proposals 

 
5.46 WSC Landscape and Ecology Officer (April 2022) 

 Noted that the Environment Team has now reached a conclusion in 

relation to air quality which does not affect or contradict the 
conclusions in the ES. 

 
5.47 SCC Archaeological Service (Feb 2020 & Oct 2021) 

The proposal affects an area of known archaeology recorded in the County 
Historic Environment Record.   

 

Although the site has previously been subject to geophysical survey and 
low-level trial trenched evaluation is required to fully define the character, 

extent and significance of surviving above and below ground heritage 
assets. 

 

There are no grounds to refuse permission, however, any permission 
granted should be the subject to planning conditions to record and 

advance understanding of the significance of heritage assets.   
 
5.48 Suffolk Fire & Rescue (Jan 2020) 



Access to buildings for fire appliances and firefighters must meet with the 
requirements specified in Building Regulations. 

 
Recommends that fire hydrants are installed and that proper consideration 

be given to the benefits of an automatic fire sprinkler system.   
 

5.49 Suffolk Constabulary (Feb 2020) 
Police facilities are necessary to address the increased crime impacts and 
community safety and cohesion requirements linked to the housing and 

population growth arising from the proposed development. A financial 
contribution is therefore sought. 

 
5.50 Suffolk Constabulary – Design Out Crime Officer (Feb 2020) 

Summary of main security concerns for Phase One: 

 Location of parking spaces 
 Incorporation of alleyways/footpaths 

 Footpaths making the area too permeable for an offender to enter and 
leave the area 

 Rear parking courtyards 

 Open plan garaging and undercrofts 
 Insufficient surveillance for visitor parking spaces 

 
General comments: 
 Reasonable surveillance from onward facing properties for the 

community pavilion area 
 Requested that active windows are incorporated to provide surveillance 

for areas of open space 
 Underpass is a concern – needs to be well lit with clear straight wide 

walkways and low lying, well maintained vegetation 

 Primary school should be built to Secure by Design Schools 2014 
 Play and sports facilities should be designed to Sport England guidance.  

Play equipment should be installed to British Standards 
 Public open space should be fenced/railed off 
 Would be good to see development built to Secured by Design SBD 

Homes 2019 accreditation. 
 

5.51 SCC Minerals and Waste (Jan 2020 & Feb 2021) 
The site is in the minerals consultation area.  As the site has been 
allocated in the local plan SCC Minerals & Waste have no further 

comments. 
 

5.52 WSC Waste Management Team (Feb 2020) 
Highlight Suffolk Waste Partnership guidance, which states “collection 

crews should not have to carry individual waste containers or move 
wheeled container in order to facilitate their collections”. 

 

Since the development does not meet this specification the Waste 
department objects. 

 
5.53 WSC Waste Management Team (April 2021) 

There are multiple collection points that require crews to access private 

land and pull bins to the back of the vehicle. This is not acceptable. The 
amount of reversing that vehicles will have to do is of concern. 

 
5.54 WSC Urban Design Officer (March 2020) 

Comments in relation to revised Design and Access Statement and street 

scenes submitted in December 2019. 



 
The Street character areas and some of the courtyard spaces need some 

more redefinition. 
 

The scale and built form of some of the building typologies are also out of 
context with the area, and wider design influences should be sought from 

the surrounding villages to create more distinctive building typologies 
which reflect a more rural and village aesthetic. 

 

5.55 WSC Urban Design Officer (Jan 2021) 
Comments in relation to Design and Access Addendum and supporting 

plans submitted December 2020. 
 

Generally, the eight character areas are now considered to be well defined, 

the improved landscape garden area for the apartment in the Northern 
Corner creates opportunities for social interaction, the proposed Central 

Green Link now creates a sequence of inter-connected green spaces, and 
the revisions to building appearance provide more of a rural aesthetic and 
effective differentiation in the form and appearance of the apartment 

blocks. The artists impressions also provide useful visualisations of how 
the new neighbourhood will look on the ground. 

 
5.56 WSC Strategic Housing (Feb 2020) 

Support application in principle as it meets Policy CS5 to deliver 30% 

affordable housing.  
 

Affordable housing mix proposed for Phase 1 meets current housing need.  
Affordable dwellings are dispersed evenly across Phase 1 in clusters no 
greater than 15. 

 
Phase 1 is compliant with the Council’s endorse technical Advice Note on 

Space Standards. 
 
5.57 WSC Strategic Housing (Feb 2021) 

Comments as per February 2020. 
 

Concerned that the amended Design and Access Statement makes 
reference to old parking standards and does not offer the required two car 
parking spaces per 2 bed dwelling 

 
5.58 WSC Energy Advisor (June 2020) 

Object on the grounds that the design proposed does not meet the 
requirements of Policy DM7 and CS2 for sustainable design and 

construction. 
 

Accept proposal meets national standards as set out in Part L of the 

Building Regulations – but only just. 
 

Dwellings in Phase 1 are designed to be 17% more thermally efficient than 
building regulation requirement, however, recent consultation on Part L 
proposed that in 2020 a fabric-based improvement of 20% should be 

achieved. 
 

Focus on gas boilers and electric panel heaters in Phase 1 does not meet 
required target emissions rate. Once solar PV array is proposed to 
overcome this, which will result in an overall improvement of 1.7% - just 

better than the compliance target. 



 
Remainder of development designed in a similar way and will achieve the 

same standard of only slightly better than current regulations – 1.78%. 
 

Acknowledge there will be a change in the greenhouse gas emissions 
conversion factors and this will result in a 5.4% improvement for Phase 1 

and 45% across the remaining dwellings, however, remain concerned that 
the performance of the development will not meet good practice or future 
policy requirements. 

 
Concerned that Phase 1 dwellings do not have necessary space to retrofit 

air source heat technology and it is unlikely that future owners will chose 
to install this technology.   

 

Disappointing that developer is not making a firm commitment to the use 
of readily available greener and more efficient technology on the 

remaining phases. 
 

Contrary to Policy GB13 of the Great Barton Neighbourhood Plan 

 
5.59 WSC Conservation Officer (Oct 2020) 

An assessment of the effects on the setting of built heritage assets within 
a 1km buffer study area has been undertaken in accordance with Historic 
England good practice guidance. 

 
The contribution of setting towards significance of the built heritage assets 

within the area identified have all been sufficiently assessed together with 
an assessment of impact on their respective settings. 

 

Topography, distance, existing vegetation and intervening development 
prevent long distant/significant views of the site/proposed development 

from the assets identified to include the Bury St Edmunds Conservation 
Areas, Church Of The Holy Innocent, Great Barton Lodge, the aisled barn 
at Manor Farm, Moreton Hall and the Former RAF Rougham Control Tower 

and RAF Rougham Radar building. As such the proposal is not considered 
to have an adverse effect on the setting of nearby Heritage Assets. 

 
6.0 Representations: 
 

Site notices posted, advertisements placed in the East Anglian Daily Times 
and nearby addresses notified. 

 
Full copies of consultation responses are available to view online through 

the Council’s public access system using the link below: 
 
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3P
D0DB00  

 
6.1 Great Barton Parish Council (Feb 2020) 

Access and Transport 

 Instead of focusing on whether road capacity will be breach, SCC 
should focus on the impact on the health, safety and amenity of local 

residents due to increased traffic 
 Would like to see mitigation measures to deter use of minor roads as 

‘rat runs’ 

https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3PD0DB00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3PD0DB00
https://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q2PFF3PD0DB00


 Opportunity to use the stop-up slip road near to the Orttewell Road as 
an additional buffer to mitigate traffic growth 

 Concerns over the loading of junction 43 of the A14 and the need to 
assess seasonal impact of sugar beet campaign 

 The proposed westerly 2 lane approach at the Compiegne Way junction 
should be abandoned 

 The design of the A143/Fornham Road crossing should facilitate 
deacceleration of north bound traffic 

 

Pedestrian and cycle access 
 Unclear when the crossing over the A143 will be provided – request 

they are provided prior to first occupation in phase 1 
 Crossing point proposed at the junction of A143/The Avenue. To 

provide a safe walking environment a scheme should be provided along 

The Avenue to Fornham Road 
 

Bus routes and provision 
 The Parish Council has promoted to the developer that the bus service 

should encompass a bus stop that connects with the main part of the 

village to encourage further uptake of the service in the area 
 

Underpass 
 Safe passage through the underpass is imperative for connections 

beyond Several 

 Plans for the underpass should be consulted on. The Parish Council 
requests to be a party to the discussions. 

 The underpass must be ready by first occupation within phase 1 
 

Transport – on site 

 A more open route to the community facilities than that proposed 
would be preferred 

 Is the road width of 4.8m sufficient to resist partial parking on the 
pavement, especially as it is the roadway to the allotments? Parking on 
the footway causes danger and inconvenience to other users and 

problems providing bus services 
 

Parking 
 Although there has been a reduction of direct access by motor vehicles 

onto the spine road there are parking bays abutting the pavement in 

many instances. This could result in vehicles encroaching onto the 
footpath and forcing pedestrians into the roadway. 

 There is a heavy dominance of on-street parking within the higher 
density areas that needs to be broken up. 

 
Topography 
 The application documents illustrate that the site rises to the east.  

When travelling northbound on the A143 the 3 storey apartments will 
dominate the skyline. This does not signify a typical Suffolk village 

scene as purported in the application. 
 

Landscape, buffer zone and country park 

 The buffer zone should be made available for public use prior to first 
occupation 

 The inclusion of the full eastern buffer in phase 1 should be 
implemented. 



 It is galling to see in print the virtues of the Poplar tree belt west of 
Cattishall Farm House noting some have been retained, when the 2014 

Masterplan stated all would be retained  
 The Country Park footpath must be suitable for those residents with 

impairments who may be using wheelchair and mobility vehicles. 
 The Parish Council would like assurance that measures will be put in 

place to manage all un-adopted public spaces  

Several Green – allotments 

 The Parish Council has described the requirements of the community 
building and maintains the interest to secure s106 monies for the build 
and the early running costs before the whole Severals site hopefully 

provides self-sufficiency of the community building and surrounding 
area  

 The Community Centre could accommodate many forms of recycling 
and assist in the running costs of the centre  

 The allotments planning and management could be facilitated by 

discussions with the Great Barton Allotment Association  
 

Health Impact Assessment 
 The Parish Council remains concerned of the impact of the development 

proposals on local health infrastructure and facilities to not erode the 
well-being of existing residents  

 There should be adequate dog bin provision on all walkways and open 

spaces, the cost and maintenance of which should be incorporated into 
any management/adoption strategy  

 
Education 
 The Parish Council is concerned the delivery of the Primary School and 

pre-school are not compromised by the developer due to the changing 
development phases when compared to the adopted 2014 masterplan 

 
Development – Phase 1 

 

Building heights 
 Severals is situated within the rural landscape but is constantly referred 

to as Townscape  
 Is a mansion style block on arrival a natural rural scene?  

 

Building density 
 The softening of density towards the development edges is welcomed 

and whether the mixture of densities down a spine road is reminiscent 

of village street remains questionable  

Building materials 
 Query use of clay and slate effect tiles.  Lack of flint and plain or 

decorative pargeting  
 

Building layout and design 

 Courtyards need treatment sensitivity to ensure safety of residents by 
spatial separation  

 Some affordable units only have courtyard parking as opposed to 
driveway parking  

 There are a number of blank /poorly articulated gables which are 

fronting public open spaces and streets – which will result in an 
unsatisfactory streetscene and poor surveillance  



 The proposed external facing materials are very generic and do not 
integrate with the vernacular of Great Barton  

 There are no specific details of the type, texture and colour of external 
materials to be used  

 There are a number of streets which terminate with a poor vista, 
looking into the backs of dwellings / parking / rear gardens.  

 
Housing 
 The developer’s provision of 22% 4-bedroom homes is 20% higher 

than the recommendation coming out of the Housing Needs 
Assessment 2018 from AECOM for the Great Barton Neighbourhood 

Plan  
 Although there is reasonable dispersal of the affordable homes within 

this development phase plots 109 to 119 could be better distributed to 

remove the linear string of front house parking  
 The Housing Needs Assessment commissioned by the Great Barton 

Neighbourhood Working Group highlighted the growing requirement for 
housing the elderly whether as homes suitable for independent living 
and/or the provision for Care Homes/ specialised housing  

 
6.2 Great Barton Parish Council (May 2020) 

Community building 
 The Parish Council has previously expressed its views on the delivery 

and management of a community building  

 The building must be adequate for the community it is to serve in 
addition to being multifunctional, having a number of different sized 

rooms with good facilities and storage 
 The proposal of 185m2 floor area and 20 parking spaces is not sufficient 

for the Several community and not comparable to neighbouring 

facilities (Great Barton village Hall floor area of 561m2 with 950 homes 
in the village) 

 The vehicle parking is insufficient and needs to cater for visitors to the 
MUGA, the activity area and the community building (Great Barton 
Village Hall has 60 spaces (71with parking management)) 

  The building should be able to support ball sports within the main hall 
and have changing facilities. 

 The building could now be a entre for remote working with admin 
support and IT facilities 

 The applicant has an opportunity to provide a landmark multi-

functional building for amenity/leisure and work place which not only 
allows the possibility of enjoying the facilities and views but provide a 

revenue stream from the new way of working which has to be a feature 
of community structures going forward 

 
6.3 Great Barton Parish Council (Oct 2021) 

Transport Position Statement by WSP submitted on behalf of the applicant 

has been reviewed.  Comments summarised as follows: 
 File appears to be based on computer/desk models and site visits in the 

last two years, which are of no value due to Covid 19 restrictions and 
home working 

 Current proposals will create rat runs through Great Barton and 

Moreton Hall 
 The underpass is old and not fit for purpose – it would need extensive 

updating and renovation.  Even use in daylight may not be much 
 Footbridge over railway line should be complete as soon as the first 

house is occupied 

 The footbridge and underpass should be well lit and fit for purpose 



 East Barton Road is not of sufficient width for 2 cars to pass along 
many stretches of its route and has a 7.5 tonne weight limit to prevent 

the passage of HGVs. WSP have stated that this road is for 100 
vehicles per hour in each direction. 

 This defies logic and calls into question the validity of the data 
modelling used by the developer. There is no footpath or cycle path so 

there is a risk to cycle and foot traffic from vehicles. Traffic signals at 
the bridge will exacerbate the problem as vehicles will jump the lights 
or take smaller roads off this, thus causing problems on other roads 

 we have had lorries using Mill Road, Fornham Road, East Barton Road 
and through Moreton Hall Estate, following blockages on the A143 and 

they were not made for that type of traffic 
 WSP speak of a bus route via Ortewell Road / Eastgate Street or via 

Compeigne Way both of which were under 10 minutes at 0800 to the 

bus station in St Andrews Street North.  This is not achievable. 
 A toucan crossing at Ortewell Road will add to delays at the railway 

bridge and consequently back along the A143 which will add to the 
traffic in Great Barton and rat runs through surrounding roads. 

 In the Transport Strategy and Mitigation it states that the applicant is 

committed to providing a bus shuttle The question must be asked how 
long for? 

 States that the Waste Policy is not right, our understanding is that it 
has always been a kerbside collection in St Edmundsbury now West 
Suffolk Council. It is not a matter for debate by the developer. 

 Great Barton object to the development as it stands 
 Great Barton has Neighbourhood Plan in place and in consultation with 

the new Local Plan were informed that the proposed 150 homes in 
addition to the homes on this site were sufficient for the village. Only 
for this new area to be added. This is not tenable and West Suffolk 

must take into consideration all the other new housing along the A143 
back to Diss.  

 
6.4 Bury St Edmunds Town Council (Feb 2020) 

Object on the grounds that the application lacks sensitivity to and 

understanding of the local area, is not in conjunction with Policy CS2 of 
the Core Strategy, insufficient work has been done on the impact of traffic 

generation, the dwelling designs are repetitive and poor and do not follow 
the Suffolk Residential Design Guide; and recommends that bin provision, 
including in the open spaces, be conditioned prior to first occupation. 

 
6.5 Bury St Edmunds Town Council (Feb 2021 and Oct 2021) 

Upholds its previous objection made on the grounds that the application 
lacks sensitivity to and understanding of the local area, and is not in 

keeping with Policy CS2 of the Core Strategy. Insufficient work has been 
done on the impact of traffic generation, the dwelling designs are 
repetitive and poor (and do not follow the Suffolk Residential Design 

Guide); and recommends that bin provision, including in the open spaces, 
be put in place prior to first occupation. Furthermore, it objects on the 

grounds of poor drainage, lack of a buffer zone and air quality. It supports 
the holding objection made by Suffolk County Council’s Flood and Water 
Management Team relating to Sustainable Drainage Systems. 

 
6.6 British Sugar (via their consultants Rapleys) (March 2020) 

 Representations accompanied by a technical transport note 
 British Sugar’s operations are protected in the Development Plan 

through the designation of the factory site as a General Employment 

Area and Policy BV16 



 British Sugar is committed to ongoing and long-term operations in Bury 
St Edmunds.  As such, it is of critical importance to ongoing and 

sustainable operations that it is not undermined by developments in 
the area. 

 British Sugar’s primary concern is the potential impact arsing from the 
traffic generated from the proposed development on the road network 

and its effect on British Sugar’s Campaign operation. 
 There are two main areas of concerns: 1. British Sugar’s Campaign 

traffic is not appropriately reflected in the traffic forecasts; and 2. 

There are fundamental deficiencies in the standalone junction 
modelling presented in the Applicant’s TA 

 
6.7 British Sugar (Transport consultant’s comments) (June 2020) 

[following submission of Technical Note 10 by applicant] 

 Despite WSP’s statement that ‘the development on NE Bury St 
Edmunds will have no significant impact on its [BS] operational 

performance in future years, this position is yet to be supported by an 
appropriate Transport Assessment and there are significant issues to be 
addressed by the applicant in understanding the impacts and 

appropriately mitigating.  
 Until such time that these are addressed the objection must still 

stand.  
 More evidence should be provided by the applicant to demonstrate the 

proposed development’s impacts on the local highway network will not 

be severe to the detriment of British Sugar’s operations. This additional 
evidence should address :  

o the baseline conditions to ensure the inclusion of the British 
Sugar traffic related to the Beet Campaign;  

o the rigor of the traffic modelling to ensure that the 

representations are realistic and that the implications can be 
properly understood; and,  

o the need for additional mitigation in response to the above.  
 
6.8 British Sugar (Transport consultant’s comments) (March 2021) 

 Comments submitted following a review of the applicant’s January 
2021 Transport Assessment Addendum 

 Concerns have centered around the absence of appropriate baseline 
traffic flows; the absence of appropriate appraisal of the affected 
highway network both in the baseline or with the addition of 

development traffic; and consequently the absence of a proven 
demonstrably deliverable mitigation package or strategy. 

 The development is forecast to add an extra vehicle every 4 seconds 
onto the road network relied upon by British Sugar 

 The Addendum fails to address the previously identified shortcomings. 
There is still no evidence that the applicant has considered the Beet 
Campaign traffic. As such the baseline cannot be deemed to be 

representative 
 Further, the reprised traffic modelling work continues to fail to adhere 

to industry best practice both in terms of its concept and its detailed 
application 

 

6.9 British Sugar (via their consultants Rapleys) (Oct 2021) 
 We have reviewed the additional information provided by the applicant 

[Transport Position Statement] in response to concerns raised by us 
and other parties. However, they do not address our previous 
concerns, and as a result our position remains unchanged – we still 

object to the planning application. 



 
6.10 Public representations: 

28 responses received, summarised and categorised as follows: 
 

Traffic and transportation (inc. walking and cycling) 
 Transport Assessment has review problem of traffic queuing at signals 

on Orttewell Road but fails to identify a solution 
 Existing problem with queuing traffic at peak times 
 Growth of Bury St Edmunds continuing and a lack of adequate crossing 

over or under the railway line will continue to cause traffic problems 
 Supporting documents refer to safeguarded land to be utilised for the 

Great Barton by-pass which is positive 
 All traffic heading to facilities identified in Accessibility to Local Facilities 

document will have to use Orttewell Road/Barton Road junction or 

travel via the town centre 
 Consider widening the existing railway bridge or provide access from 

the south of the proposed estate 
 Addition of extra roundabouts on A143 is not going to significantly 

change existing congestion 

 Tesco roundabout with the A14 is a key access point for the town and 
the A14 and will become much worse 

 Forcing traffic through existing gridlocked A14 junction and Bury St 
Edmunds roundabouts.  Build new villages along A14 with new access 
points 

 Compeigne Way needs to be improved and dualled to take the extra 
traffic this development will bring to the area 

 The Orttewell Road bridge should be two way before there is any more 
development. It would also help if the bottom of Mount Road, at the 
junction with Eastgate Street were to be made two way again 

 Residents will continue to use their vehicles as the bus service only 
operates hourly, is costly and takes too long 

 There is no cycle path access across the town centre to other areas of 
Bury 

 The train service to neighbouring towns is often unreliable 

 The East of England currently has an average of 1.4 vehicles per 
household so this development will introduce around another 1900 

vehicles to the area plus associate delivery, trades, public transport 
etc. 

 The queue from the Orttewell Road signals does not always clear in one 

cycle as stated in the transport assessment 
 Fail to see how the Transport Assessment says that the new 

development will not have a significant impact 
 If a revised traffic light system is a mitigation where is the evidence to 

confirm this and details of how it could operate? 
 The A143 is subject to daily congestion and delay and is responsible for 

a lot of air pollution 

 How will two new roundabouts on the A143 make the proposal 
acceptable? 

 Development in Thurston and on the outskirts of other surrounding 
villages will exacerbate the situation 

 Concerns regarding the cycle path linking into the existing path 

alongside the A143. The existing path is very dangerous with no 
separation from vehicles. 

 Significant disruption during construction. 
 The proposed northerly roundabout on A143 needs to incorporate The 

Avenue, as well as providing for the spur for a potential by-pass 



 The infrastructure for the increased and existing volume of traffic needs 
to be put in place before building commences and should be a 

mandatory condition of any planning permission. 
 Emissions from vehicle will continue to affect human health 

 The junction of The Avenue/A143 is dangerous now. Could it be 
incorporated into the second roundabout? 

 Use of Fornham Road as an alternative route into town is extremely 
dangerous 

 The developer has said they will initially pay for the bus – what 

happens when the funding stops? 
 Road infrastructure is inadequate and is further aggravated by 

consistent flooding in Compeigne Way which causes HGV traffic to 
divert through Moreton Hall 

 Why have three other major development had or will have to provide 

alternative roads? 
 

Parking 
 In previous developments not enough space has been provided for off-

road parking – making it difficult for bus services to move around the 

estate 
 

Scale of development 
 The proposal for 1375 homes is an increase in the original plan for 

1200 homes 

 More homes in less space with ensuing problems of parking and 
general infrastructure 

 Great Barton will be destroyed by eventually tripling the size of the 
village with zero benefits 

 

Cattishall buffer 
 No clear evidence that the public open space buffer protecting 

Cattishall is a serious component of the plans  
 Buffer agreed in 2016 with planting in phase 1 has been withdrawn 
 Development seriously impacts on Cattishall and the countryside 

surrounding it  
 Buffer is an essential element of the development and it is important it 

is initiated at the earliest stage so that it has time to grow and serve its 
purpose 

 

General 
 Planning consultations are a tick box exercise and local opinion is not 

listened to  
 Combined effect of this massive development along with the waste hub 

will put a huge strain on road travel, noise, pollution and traffic 
 Are proposed dwellings designed to be carbon neutral?  The 

government has committed to meet in this respect and the carbon 

released from properties is an important part 
 Why is so much housing being built on the eastern side of town?  Why 

is Bury not taking its fair share? 
 Site is currently productive farmland that is essential to feed the 

nation’s burgeoning population 

 Greenfield area with diversity of vegetation in the hedgerows, which 
are habitats for wildlife 

 There are brownfield sites in the district which need to be explored for 
potential building sites 

 If planning is granted the development will fly in the face of all local 

and national efforts to curb global warming 



 Bury has changed from beautiful historic and thriving market town to 
current path of ghost town and ghetto. Retail units are empty and 

residential properties being built in any conceivable nook and cranny. 
 Schools are full and building on playing fields to accommodate demand 

for places. Hospital can barely cope and doctors and dentists are full. 
 Residents who chose a lifestyle, that of a quiet satellite village, thirty 

years ago are now seeing that idyll destroyed 
 These ‘developments’ are not based on the needs of the local 

community at all, they are based on Government statistics that are out 

of date by the time they are applied 
 The development is neither ethical or positive 

 Site is constrained on one side by the railway and on the other by an 
increasingly busy main road 

 The site is isolated – measures to mitigate this questionable 

 Planning may have advance too far to allow meaningful consultation 
 Great Barton Freedom Church would be willing to work with others to 

facilitate the development of community and applaud plans to provide a 
community amenity 

 Seeking assurances that the development will be as carbon neutral as 

possible – condition that specifications go above and beyond the 
currently mandated requirements 

 Concerned dwellings should not seriously disturb nature, that not too 
many trees are removed and animals and plants are not overcome by 
the development. 

 The local facilities at Lawson Place will attract residents putting 
pressure on local services 

 
7.0 Development Plan Policy 
 

7.1 On 1 April 2019 Forest Heath District Council and St Edmundsbury 
Borough Council were replaced by a single authority, West Suffolk Council. 

The development plans for the previous local planning authorities were 
carried forward to the new Council by regulation. The development plans 
remain in place for the new West Suffolk Council and, with the exception 

of the Joint Development Management Policies Document (which had been 
adopted by both councils), set out policies for defined geographical areas 

within the new authority. It is therefore necessary to determine this 
application with reference to policies set out in the plans produced by the 
now dissolved St Edmundsbury Borough Council. 

 
7.2 The following policies of the Joint Development Management Policies 

Document and the St Edmundsbury Core Strategy 2010 & Vision 2031 
have been taken into account in the consideration of this application: 

 
Joint Development Management Policies Document (2015): 
 

 Policy DM1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development. 
 Policy DM2 – Creating Places – Development Principles and Local 

Distinctiveness. 
 Policy DM3 - Masterplans 
 Policy DM6 – Flooding and Sustainable Drainage. 

 Policy DM7 – Sustainable Design and Construction. 
 Policy DM10 – Impact of Development on Sites of Biodiversity and 

Geodiversity Importance. 
 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 DM16 – Local Heritage Assets  
 Policy DM17 – Conservation Areas. 

 Policy DM20 – Archaeology. 
 Policy DM22 – Residential Design. 
 Policy DM36 – Local Centres 

 Policy DM37 – Public Realm Improvements. 
 Policy DM41 – Community Facilities and Services. 

 Policy DM42 – Open Space, Sport and Recreation Facilities. 
 Policy DM44 – Rights of Way. 
 Policy DM45 – Travel Assessments and Travel Plans. 

 Policy DM46 – Parking Standards. 
 

Bury St Edmunds Vision 2031  
 

 Policy BV1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development. 

 Policy BV2 – Housing Development within Bury St Edmunds. 
 Policy BV6 – Strategic Site – North-East Bury St Edmunds. 

 Policy BV12 – New and Existing Local Centres and Community Facilities. 
 Policy BV21 – Allotments 
 Policy BV24 – Safeguarding Educational Establishments 

 Policy BV26 – Green Infrastructure in Bury St Edmunds 
 

St Edmundsbury Core Strategy December (2010). 

 

 Policy CS1 (Spatial Strategy) 
 Policy CS2 (Sustainable Development) 
 Policy CS3 (Design and Local Distinctiveness) 

 Policy CS4 (Settlement Hierarchy and Identity) 
 Policy CS5 (Affordable Housing) 

 Policy CS7 (Sustainable Transport) 
 Policy CS8 (Strategic Transport Improvements) 
 Policy CS10 (Retail, leisure, Cultural and Office Provision) 

 Policy CS11 (Bury St Edmunds Strategic Growth) 
 CS14 (Community Infrastructure Capacity and Tariffs) 

 
Subsequent to the submission of the application the Great Barton 
Neighbourhood Plan has been ‘made’ and now forms part of the statutory 

development plan. 
 

 Policy GB 1 – Spatial Strategy 
 Policy GB 2 – Housing Delivery 
 Policy GB 4 – Housing Mix 

 Policy GB 5 – Housing Design 
 Policy GB 7 – Community Facilities 

 Policy GB 12 – Development Design Considerations 
 Policy GB 13 – Sustainable Construction Practices 
 Policy GB 15 – Public Rights of Way 

 
8.0 Other planning policy: 

 
8.1 The following adopted Supplementary Planning Document is relevant to 

this planning application: 
 



 Joint Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 
(September 2013). 

 
8.2 The former St Edmundsbury Borough Council adopted a Masterplan for the 

Northeast Bury St Edmunds strategic site in June 2014. 
 

The Masterplan, which has been prepared in the light of Development Plan 
policies and an adopted Concept Statement (adopted May 2013), does not 
form part of the Development Plan for the District. And has informal planning 

guidance status. The content of the Masterplan is a material consideration 
when determining planning applications relevant to the sites identified in it. 

It is a matter for the decision maker in each case to consider the weight to 
be attributed to the Masterplan.  

 

8.3 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 

The NPPF was revised in July 2021 and is a material consideration in 
decision making from the day of its publication. Paragraph 219 is clear 
however, that existing policies should not be considered out-of-date simply 

because they were adopted or made prior to the publication of the revised 
NPPF. 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. The 
policies set out within the Joint Development Management Policies have 

been assessed in detail and are considered sufficiently aligned with the 
provision of the 2021 NPPF that full weight can be attached to them in the 

decision making process. 
 
8.4 Cycle Infrastructure Design Local Transport Note 01/2020 Published July 

2020  
 

8.5  Department for Transport Gear Change: A bold vision for cycling and 
walking  

 

8.6  Rights of Way improvement Plan “Suffolk Green Access Strategy” 
published 2020   

 
9.0 Officer comment: 
 

Legislative Framework 
 

9.1 This section of the report begins with a summary of the main legal and 
legislative requirements before entering into a discussion about whether 

the development proposed by this planning application can be considered 
acceptable in principle in light of national planning policy, local plan 
designations and other local planning policies. It then goes onto analyse 

other relevant material planning considerations (including site specific 
considerations) before reaching conclusions on the suitability of the 

proposals. 
 
9.2 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) 

 
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 principle of 
development in relation to the development plan and the conformity of the 

proposals with key policies are discussed through the rest of this report. 



 
9.3 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 

 
The local planning authority, as the competent authority, is responsible for 

the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) as required by Regulation 61 of 
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended). 

 
9.4 The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

Regulations 2017 (EIA Regulations) 

 
A residential development of this nature is an urban development project 

as listed within Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017.  

 

The planning application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. 
Officers have reviewed the document and consider the Statement complies 

with the requirements of Schedule 4 of the 2017 Regulations (Information 
for inclusion in Environmental Statements).  

 

9.5 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 
 

The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (2006) 
Section 40(1) places a duty on all public authorities in England and Wales 
to have regard, in the exercise of their 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. 
 

The potential impact of the application proposals upon biodiversity interest 
is discussed later in this report. 

 
9.6 Equality Act 2010 
 

Consideration has been given to the provisions of Section 149 of the Act 
(public sector equality duty) in the assessment of this application. The 

proposals do not raise any significant issues in this regard. 
 
9.7 Crime and Disorder Act 1998 

 
Consideration has been given to the provisions of Section 17 of the Crime 

and Disorder Act, 1998 (impact of Council functions upon crime and 
disorder), in the assessment of this application and the comments of the 

Design Out Crime Office have been considered in assessing the design and 
layout.  

 

9.8 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
 

Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990 states; 

 

In considering whether to grant planning permission for development 
which affects a listed building or its setting, the Local Planning Authority 

(LPA)… …shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest which it possesses. 

 



Section 72(1) of the same Act states; 
…with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation 

area…special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

 
The impact on heritage assets is discussed later in this report. 

 
9.9 Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
 

These set out general regulations relating to the Community Infrastructure 
Levy, but Part 11 refers specifically to planning obligations (including those 

in S106 Agreements) and is relevant to the consideration of this planning 
application. The Regulations in Part 11 will influence the final content of a 
potential S106 Agreement (in the event that planning permission is 

granted). 
 

Regulation 122 imposes limitations on the use of planning obligations and 
states (where there is no CIL charging regime), a planning application may 
only constitute a reason for granting planning permission for the 

development if the obligation is- 
 

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
(b) directly related to the development, and 
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 
Planning obligations arising from the proposed development are discussed 

later in this section of the report. 
 
10.0 Principle of Development 

 
10.1 The NPPF makes it clear that the purpose of the planning system is to 

contribute to the delivery of sustainable forms of development. It sets out 
that there are three dimensions to sustainable development: 

 

i) economic (contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive 
economy), 

ii) social (supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities) and, 
iii) environmental (contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, 
built and historic environment). 

In order to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and 
environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through 

the planning system. 
 

10.2 The NPPF is clear that it does not change the statutory status of the 
development plan as the starting point for decision making. The policies 
contained in the NPPF are, however, a material planning consideration in 

the consideration and determination of planning applications. 
 

10.3 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. 

 
10.4 Core Strategy policy CS1 confirms the towns of Bury St Edmunds and 

Haverhill will be the main focus for the location of new development in the 
former St Edmundsbury area. This is re-affirmed by CS4 which sets out 
the settlement hierarchy for the District. Policy BV1 of Vision 2031 repeats 

national policy set out in the NPPF insofar as there is a presumption in 



favour of sustainable development. Policy BV2 of Bury St Edmunds Vision 
2031 states new residential development will be permitted within the 

Settlement boundaries where it is not contrary to other policies in the 
plan.  

 
10.5 Policy CS11 set directions of growth and confirmed north-east Bury St 

Edmunds as a location for growth and, whilst the policy does not seek to 
identify the boundaries of the site, it sets out criteria against which a 
subsequent Area Action Plan (in this case the Bury St Edmunds Vision 

2031 document) and subsequent Masterplans and planning applications 
must adhere to. These include landscape, flood risk, highway, public open 

space & recreation and social facilities. The policy anticipates around 1,250 
new homes would be delivered at this location, including affordable 
homes. 

 
10.6 Policy BV6 of Vision 2031 allocates 89.5 hectares of land and identifies a 

site for delivery of a strategic housing site. The policy identifies a buffer on 
the eastern side of the site indicating this area could be used for open 
space, agricultural land, landscaping or SUDS. The policy confirms 

planning applications will only be determined once the masterplan for the 
whole site has been adopted by the LPA and that the masterplan should be 

prepared in accordance with the content of the adopted concept statement 
(appended to the Vision 2031). 

 

10.7 The Concept Statement sets out a vision for the growth area, for the 
delivery of a new community with a village character that is its own 

identifiable place and yet is well connected to its hinterland. The location 
of the site is such that development is expected to create a sensitive 
transition between the urban, semi-rural and rural.   

 
10.8 The adopted Masterplan document has been prepared within the 

parameters of the Concept Statement. Its over-arching vision is to deliver 
a new community with a village character and its own sense of identity.  
The Masterplan frameworks draw upon the existing natural landscape 

features of the site and existing woodlands, tree belts and hedgerows are 
to be used to assimilate the development into the landscape.   

 
10.9 Policy DM1 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document 

repeats the presumption in favour of Sustainable Development set out in 

the NPPF and in the Bury St Edmunds Vision 2031 document.  
 

10.10 As stated above, Policy CS11 envisages that the site will deliver ‘around 
1,250 homes’. The application as submitted seeks approval for the 

construction of up to 1,375 homes, an increase of 10 percent on the 
allocation. The applicant’s Planning Statement states that ‘the upper figure 
of 1375 houses has been derived from a comprehensive assessment of a) 

the capacity of the site to accommodate dwellings in an appropriate form 
and layout having regard to the Masterplan SPD, and b) the capacity of 

wider infrastructure in the area’. 
 
10.11 It is acknowledged that Policy CS11 uses the term ‘around’ 1250 homes 

and it is accepted that local plan allocations do not always place a strict 
upper limit on the quantum of development. Rather, the figure provided is 

a guide that should be used as a starting point when a site is being 
assessed in the level of detail required to prepare a masterplan and 
subsequent planning applications, and it is widely accepted that unit 



numbers may need to be revised up or down once the constraints and 
opportunities that a site presents are fully understood.   

 
10.12 In the light of the above planning policy and Masterplan context it is 

considered that the principle of the development of the Bury north-east 
Masterplan site accords with national and local policies, including the 

development allocation in Policy BV6 of Vision 2031.  
 
10.13 The remainder of the officer assessment below considers other material 

considerations (including site/development specific considerations) and 
impacts in detail, including the increase in number of units from 1,250 to 

1,375, (and in no particular order) and discusses S106 requirements 
before reaching conclusions and a recommendation. 
 

11.0 Landscape and Visual Impact, Landscape Strategy and Open Space 
 

11.1 The NPPF confirms the planning system should (inter alia) protect and 
enhance ‘valued landscapes’ and promote development of previously used 
land but other than continuing protection of formal Greenbelt designations 

(of which there are none in St Edmundsbury) and recognising the 
hierarchy of graded agricultural land, national policy stops short of seeking 

to protect the ‘countryside’ from new development in a general sense. 
 

11.2 Core Strategy Policy CS2 seeks to achieve (inter alia) conservation or, 

where possible, enhancement of the character and quality of local 
landscapes and the wider countryside and public access to them. Policy 

CS3 requires development proposals to consider protection of the 
landscape and historic views. Policy CS11, which identifies north-east Bury 
St Edmunds as one of the locations to accommodate new growth, requires 

new development to positively use the framework created by the natural 
environment and character of the area.  

 
11.3 Policy DM13 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document 

seeks to protect the landscape character from the potentially adverse 

impacts of development. The policy seeks proportionate consideration of 
landscape impacts and calls for the submission of new landscaping where 

appropriate. It also calls for landscape mitigation and compensation 
measures so there is no net loss of characteristic features. 

 

11.4 Chapter 10 of the applicant’s Environmental Statement addresses the 
landscape and visual impact of the proposals.   

 
11.5 The site is located close to the western boundary of National Character 

Area (NCA) 83: South Norfolk and High Suffolk Claylands. NCA 86: South 
Suffolk and North Essex Claylands is the adjacent NCA to the south-west.  
NCA 83 stretches from Bury St Edmunds in the west to the sandy 

heathlands of the Suffolk coast in the east and southwards from just below 
Norwich to the River Gipping. The dominant character of the NCA is 

described as the high and predominantly flat clay plateau. The NCA 
highlights the shared characteristics of the NCA with surrounding NCAs 
and the relationship with NCA 86. NCA 83 is distinguished from NCA 86 by 

reason of the latter’s noticeably more undulating topography. 
 

11.6 The site also lies within the Plateau Estate Farmlands (11) character area 
as set out in the Suffolk Landscape Character Assessment. The key 
characteristics of this typology are defined as: flat landscape of light loams 



and sandy soils; large scale rectilinear field patter; network of tree belts 
and coverts; and large areas of enclosed former heathland. 

 
11.7 The site features a number of boundary hedgerows, hedgerow trees, a 

woodland clump (Severals Clump) and tree belts within the site and at the 
western boundary. Thirteen trees qualifying as ‘veteran’ are present within 

or immediately adjacent to the site. The majority of the land is at present 
under arable cultivation. The field sizes are relatively large and irregular, 
characteristic of the wider Plateau Estate Farmlands LCA.   

 
11.8 The scale and nature of the development are such that the landscape 

character of the site will change, with the introduction of built form 
including dwellings, access roads and other associated development, all of 
which will have an urbanising effect.   

 
11.9 The applicant’s Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) concludes 

that the impact of the development (once operational) upon the site 
features overall would be minor adverse. As part of this assessment it 
identifies that the impact upon existing arable farmland features of the site 

would be moderate adverse, but also that other site features would be 
subject to minor beneficial impacts. The applicant suggests that this minor 

adverse impact must be considered in the context of the site allocation 
policy for ‘around 1250 dwellings’ and associated uses. It follows that the 
allocation of the site for residential (and associated) development will 

inevitably lead to the predicted landscape impacts. 
 

11.10 The applicant proposes to mitigate the landscape character impacts 
through the creation of strong landscape infrastructure within the site to 
protect retained features and the provision of buffer planting to sensitive 

features to reflect local landscape character.   
 

11.11 On an initial assessment of the application, the Council’s Landscape and 
Ecology Officer raised some concerns about the proposed landscape 
mitigation strategy. In general it was considered that the approach to 

limiting the landscape and visual effects of the proposal was poorly 
documented. The broad-brush approach taken by the applicant resulted in 

very little detail being available to give confidence that the proposals were 
acceptable. The lack of a comprehensive landscape strategy or code for 
the site was considered to be a significant shortfall.   

 
11.12 The applicant responded to these criticisms by making a number of 

changes to the Parameter Plans during the course of the application. In 
particular, additional green space is being provided within the detailed 

Phase 1 element of the scheme and there has been a reduction in the size 
of development parcels in the southwest of the site in order to provide 
greater separation distance from one another and the southern site 

boundary with the railway embankment. Following discussions between 
the Landscape and Ecology Officer and the Lead Local Flood Authority 

further amendments were made to ensure the functional separation of 
blue and green infrastructure. 

 

11.13 The applicant has also revised and updated the overarching Landscape 
Strategy for the development. The Strategy outlines the landscape design 

principles for the green infrastructure in key areas including the A143 
corridor, Restricted Byway 4 (Green Lane), country park and village green.  
Further details in respect of the retention of existing hedgerows and trees 

have been submitted together with details of new hedgerow planting.   



 
11.14 The Country Park is an important component of the Green Infrastructure 

and Open Space Strategy with the northern Country Park (as set out in the 
Landscape Strategy document) forming the eastern boundary to the 

proposed development and a landscape buffer to the adjacent countryside.  
The northern Country Park will be designed as an amenity space with a 

rural character, including a walking route, fitness trim trail elements, 
allotments and community orchard. 

 

11.15 The Southern Country Park provides a substantial landscape buffer to the 
hamlet of Cattishall. Here existing vegetation will be retained and 

enhanced with additional hedgerow and woodland copse planting to 
provide visual screening and a rural character. The bulk of the Southern 
Country Park will be delivered after Phase 1, however, at the request of 

local residents and the Parish Council, the extent of the landscape buffer 
to Cattishall that will be delivered within phase 1 has been increased. 

 
11.16 The applicant’s Open Space Assessment shows that the proposals provide 

a good level of open space on the site. The assessment against the 

council’s quantity standard shows that the scheme will deliver against all 
categories except outdoor sports facilities, for which an off-site 

contribution has been agreed. As well as acting as a buffer to development 
the Country Park also counteracts the potential for recreational effects on 
Breckland SPA and is largely additional to the quantity standard, as is the 

land-take required for SuDS infrastructure.   
 

11.17 Subject to the imposition of conditions to ensure that the development 
accords with the Green Infrastructure and Open Space Parameter Plans 
and the updated landscape strategy, the Landscape and Ecology Officer 

has confirmed that the scheme is now largely acceptable in its current 
form. The visual impacts of the development of a greenfield site of this 

nature are acknowledged and could be anticipated through the allocation 
of the site in the development plan. It is considered that the application, in 
its current form, accords with the requirements of Policies CS2, CS3 and 

DM13 in relation to the assimilation of the development into its landscape 
setting and edge of settlement location.   

 
12.0 Ecology and Biodiversity  
 

12.1 Core Strategy policy CS2 seeks to secure high quality, sustainable new 
development by (inter alia) protecting and enhancing biodiversity, wildlife 

and geodiversity.  
 

12.2 Policy DM2 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document sets 
out the Councils requirements and aspirations for achieving design quality. 
One of these requirements is that development should not adversely affect 

sites, habitats, species and features of ecological interest. Policy DM10 
sets out more detailed requirements relating to potential impacts upon 

sites of biodiversity and geodiversity interests. In addition it requires the 
biodiversity mitigation hierarchy to be followed. Policy DM11 specifically 
relates to protected species. Policy DM12 seeks to secure (inter alia) 

biodiversity enhancements from new developments where possible. 
 

12.3 The NPPF confirms the planning system should contribute to and enhance 
the natural environment by (inter alia) minimising impacts on biodiversity 
and providing net gains where possible. The NPPF states that protection of 



designated sites should be commensurate with the status of the site, 
recognising the hierarchy of international, national and local designations.  

 
International sites 

 
12.4 The application site is relatively remote from the Breckland Special 

Protection Area which is situated over 7.5km away from the application 
site at its closest point. The ‘buffers’ to the SPA (designated by means of 
planning policy) are approximately 7km from the application site at their 

closest point. The degree of separation between the application site and 
the SPA (including its buffers) means direct impacts upon the SPA can be 

ruled out both during the constructional and operational phases of the 
development. 

 

12.5 The Biodiversity chapter of the ES has properly assessed the potential 
direct and indirect impacts of the proposed development upon nearby 

Internationally and Nationally designated sites. The ES identifies the 
potential change and consequential effect to the Breckland Special 
Protection Area is disturbance from increased recreational pressure from 

new occupants of the development (an in-direct impact).  
 

12.6 The development includes measures to avoid recreational impacts, 
including the provision of circa 33 hectares of new open space for future 
and existing residents (excluding attenuation basins) to use, including the 

opportunity for circular walks around the site and access to other open 
spaces and the wider Rights of Way network and Fortress Park located to 

the south.  
 

12.7 The findings of the ES and measures to address potential impacts upon the 

SPA have been considered and accepted by Natural England and the 
Council’s Tree, Ecology and Landscape Officer. On the basis that the levels 

of public open space and other green infrastructure included in the ES is 
secured within the development proposals, the scheme would not give rise 
to significant effects upon the Breckland SPA. 

 
Other statutory sites 

 
12.8 There are no nationally designated sites of biodiversity interest within or 

close to the application site. The ES assesses the potential impact of the 

proposals upon The Glen Chalk Caves SSSI (approx. 880m south west of 
the site) and The Horringer Court Caves SSSI (approx. 4.2 km southwest 

of the site).  
 

12.9 The ES concludes the impact of development to both SSSI sites is unlikely 
to be significant. The Horringer Court SSSI is on the other side of town 
where there is an abundance of substantial foraging and commuting away 

from the site impact on the Glen Chalk Caves needs further consideration 
from loss and fragmentation of small areas of foraging and commuting 

habitat for bats associated with the SSSI’s and lighting from the 
construction phase. The ES sets out appropriate mitigation measures for 
these potential impacts which Natural England accept.  

 
12.10 The impact of development upon nationally designated sites is 

appropriately considered. Measures to mitigate potential impacts and 
enhance the interest of the site are included and could be secured by 
means of planning condition. 

 



Irreplaceable habitats  
 

12.11 Paragraph 180c of the NPPF sets out that loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats like veteran or ancient trees should only occur in 

wholly exceptional circumstances and with a suitable compensatory 
strategy in place. In this instance the site has 13 veteran trees which are 

located within hedgerows on the site. The development would not harm 
any of these irreplaceable habitats and as such is acceptable in this 
regard. Necessary conditions are appropriate to ensure trees are 

adequately protected during the construction phase.  
 

Biodiversity Net Gain  
 
12.12 Mandatory biodiversity net gain as set out in the Environment Act applies 

in England only by amending the Town and Country Planning Act (TCPA) 
and is due to become law in 2023. The Act sets out that a minimum 10 

percent gain required calculated using Biodiversity Metric and approval of 
net gain plan. Whilst biodiversity hasn’t become law at this point in time 
the government’s intention is clear and local and national planning policies 

have required enhancements in biodiversity for some time, although the 
Environment Act confirms that development should deliver a 10 percent 

enhancement.  
 
12.13 The applicant has submitted a technical note to accompany the 

Biodiversity Impact Assessment. This demonstrates that for Phase 1 it is 
anticipated that the development will deliver a 86% improvement and that 

subsequent phases would deliver circa 25% increase.  
 
12.14 Therefore, this accords with local and national plan policies which seek 

enhancements and would exceed the 10 percent increase in biodiversity of 
the Environment Bill if that was a requirement now.  

 
Skylarks 

 

12.15 Section 40 of The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 
2006 places a legal obligation on public bodies in England to have regard 

to particular living organisms and types of habitats which are of the 
greatest conservation importance whilst carrying out their functions, whilst 
also having a general regard for protecting all biodiversity. Skylarks are a 

priority species in connection with Section 41 of the NERC Act and the 
applicant’s biodiversity surveys found that these ground nesting birds 

would be impacted by the development. The developer has secured 
appropriate off-site mitigation for Skylarks and this would be secured via 

any permission which is considered acceptable. 
 
12.16 The ES sets out a wide range of Habitat enhancement and management 

alongside habitat creation which would be done via the proposed soft 
landscaping delivered on site. All of which is considered acceptable and 

would be secured via an appropriately worded condition. Accordingly, 
officers are satisfied that proposed development is acceptable in 
biodiversity terms.  

 
13.0 Traffic and Transportation and Sustainable Travel 

 
13.1 The NPPF confirms that the transport system needs to be balanced in 

favour of sustainable transport modes giving people a real choice about 

how they travel. There is, however, recognition that opportunities to 



maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural 
areas. 

 
13.2 It is Government policy that planning decisions should ensure 

developments that generate significant movement are located where the 
need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable modes of 

transport can be maximised. However, the NPPF confirms this policy needs 
to take account of other policies in the document, particularly in rural 
areas. 

 
13.3 The NPPF confirms that development should only be prevented or refused 

on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on 
highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network 
would be severe.   

 
13.4 Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy sets out that sustainable transport modes 

should be prioritised over the use of private motor vehicle and reduce the 
need to travel through spatial planning and design. Policy CS8 seeks to 
secure strategic transport improvements (particularly in the urban areas). 

Policy CS11, which identifies north-east Bury St Edmunds as a location for 
new growth (and with respect to highway matters) that provision for a 

future bypass is facilitated, contributes to reducing congestion at 
appropriate A14 junctions, provides improved public transport, foot and 
cycle links to the town centre and south towards the A14 and strategic 

employment sites.   
 

13.5 Policy CS14 sets out infrastructure delivery requirements from new 
development proposals and how these are to be secured. The provision of 
new relief roads in Bury St Edmunds [delivery being part of the strategic 

residential and employment sites allocated around the town], improved 
sustainable transport links and A14 junction improvements are regarded 

by the policy as ‘fundamental infrastructure’. 
 

13.6 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.  

 

13.7 Policy BV26 covers green infrastructure in Bury St Edmunds. The 
supporting details for that policy include Project D.2 which is the creation 

of a radial route around the town for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. 
The proposed radial route is shown to go through this allocated housing 

site utilising the existing Restricted Byway (number 4) which travels 
through the site linking into the existing footpaths to the north and south.  

 

13.8 Policies DM44 and CS8 also require development to improve existing rights 
of way and enable new links to be created within and between settlements 

whilst seeking to deliver the overall aims and objectives of the Suffolk 
County Council Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 

 

13.9 The Concept Statement highlights that the site is separated from the 
existing urban edge of Bury St Edmunds by the railway line which acts as 

a physical barrier which could present difficulties in the development being 
integrated into the surrounding built development. It sets out that the 
Cattishall crossing and existing underpass should be utilised. 

 



13.10 The ‘Vision’ for the site contained within the Masterplan makes reference 
to the incorporation and enhancement of existing public rights of way and 

national cycle routes into the development and the improvement of links 
to the surrounding area for pedestrians and cyclists, particularly to Great 

Barton and the town centre. 
 

13.11 Since the application was submitted the Government has issued Design 
guidance for cycle and walking infrastructure in the form of Local 
Transport Note 01/2020 (LTN01/2020) and published “Gear Change a bold 

vision for walking and cycling” which sets out the role walking and cycling 
play in future transport systems.  

 
13.12 To ensure the application adopted the principles now required by this 

guidance the applicant has produced a Walking and Cycling Strategy which 

sets out how the development, over all phases, will ensure that walking 
and cycling is prioritised over the private motor vehicle. The application 

proposes connections to existing walking and cycling infrastructure and, in 
addition, proposes appropriate enhancement to elements of the network to 
promote and encourage sustainable travel. Such measures include the re-

opening and renovation of an existing subway under the railway and, in 
order to ensure that links to the south of the development are maximised, 

the applicant has entered into an agreement with Network Rail to deliver a 
footbridge over the railway line at the existing at-grade Cattishall crossing.  
The footbridge will ensure that a safe and secure connection over the 

railway line is in place should the subway become unavailable at any time.  
The delivery of the footbridge can be secured at an appropriate point 

during the development by way of planning condition and a planning 
obligation agreement. 

 

13.13 Other walking and cycling improvements are targeted according to the 
findings of an audit and assessment of existing infrastructure to local 

destinations carried out by the applicant using a methodology agreed with 
the local planning authority and local highway authority. The following had 
been agreed prior to the application being appealed; 

 Footway/cyclepath link from the development to Great Barton along 
with crossing point on the A143 opposite an existing entrance into Hall 

Park; 
 Surfacing of the Restricted Byway (RB4) ; 
 Crossing on the A143 next to Angelnook Cottages at the western end of 

the Restricted Byway RB4; 
 Financial contribution to surface and create a new footway/cyclepath to 

Fornham Business Park;  
 Surfacing of the Bridleway and improvement of the crossing to Chapel 

Pond Hill Business Park; 

 Financial contribution to improve walking and cycling infrastructure on 
the direct route to the town centre along Barton Road, Eastgate Street, 

Mustow Street/Northgate Street and Looms Lane; 
 Upgrade Footpath 21 to bridleway and divert to field edge; 
 Toucon Crossing at Orttewell Road on the northern side of the 

underpass;  
 Walking and cycling signage; 

 Delivery of a Travel Plan; and 
 Delivery of a Shuttle Bus service linking the site with the Bury St 

Edmunds Bus and Train station.  

 



13.14 On the basis of the above officers are of the opinion that the proposed 
development would provide for travel by a range of means of transport 

other than the private car and that, in conjunction with the proposed 
residential Travel Plan and Walking and Cycling Strategy, the proposals 

are designed such that they will encourage and promote the use of 
sustainable forms of transport in accordance with national and local plan 

policies and other material considerations.   
 
13.15 The traffic impacts of the development have been assessed by the 

applicant and the findings presented in a Transport Assessment and a 
series of Transport Technical Notes that been submitted by the applicant in 

response to discussions with the local highway authority. The local 
highway authority is satisfied that the package of walking and cycling 
measures that has been agreed with the applicant will go some way to 

mitigate the impacts of the additional vehicular traffic that will be 
generated by the development. Future residents will be able to take 

advantage of safe and secure walking and cycling routes and the measures 
proposed will offer a real alternative to the use of the private motor car. 

 

13.16 In addition to the above, a number of specific measures have been 
identified in respect of the highway network in order to help mitigate the 

traffic impacts.  These are: 
 Installation of MOVA controller at Orttewell Road underpass; 
 Widening of the A143 to facilitate right turn into Fornham Road; 

 Deliver the remaining elements of the SCC Northgate Roundabout 
scheme; and 

 Contribution to SCC to develop and deliver a scheme to mitigate the 
impacts of development traffic on East Barton Road. 

 

13.17 The local highway authority has pointed out that the site was allocated in 
the Bury Vision 2031 along with several other strategic sites across the 

town. The Vision 2031 transport analysis was carried out at the time by 
SCC in order to support this amount of growth. Through this process all 
parties (including the applicant) acknowledged that several key junctions 

on the A14 and around the town centre were projected to exceed their 
optimum performance, with the potential for significant traffic delay and 

wider impacts on the transport network. 
 
13.18 To address the cumulative impacts of growth on the local and strategic 

road network the local highway authority developed a method of 
apportioning the costs of delivering mitigation schemes on the ground.  

The strategic growth sites that have already secured planning permission 
(and in some cases commenced development) have made financial 

contributions towards these schemes and the local highway authority 
consider that this site should contribute in the same way. The local 
highway authority has supplied a technical ‘Transport Mitigation and 

Section 106 note’ to aid the applicant’s understanding of the methodology 
applied to the calculation of this sum.   

 
13.19 The applicant disagrees with the local highway authority’s position and 

considers that the package of highway related mitigation (including the 

walking and cycling infrastructure improvements) that it has provisionally 
agreed to is sufficient to fully mitigate the impacts of the development.  

The applicant does not consider that a further financial contribution is 
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, is 
directly related to the development and is fairly and reasonably related in 

scale and kind to the development.   



 
13.20 In the absence of agreement between the applicant and the local highway 

authority on this point the local highway authority has stated that the 
development fails to meet the requirements of paragraph 111 of the NPPF 

in respect of highway safety and the cumulative impacts of the scheme.  
The local highway authority therefore object to the application. 

 
13.21 National Highways have been a party to the detailed discussions that have 

taken place with the applicant in relation to highway impacts and it agrees 

with the stance taken by the local highway authority. Whilst the Northgate 
Roundabout works referred to above are designed to minimise any impacts 

on the strategic road network (in this case Junction 43 of the A14) and 
National Highways are fully supportive of this measure being delivered as 
part of the scheme, it considers that a complete package of mitigation 

measures is required in order to ensure that the development meets the 
requirement to deliver and promote sustainable travel. National Highways 

therefore maintains its objection to the application in line with the local 
highway authority’s objection.  

 

13.22 In light of the above, and the fact that the local highway authority and 
National Highways are maintaining their objections to the scheme, it is 

considered that the application fails to comply with the provisions of 
Policies CS3, CS7, CS8, CS11, CS14 and DM45 in relation to sustainable 
transport and the mitigation of highway impacts. Consequently the 

proposal also fails to accord with paragraph 111 of the NPPF in this regard. 
 

14.0 Built form and design considerations  
 
14.1 The NPPF states the Government attaches great importance to the design 

of the built environment and confirms good design is a key aspect of 
sustainable development and is indivisible from good planning. The NPPF 

goes on to reinforce these statements by confirming that planning 
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. 
 

14.2 The NPPF also advises that although visual appearance and the 
architecture of individual buildings are very important factors, securing 
high quality and inclusive design goes beyond aesthetic considerations. 

Therefore, planning decisions should address the connections between 
people and places and the integration of new development into the 

natural, built and historic environment. 
 

14.3 Core Strategy policy CS2 seeks to secure high quality, sustainable 
development and sets out a wide range of criteria in order to achieve this. 

 

14.4 Policy DM2 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document sets 
out the design aspirations and requirements the Council expects should be 

provided by developments. Policy DM13 requires (inter alia) the 
submission of landscaping schemes with development proposals, where 
appropriate. Policy DM22 sets out detailed design criteria for considering 

new residential proposals. 
 

14.5 The application has been made in hybrid form with full planning 
permission sought for Phase 1 of the development, comprising 287 
dwellings and associated landscaping and infrastructure. The remainder of 



the application is made in outline form with the detail of the dwellings, 
school, local centre and other infrastructure reserved to a later date.   

 
14.6 A detailed assessment of Phase 1 is contained elsewhere in this report and 

while ‘design’ is not a determinative factor at this stage of the outline 
application, the applicant has developed the townscape and character 

element of the framework plan contained within the Masterplan and has 
sought to demonstrate the approach taken to the concept of developing 
the entire site at this stage. This ensures that all future phases of 

development come together to form one comprehensive and cohesive 
scheme that meets the overarching objectives of the Masterplan. 

 
14.7 The Masterplan divides the development into three distinct areas 

separated by open space and landscape features to form a series of linked 

villages; Upper Severals; Middle Severals and Lower Severals. A further 
character area focuses on the southern entrance to the site, where the 

local centre and primary school were to be located. 
 
14.8 The main design principles featured in the Land Use plan within the 

Masterplan have been retained in the planning application but with several 
key differences: 

 Relocation of the northern roundabout to allow for visibility splays to be 
provided; 

 Relocation of the main public open space from adjacent to the southern 

entrance to a central location; 
 Relocation of the primary school to land to the north of Green Lane, 

which is a flatter part of the site; and 
 Relocation of the local centre to the east of the spine road so that it is 

directly adjacent to the school (Note that the local centre has been 

developed further – see later in this report). 
 

14.9 The main features of the building heights diagram within the Masterplan 
have been retained. The Outline Parameter Plan – Building Heights details 
how the majority of the development will be up to 3 storeys in height with 

some two storey development on the sensitive eastern edge and 
potentially up to 4 storey development in and around the local centre.  

Broadly, the proposed densities across the site have also been carried 
forward from the Masterplan. In general a medium density is applied 
across the entire development with specific areas designated as either 

high or low density, dependent on their location.   
 

14.10 The intentions of the Design Rationale diagram within the Masterplan have 
been maintained, in particular the intention to separate the development 

into three ‘Village’ character areas which the scheme achieves by 
maintaining the strategic green corridors.   

 

14.11 The applicant has developed a system whereby the built form is split into 
three distinct character areas that reflect their setting and the outlook to 

which buildings are facing towards.  Within each ‘Village’, areas have been 
identified that fit into one of the follow categories: 
 Rural edge and rural approach – buildings around the edge of the site 

that would have an aspect towards the wider countryside and could be 
seen when passing the site on the A143; 

 Internal edge and residential streets – buildings that overlook internal 
spaces such as Severals Green, and residential streets within the 
development parcels; and 



 Courtyards and cul-de-sacs – the smallest collection of buildings that 
would generally be located around courtyards or small cul-de-sacs and 

generally away from public areas, in a more intimate setting. 
 

14.12 The western corner of the site forms the ‘West Village’ and includes the 
local centre and primary school. Density is slightly higher in this area due 

to the proximity to the town and relatively low amount of boundary facing 
open countryside. A slightly tighter street and building pattern is found 
here than other village character areas. 

 
14.13 The ‘East Village’ is the area in the south-east corner of the site and is 

bounded by Green lane to the north and the railway to the south. It 
adjoins the country park and buffer with Cattishall to the east. This area is 
primarily residential with green movement corridors leading to the country 

park. Density is of a medium to low range with dwellings aligning the 
eastern edge restricted to two storeys. 

 
14.14 The ‘North Village’ is situated to the north of Green Lane and adjoins the 

A143. It is mainly residential with a central area of open space 

incorporating Severals Clump, where play space and a residents’ 
community building will also be located. Density is varied with a higher 

density along the spine road, medium density to the housing areas and 
low density for units facing the countryside edge.   

 

14.15 The material submitted in support of the outline element of the application 
demonstrates how development opportunities could be maximised at the 

detailed design stage. Interwoven with the design parameters set out by 
the applicant are the landscape and green and blue infrastructure 
strategies and the access and movement strategy. All of which combine to 

deliver a development that recognises and addresses the key features, 
characteristics, landscape character and special qualities of the area, as 

required by Policy DM2. The detailed character assessment work provides 
a framework against which future reserved matters applications can be 
judged and it does not raise any in principle matters that would preclude 

the delivery of up to 1,375 units (subject to all other material 
considerations being satisfied).   

 
15.0 Cultural Heritage 
 

15.1 Heritage assets encompass a wide range of features, both visible and 
buried, including archaeological remains, Listed Buildings and non-

designated heritage assets. 
 

15.2 The conservation of heritage assets is a core principle of the planning 
system upon which the NPPF places great weight as part of achieving 
sustainable development. The NPPF guidance is reflected in Development 

Plan Policies DM15 (listed buildings), DM16 (local Heritage Assets) DM17 
(Conservation Areas) and DM20 (archaeology). 

 
15.3 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Area) Act 

1990 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. Section 72 of 

the same Act requires the decision maker to have special regard to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a 
conservation area. 

 



15.4 Chapter 9 of the applicant’s Environmental Statement addresses 
archaeology and cultural heritage.   

 
15.5 The applicant carried out a data search of the Suffolk Historic Environment 

Record and identified that a number of non-designated heritage assets, 
including monuments and findspots, have been recorded within the site.  

These range from artefacts finds to the recording of a tumulus close to the 
eastern boundary of the site. Evaluation trenching was also undertaken in 
parts of the site in 2014. Archaeological remains dating from the earlier 

prehistoric to the post-medieval periods were recorded. 
 

15.6 The Environmental Statement concludes that, due to the number of assets 
identified within the site, there is high potential for further, as yet 
unidentified, archaeological evidence to remain. As such it is 

recommended that a programme of archaeological evaluation is carried 
out to fully understand the nature and extent of remains on site.   

 
15.7 The Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service agrees with this 

conclusion and has provided advice on the scope of future archaeological 

works that should be undertaken on site. The Service is satisfied that 
there are no grounds to consider refusal of permission in order to achieve 

preservation in situ of any important heritage assets. Subject to the 
imposition of conditions requiring the implementation of an Archaeological 
Mitigation Strategy, the Service does not raise any objection to the 

scheme. 
 

15.8 There are no sites of historic significance within the 1km buffer study area 
of the site as drawn by the applicant. The easternmost edge of the Bury St 
Edmunds Town Centre Conservation Area extends into the southwest 

corner of the study area but is isolated from the site by intervening 
development and topography, ensuring that there is no direct intervisibility 

between this heritage asset and the site. 
 
15.9 The Grade I listed Church of the Holy Innocents is located approximately 

400 metres to the east of the site, close to the junction of Green Lane and 
Church Road. Within the 1km study area there are also two Grade II* 

listed buildings and three Grade II listed buildings. There are no listed 
buildings with the application site itself. 

 

15.10 The Environmental Statement concludes that due to the visual distance 
involved between the Grade I Church and the site, and with a sufficient 

landscape buffer separating the development away from the Church, the 
proposed development will have a neutral effect on the asset.  No 

significant effects are anticipated on the Grade II* and Grade II listed 
buildings. This is due to a multitude of factors including the separation 
between the site and the buildings, existing and proposed vegetation and 

landscape buffers and an assessment of the significance of the site to the 
asset’s setting.  

 
15.11 The Conservation Officer has confirmed that the assessment of the effects 

on the setting of built heritage assets within a 1km buffer study area has 

been undertaken in accordance with Historic England good practice. The 
contribution of setting towards significance of the built heritage assets 

within the area identified have all been sufficiently assessed together with 
an assessment of impact on their respective settings. 

 



15.12 Topography, distance, existing vegetation and intervening development 
prevent long distant/significant views of the site/proposed development 

from the assets identified to include the Bury St Edmunds Conservation 
Areas, Church Of The Holy Innocent, Great Barton Lodge, the aisled barn 

at Manor Farm, Moreton Hall and the Former RAF Rougham Control Tower 
and RAF Rougham Radar building. As such the proposal is not considered 

to have an adverse effect on the setting of nearby Heritage Assets. 
 
15.13 It is considered that approach taken by the applicant to assessing cultural 

heritage accords with local  and national policy. Subject to appropriate 
planning conditions, the proposed development will not result in any 

adverse effects or harm on heritage assets and it has not therefore been 
necessary to engage the public interest test as set out in national policy. 

 

16.0 Flood risk, drainage and pollution 
 

16.1 Policies for flood risk set out in the NPPF aim to steer new development to 
areas with the lowest probability of flooding. The NPPF also seeks to 
ensure that new development does not increase the risk of flooding 

elsewhere. 
 

16.2 The NPPF states that to prevent unacceptable risks from pollution and land 
instability, planning decisions should ensure that new development is 
appropriate for its location. It also confirms that where a site is affected by 

contamination or land stability issues, responsibility for securing a safe 
development rests with the developer and/or landowner.  

 
16.3 Policy DM6 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document sets 

out surface water information requirements for planning applications. 

Policy DM14 addresses proposals for sites which are or are suspected to be 
(inter alia) contaminated. 

 
16.4 The allocated site has two main corridors where known Surface Water 

flooding occurs at times of heavy rainfall. These are adjacent with the 

A143 on the northern boundary of the site and a corridor from the current 
disused railway underpass on the southern boundary towards the 

northwest part of the site.  
 
16.5 The original scheme and subsequent amendments were considered 

acceptable by the Environment Agency. However the Lead Local Flood 
Authority (LLFA) and Anglian Water (AW) both objected to the original 

submission on the grounds that the submitted details did not demonstrate 
that the proposed drainage channels and drainage basins would 

adequately manage surface water flows on and off site. However, since 
that time additional details have been submitted, and the LLFA and AW 
have now confirmed that these demonstrate that the development will 

manage surface water flows on site adequately and ensure that 
downstream is not unduly affected either.  

 
16.6 The application includes a Desk Study and Ground Investigation Report 

and it does not identify any significant sources of contamination and the 

intrusive investigation does not encounter any physical signs of 
contamination. The chemical analysis of soil samples was also free from 

contamination. The report concludes that the soil poses a very low risk to 
the human health of end users and other potential receptors. The 
Environment Team agree with the findings of the report and suggest that 

only an informative is attached to any decision which sets out what the 



developer must do in the event of unexpected contamination being 
encountered.  

 
16.7 The planning application is also accompanied by an assessment of the 

potential impact of the proposed development upon air quality. This is 
particularly important along the A143 in Great Barton near the junction of 

School Road where there is an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). The 
applicant has submitted two further Technical Notes on Air Quality (Feb 
2020 and April 2020) and a AQMA Sensitivity Test (Feb 2022) to 

demonstrate the acceptability of the scheme in Air Quality terms.  These 
have been assessed by the councils Environment Team and officers are 

advised that the report presents a number of scenarios for traffic volumes 
along the A143 adjacent to the Great Barton AQMA and indicates that the 
point where the impact on the AQMA would be considered to be moderate 

is well above any predicted traffic flow from the proposed development. 
Even where the impact is Moderate, the predicted levels of pollution would 

still be below the legal air quality objectives.  
 
16.8 The scheme will include EV charging points which the Environment Team 

highlight will assist in reducing general air pollution. The delivery of 
electric vehicle charging points can be secured by condition.  

 
16.9 The proposals are considered acceptable with regard to flood risk, surface 

water drainage and pollution considerations (contaminated land, potential 

contamination of water supply and air quality), subject to the imposition of 
suitably worded conditions, as discussed. 

 
17.0 Residential Amenity 
 

17.1 The protection of residential amenity is a key component of ‘good design’. 
The NPPF states (as part of its design policies) good planning should 

contribute positively to making places better for people. The NPPF also 
states that planning decisions should aim to (inter alia) avoid noise from 
giving rise to significant adverse effects on health and quality of life as a 

result of new development.  
 

17.2 Policy DM2 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document 
seeks to safeguard (inter alia) residential amenity from potentially adverse 
effects of new development. 

 
Outline phases  

 
17.3 The submitted details address the potential impact on the future residents 

from odour and in particular odours from the Sugar Beet factory. The 
assessment identified areas (western boundary and northwest corner) that 
were subject to what was described as strong to distinct strength odours, 

classed as unpleasant or moderately unpleasant. The report concludes 
odour impacts are not significant  but this does not mean they will not be 

detectable at certain times, mainly depending on activity at British Sugar 
and wind/weather conditions. Public Health and Housing officers have 
assessed the submitted details and are satisfied that on balance there is 

no objection on odour grounds. 
 

17.4 Early assessment of the scheme by Public Health and Housing officers 
identified that impact on later phases on properties nearest to the railway 
line would need further consideration. The scheme was amended so that 

Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan proposes an enlarged area of SUDS 



to the southwest corner of the site, thus increasing the distance to future 
sensitive receptors from the higher noise sources of combined road and 

rail noise.   
 

17.5 In addition to this the applicant’s noise consultant referenced a number of 
practical measures that could be included in the detailed design phases, to 

allow natural ventilation to improve thermal comfort by the opening of 
windows in high noise environments, whilst maintaining a suitable internal 
acoustic environment. Public Health and Housing officers highlight that 

dwellings which require a mechanical extract ventilation system to 
regulate thermal comfort have a cost implication to the householder and 

the environment through increased energy usage and should only be used 
as a last resort. Options such as designing good internal layouts, the use 
of dual-aspect or plenum windows should be utilised before mechanical 

extract ventilation. Properties in Phase 4 in the western corner of the site 
may be affected by noise from the railway line and A143. Dwellings in this 

area were highlighted as a challenging situation in considering alternative 
noise mitigation options. Only those properties where there are no other 
reasonable options available to meet internal guideline targets should be 

considered for enhanced acoustic insulation and mechanical ventilation.  
 

17.6 Officers are therefore satisfied that an appropriate condition can be 
imposed which means that all other options of ensuring that appropriate 
night-time noise and thermal comfort are maintained, with mechanical 

ventilation being used as a last resort. Additional conditions as per phase 1 
would also be attached to protect nearby existing residential properties 

during the construction phase.   
 

Full element (Phase 1)  

 
17.7 The main noise source of noise for the occupiers of Phase 1 will be from 

vehicles travelling along the A143. Modelling appears to show a small 
number of properties will be affected with measures required to meet 
night-time internal noise guidelines. To ensure the most appropriate 

mitigation is installed it is agreed that a condition requiring the mitigation 
to be agreed should be attached to any permission.  

 
17.8 Public Health and Housing officers have reviewed the Lighting Strategy 

and Assessment, ref A103379. The conclusions are considered to be sound 

and the lighting layout and design for Phase 1 are acceptable in that 
regard. 

 
17.9 The nearest existing residential properties to phase 1 are those at Cattishall 

to the southeast and the semi-detached pair located to the west which front 
onto the A143 known as Anglenook Cottages. These properties could 
experience a loss of amenity during the construction phase and conditions 

which restrict construction hours and burning of materials will be necessary 
in order to ensure any loss of amenity is not significant during that period.  

 
17.10 Accordingly, officers are satisfied that the layout, design and details for 

phase 1 demonstrate that the future occupiers of these dwellings will be 

satisfactory and accord with both national and local planning policies.  
 

18.0 Local Centre, Education and Community Uses 
 



18.1 Policy CS11 states that this site should deliver a number of community, 
education and employment opportunities and sets out that the following 

should be included in the development: 
 Opportunities for B1 use class local employment;  

 New high quality strategic public open space and recreation facilities; 
and 

 Additional education, community and leisure facilities to meet the 
needs of the development and located in a way that can achieve 
positive integration with the wider area. 

 
18.2 Policy BV6 of the Bury Vision 2031 carries forward the requirements of 

Policy CS11 and makes reference to a buffer (with Great Barton and 
Cattishall) where amenity/recreational open space, agricultural land, 
landscaping and SuDS could be situated.   

 
18.3 Policy BV12 identifies existing local centres and community facilities within 

Bury St Edmunds and sets out the sites that will provides new local 
centres, one of which being the north-east Bury St Edmunds strategic site. 

 

18.4 Policy DM41 supports the provision of community facilities and services 
where they contribute to the quality of community life and the 

maintenance of sustainable communities. That policy also goes onto state 
that, where necessary to the acceptability of the development, the local 
planning authority will require developers of residential schemes to 

enhance existing community buildings, provide new facilities or provide 
land [for the delivery of such uses].   

 
18.5 The Masterplan identifies a character area focusing on the southern 

entrance to the site where it is envisaged that the primary school and local 

centre will be located, surrounded by an area of open space.  The 
Masterplan goes onto state that the local centre or community hub will 

provide a mix of uses, including retail, possibly health services, leisure 
facilities and education, with opportunities for B1 use class local 
employment. The Masterplan details that the primary school has been 

strategically placed within the site on the framework plans to afford easy 
access off the A143 and so that it is within walking distance of the 

majority of the site. 
 
18.6 The Masterplan recognises that the development will provide incidental job 

creation at the school and that the new residents will increase the trade 
and patronage of existing local shops and businesses.   

 
18.7 The applicants Design and Access Statement details how, through a 

process of evolution and consultation, the Masterplan concepts have been 
developed. Of relevance to these topic areas are the relocation of the 
strategic open space to the ‘heart’ of the development, a redesigned local 

centre and southern entrance to create an arrival point and frame the 
entrance into the development, and the relocation of the school to improve 

access from the A143. 
 

Opportunities for B1 use class local employment and local centre 

 
18.8 The Planning Statement submitted with the application states that the 

local centre area will provide small business units that may be capable of 
supporting B1 uses (now Class E) should market demand for such uses 
exist. 

 



18.9 The Planning Statement also sets out how the local centre is proposed in 
close proximity to the school and is intended to provide service and facility 

floor space to serve the development. The precise mix of uses is not 
known at this stage and specific operators have not yet been identified.   

 
18.10 The application as submitted proposed a local centre with a gross internal 

area of approximately 375 square metres. Based on this amount of space, 
the applicant predicts that approximately 25 jobs could be created. 

 

18.11 The applicant was challenged by officers as to the amount of space 
allocated to the local centre and whether a gross internal floor area of 375 

square metres was sufficient to meet the needs of the new community.  
The applicant initially responded by providing details of the advice it had 
received from its commercial consultants on this matter. This advice was 

that 375 square metres of floor space would be sufficient to satisfy 
demand based on current market conditions and their experience of 

demand elsewhere. The consultants envisaged that a local centre of this 
size would provide a mix of either one larger unit and 2-3 small retail units 
or a parade of 4-5 smaller units as being viable in this location. The 

consultants further advised that they would not expect demand for B1 
uses as part of this and did not expect that they would be successful in 

this location. 
 
18.12 Officers are in agreement that the delivery of a significant amount of space 

for B1 uses is not necessary on this site given its proximity to existing 
employment areas to the south and the improvement of walking and 

cycling links to such areas as part of this application (see the Traffic and 
Transportation section of this report).   

 

18.13 Notwithstanding the conclusion on B1 uses the applicant was pressed 
further by officers to justify the size of the local centre. It was considered 

the local centre should be increased in size to provide sufficient space for a 
convenience store plus several smaller units to ensure a diverse mix of 
uses could be accommodated and to ensure that the local centre meets 

the needs of the development. It is acknowledged that there needs to be a 
balance between providing for the new community and attracting a 

modest amount of passing trade to ensure the viability of the centre 
without creating a local centre that would compete with existing local 
centres and significantly increase traffic movements in the immediate 

area. 
 

18.14 Following further discussions with the applicant the amount of land 
allocated to the local centre has been increased to approximately 0.54 

hectares, which would provide for a gross internal floor area of 750 square 
metres. The local centre will now be split across two parcels on either side 
of the spine road and will provide adequate space for a convenience store 

along with a number of other smaller units.   
 

18.15 Officers consider that this is a satisfactory level of provision on the site to 
meet the needs of the community and ensure that the development is 
sustainable. The local centre will be co-located adjacent to the primary 

school to provide opportunities for linked trips and will be within a 
reasonable walking distance for the majority of the site. On this basis it is 

considered that the provision of the local centre meets the requirements of 
Policies CS11, BV6, BV12 and the Masterplan.   

 

School site 



 
18.16 Land sufficient to accommodate up to a two-form entry primary school is 

proposed as part of the development, located on land between Green Lane 
and the southern roundabout access. As stated above, the Design and 

Access Statement refers to the relocation of the school site in order to 
provide a better location to access from the A143, whilst still being sited 

adjacent to Green Lane. This maximises the opportunities for pupils and 
staff to safely walk and cycle to the school. The chosen site is also a flatter 
part of the site. An early years nursery will be co-located on the premises.   

 
18.17 Officers have liaised closely with Suffolk County Council officers in order to 

ensure that the school site is fit for purpose as the county council will be 
responsible for designing and the construction of the school buildings in 
the future. The site has been examined closely in relation to drainage and 

flood risk and the applicant has demonstrated that any nearby SuDS 
features will lie outside the school site boundaries and thus not fall to the 

school operator to maintain. Similarly, officers have worked with the 
Council’s Public Health and Housing and Environment Teams to ensure 
that the site will not be subject to adverse impacts from noise or air 

quality given its location off the A143. A landscape buffer sits between the 
site and the A143, which is also where any necessary SuDS features will 

be located.   
 
18.18 As detailed elsewhere in this report the applicant has also committed to 

making a number of s106 payments in connection with the delivery of the 
new school and early years setting and the provision of secondary, sixth 

form and special educational needs places.   
 

Residents Building 

 
18.19 Policy CS11 makes reference to the provision of community facilities to 

meet the needs of the development, however, it does not provide any 
detail as to the nature of these facilities and the form they should take.  
Similarly Policy BV6 is not explicit in this regard. The Concept Statement 

for the site appended to the Bury Vision 2031 recognises the need for a 
community hub to provide a focus for the new development, where 

activities such as shops, community facilities, primary school and 
healthcare facilities could be located. The Concept Statement also suggest 
that the subsequent Masterplan should address how opportunities will be 

created to achieve the establishment of local community governance 
groups and other community run initiatives.   

 
18.20 The Masterplan envisages a combined local centre or ‘community hub’ and 

to a large degree this is being delivered by the applicant as explained 
above.  In addition to the local centre/primary school site the applicant is 
also proposing to deliver a community building within a central location of 

the site that will be delivered as part of phase 1. The Planning Statement 
describes the building as being intended to be a multi-functional 

community facility space akin to a village hall or similar and is intended to 
meet the specific needs of the development itself, and not any wider need.  
The design and layout of the building is reserved for later approval. 

 
18.21 The applicant proposes to locate what it labels as a ‘residents building’ in 

the central area of open space, alongside a play area. Severals Clump 
forms part of this area of strategic open and recreational space. The 
applicant has provided indicative plans for the building, based on its 

experience of delivering similar buildings elsewhere. The indicative plans 



show a building with a footprint of approximately 12.2 metres by 20.5 
metres that features a main hall, kitchen, meeting room, storeroom and 

toilet facilities. With the provision of a parking area the community 
building would have a land take of around 0.16 hectares. The applicant 

has indicated that the building will be operated and maintained by a 
residents’ management company and that it will be available for use by 

clubs, societies and for local events.   
 
18.22 There are numerous community facilities in and around Bury St Edmunds 

of varying sizes. Great Barton Parish Council has made representations 
that the community building on this development should be commensurate 

with the existing Great Barton village hall. The existing village hall is 
significantly larger than the residents’ building proposed by the applicant 
despite there being fewer dwellings within the existing settlement of Great 

Barton than the number of units proposed on this development. The Parish 
Council is seeking a facility that can accommodate sports use (including 

changing facilities) and has suggested that the building could be a centre 
for remote working with administrative support and IT facilities.   

 

18.23 Officers have discussed the size and form of the residents’ building at 
length with the applicant given the points raised by the Parish Council.  

Advice has also been sought from Sports England.  The only concern 
raised by Sports England is that the indicative plans show the bar area 
jutting out into the main hall and it is recommended that the main hall 

should have flush walls.   
 

18.24 While the plans submitted at this stage are only indicative, the Land Use 
Framework Plan allocates 0.16 hectares of land to the residents’ building 
and it is therefore unlikely that a building that exceeds that shown on the 

indicative plans could be accommodated. The residents’ building is 
centrally located on the site with good connectivity for walking and cycling 

and it is therefore considered that the provision of a significant number of 
parking spaces in this area is not commensurate with the objective of 
achieving a sustainable form of development and removing reliance on the 

use of private motor vehicles.   
 

18.25 The concerns raised by the Parish Council have been duly noted by officers 
and the applicant has been made aware of these. However, it is 
considered that there is no policy requirement for a community building to 

be constructed on site that is commensurate with the existing Great 
Barton village hall. Indeed, it is considered that community facilities 

should be provided in various guises in order to serve different community 
needs. The costs of operating and maintaining community facilities have to 

be taken into account as well as the cost to residents of hiring/using such 
facilities. Having the option of two, different, facilities within Great Barton 
increases the likelihood of both being financially viable and the fact that 

the residents’ building on this site will be managed by the residents 
themselves is an advantage. Additional community facilities are proposed 

on the development in the form of the local centre and it is commonplace 
for school buildings to be made available for community use outside of 
school hours (although it is acknowledged that this is dependent on future 

governance arrangements for the school).   
 

18.26 On balance it is considered that the proposed residents’ building meets the 
policy requirements of CS11, BV6 and DM41 and that the final design and 
layout of the building and associated infrastructure can be secured by 

condition and/or s106 planning obligation.   



 
Allotments 

 
18.27 The applicant proposes to deliver an allotment area within phase 1 of the 

country park. The allotments will be well connected to the pedestrian and 
cycle network and sit comfortably within this strategic area of open space. 

 
19.0 Sustainable Construction and Energy Use 
 

19.1 Paragraph 152 of the NPPF states that the planning system should support 
the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate. It goes onto 

state that the planning system should help to shape places in ways that 
contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise 
vulnerability and improve resilience. Emphasis is placed on encouraging 

the reuse of existing resources and supporting renewable and low carbon 
energy and associated infrastructure.   

 
19.2 Paragraph 157 states that local planning authorities should expect new 

development to comply with any development plan policies on local 

requirements for decentralised energy supply unless it can be 
demonstrated by the applicant, having regard to the type of development 

involved and its design, that this is not feasible or viable. Furthermore 
applicants should take account of landform, layout, building orientation, 
massing and landscaping to minimise energy consumption. 

 
19.3 Core Strategy policy CS2 seeks to secure high quality, sustainable 

development by (inter alia) incorporating principles of sustainable design 
and construction in accordance with recognised appropriate national 
standards and codes of practice covering various themes. These design 

aspirations will be of more relevance to any reserved matters applications 
submitted when detailed layouts and designs are formed. 

 
19.4 Policy DM7 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document 

reflects the up-to-date national planning policy on sustainable 

construction. The policy requires adherence to the broad principles of 
sustainable design and construction (design, layout, orientation, materials, 

insulation and construction techniques), but in particular (for residential 
schemes) 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). 
 

19.5 Great Barton Neighbourhood Plan Policy GB13 requires development 
proposals to demonstrate how they: 

a. maximise the benefits of solar gain in site layouts and orientation of 
buildings; 

b. incorporate best practice in energy conservation and be designed to 

achieve maximum achievable energy efficiency; 
c. avoid fossil fuel-based heating systems; 

d. incorporate current sustainable design and construction measures and 
energy efficiency measures, such as, where feasible, ground/air source 
heat pumps, solar panels, thermal and pV systems; and 

e. make provision for grey water/rainwater, and/or surface water 
harvesting and recycling. 

 
19.6 An Energy Statement was submitted with the application that set out the 

principal measures being incorporated into the scheme in relation to 

sustainable construction and energy use. These include; 



 enhanced fabric energy efficiency measures that reduce the energy 
demand of the development; 

 incorporation of photovoltaic panels (26.5kWp on Phase 1 and an 
estimated additional 291kWp on remaining phases depending on the 

regulatory landscape at the time of the Reserved Matters for each 
phase; 

 
19.7 The Energy Statement highlights that the proposed strategy meets 

minimum requirements for Part L of current Building Regulations. 

 
19.8 For the purposes of Phase 1 the applicant has considered energy efficiency 

in terms of building fabric, thermal bridging, lighting, ventilation and air 
permeability, space heating and hot water and limiting the risk of summer 
overheating. Taking into account energy efficiency the Energy Statement 

sets out that Phase 1 will achieve a 17 percent improvement over the 
current Part L1A (2013) baseline for dwellings. However, when the 

apartment buildings are factored in the document states that the current 
Part L baseline will not be met due to the use of electric heating.   

 

19.9 Looking beyond Phase 1 the Energy Statement makes reference to the 
decarbonisation of the grid electricity and the use of air source heat pumps 

could be a lower carbon option for the remaining phases.   
 

19.10 The Energy Statement also addresses the non-residential elements 

of the scheme, acknowledging that Policy D7 requires all non-
residential areas over 1,000m2  to meet BREEAM ‘Excellent’ or 

equivalent standard.  
 
19.11 The Council’s Energy Advisor raised a number of concerns in relation to 

the applicant’s sustainability strategy including the marginal gains overs 
current Building Regulations and the lack of ambition to meet a Net Zero 

standard. The use of gas boilers and electric panel heaters in Phase 1 was 
stated to be disappointing and it is unclear whether the dwellings will have 
the necessary space to retrofit air source heat pumps. A firm commitment 

to the utilisation of ‘green’ technology in later phases was also sought. 
  

19.12 The applicant responded to the Energy Advisor’s comments by highlighting 
the fact that currently the only national standard relevant to carbon 
neutral development is Part L of the Building Regulations, which the 

development will be compliant with.  The applicant also reaffirmed that the 
proposal for phases beyond Phase 1 is to include heat pump technologies 

for houses and provide a highly energy efficient fabric with electric heating 
for flats. In response to concerns about the ability to retrofit air source 

heat pumps the applicant has stated that, in line with proposals in the 
Future Homes Standard consultation, any heating systems installed will be 
future-proofed by using low operating temperatures compatible with heat 

pumps. The applicant has also demonstrated how the equipment could be 
accommodated in the dwellings.   

 
19.13 To formalise its position the applicant submitted an Energy Statement 

Addendum following discussions on the sustainability credentials of the 

development. The Addendum updates the applicant’s energy strategy and 
states that the applicant’s commitments are aligned with the requirements 

outlined in emerging planning policy and regulations and therefore go 
significantly beyond current minimum standards.   

 



19.14 In relation to fabric energy efficiency the applicant now proposes to 
enhance standards in Phase 1, which will align with future Part L 

requirements. Whilst the final targets have not been formalised, the 
applicant anticipates that this will represent a 13-15 percent improvement 

over current standards. 
 

19.15 As highlighted above, the applicant is maintaining its intention to install 
gas boilers in Phase 1, citing concerns over the relative immaturity of the 
heat pump market, including the supply chain and skills base for 

installation and ongoing maintenance. The applicant is, however, now 
proposing to install solar technology on all appropriate houses within 

Phase 1 (it is likely that this will be dependent on the location and 
orientation of the units). 

 

19.16 It is considered that the applicant has had regard to national and local 
planning policy in relation to the move towards net zero and, in particular, 

the provisions of Policy GB13 have been taken into account. That policy 
seeks to avoid the use of fossil fuel-based heating systems but does not 
preclude their use. Much of the regulation and guidance in relation to such 

matters lies within Building Regulations and the applicant has committed 
to exceeding current targets. The Council is currently undertaking a review 

of its development plan and it is possible that future planning policies will 
change local requirements in respect of sustainability and energy use.  
Future phases of development may well be subject to such policies, as well 

as any updates to Building Regulations, and the applicant has 
acknowledged this.   

 
19.17 The Building Regulations allow for more stringent standards to be applied 

to water use in new development (matching the 110 litres use per person 

requirement set out in Policy DM7) on the proviso there is a planning 
condition that also requires those more stringent measures to be achieved. 

It is no co-incidence that policy DM7 requires more stringent water use 
requirements to match those applied by the Building Regulations. The 
evidence and justification for the application of tougher water use 

measures forms part of the evidence base of the Development Plan and, 
with respect to the requirements of Policy DM7, has been the subject of 

examination. Accordingly, it is appropriate to impose a planning condition 
requiring the more stringent Building Control (and Policy DM7) water 
efficiency measures to be incorporated into the fitting out of this 

development. 
 

20.0 Phase 1 Full Application 
 

20.1 As confirmed elsewhere in this report, Policy DM2 of the Joint 
Development Management Policies Document sets out the design 
aspirations and requirements the Council expects to be delivered as part of 

any residential-led scheme. Policy DM13 requires (inter alia) the 
submission of landscaping schemes with development proposals (where 

appropriate). Policy DM22 sets out detailed design criteria for considering 
new residential proposals. 

 

20.2 Details of Phase 1 of the development have been submitted in full and 
make up the full element of the application. The applicant therefore seeks 

approval of details of the layout, scale, design, appearance and 
landscaping of this element of the development. 

 



20.3 The application as originally submitted was for the construction of 291 
units in Phase 1, accessed from a new roundabout on the A143. A number 

of design principles were established by the applicant to inform the design 
development process, with a focus placed on the retention and use of 

existing hedgerows and tree groupings, the creation of a key public space 
around Several Clump and the maintenance of views of Holy Innocent 

Church where possible.   
 
20.4 In accordance with the Parameter Plans that accompany the outline 

element of the planning application densities across Phase 1 vary from 
lower density along the eastern edge where the residential development 

adjoins the country park to a higher in key areas, such as the landmark 
apartment building that addresses a corner plot alongside the primary 
access road. Building heights range from 2 storeys up to 3 storeys.   

 
20.5 Phase 1 lies within the North Village character area and the applicant has 

developed this further to introduce sub-character areas within the three 
main areas referred to as the ‘External Edge’, ‘Internal Edge’ and 
‘Courtyard Areas’. These sub-character areas address key focal points 

such as the arrival space into the development, the village green and 
courtyard spaces created within the layout. Key feature buildings are 

strategically placed throughout the development to aid navigation and 
mark key routes and public spaces. The character areas respond to 
external factors such as noise from the A143 and their interaction with 

landscape and SuDS features. The building types and materials vary 
across the character areas to reflect those that would be typically found in 

the respective areas.   
 
20.6 Following a detailed review of Phase 1 by officers the applicant made a 

number of amendments to this element of the scheme and submitted 
revised plans as a result. At this stage the number of units to be delivered 

within Phase 1 reduced from 291 to 287. 
 
20.7 To address comments regarding the lack of green connectivity between 

Severals Green and the Country Park, the smaller ‘village green’ space in 
the centre has been extended westwards to meet the tree corridor and 

Severals Clump. The pedestrian and cycle network was also adjusted 
around this space. As detailed elsewhere in this report the strategy for 
pedestrians and cyclists was developed in conjunction with the highway 

authority and the applicant’s transport consultants and relevant 
amendments have been made within Phase 1 to accommodate the 

strategy. Revisions were made to the affordable apartment buildings and 
the appearance of a number of other house types. The character areas 

have been amended to identify the spine road as an alternative character 
area. The landscape strategy has been updated to reflect the changes to 
the scheme and address comments made by the Landscape and Ecology 

Officer. 
 

20.8 Further refinements have been made to Phase 1 over the course of the 
application, in response to consultee comments and as a result of changes 
to the overarching landscape and drainage strategies that address the 

whole development site.   
 

20.9 The parking strategy for the development accords with the Suffolk 
Guidance for Parking 2019, with provision made for cycle parking and 
storage across the scheme.  

 



20.10 30 percent of dwellings provided in Phase 1 are affordable and are split 
between Affordable Rented and Shared Ownership, with the split having 

been agreed by the Council’s Strategic Housing Team. As changes have 
been made to Phase 1 through the course of the application the affordable 

housing offer has been updated accordingly. 
 

20.11 Phase 1 includes the delivery of the northern part of the Country Park, 
totalling 8.84ha within the north-east of the site. This part of the Country 
Park will be dominated by semi-natural habitats including meadow 

grassland, scrub and woodland, and includes an area of community 
orchard planting. A circular walking route of 1.1km will be provided within 

this area.   
 
20.12 Dwellings within the western part of Phase 1 will be able to access the 

Country Park through proposed and/or enhanced green corridors along the 
northern site boundary, through Phase 1 to the east and along Green Lane 

to the south. Green Lane is being enhanced as part of the Phase 1 works.   
 
20.13 A further additional area of greenspace will be provided during Phase 1, 

namely the 3.16ha village green, which incorporates Severals Clump and 
can be incorporated into walks between the western areas of Phase 1 and 

the Country Park. This area also includes a Neighbourhood Equipped Area 
of Play (NEAP). 

 

20.14 During the course of the application additional and revised landscape 
details have been submitted in response to comments received from the 

Landscape and Ecology Officer. Vignettes in respect of The Green/Several 
Clump and the entrance roundabout demonstrate how planting will seek to 
enhance these areas. The application is also supported by a Landscape 

Management Plan and an Arboricultural Method Statement.   
 

20.15 A refuse strategy has been submitted with the application detailing 
individual dwelling bin collection points and communal bin collection 
points. The strategy also highlights where residents will have a refuse drag 

distance of up to 30 metres and where refuse works will have to drag bins 
up to a further 15 metres to the collection vehicle.   

 
20.16 The Council’s Waste Management Team has pointed out that the ‘Waste 

Technical Guidance for Residential and Commercial Developments’ states 

that collection crews should not have to carry or move wheeled containers 
to facilitate their collection.   

 
20.17 There is some disagreement between the applicant and the Waste 

Management Team as to the interpretation of this guidance, with the 
Waste Management Team maintaining its position that refuse bins must be 
presented at the kerbside. It is accepted that crews will enter storage 

facilities within apartments buildings to collect containers but individual 
units should present containers at the kerbside. The applicant has actively 

sought to minimise instances where collection crews will need to drag bins 
a short distance and, with the exception of the apartment blocks, there is 
now a handful of places where this is necessary. This deviation from the 

adopted guidance does however place an additional burden on collection 
crews. 

 
20.18 Overall it is considered that the level of information submitted at this stage 

in respect of the above-mentioned matters is acceptable to support Phase 

1, subject to further details being secured by condition where necessary.   



 
21.0 Planning Obligations 

 
21.1 Planning obligations are required to meet a number of tests in order to 

meet the requirements of The Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 
(as amended). The tests are that planning obligations should: 

 be necessary to make the development acceptable in planning  
terms. 

 be directly related to the development, and 

 be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the  
development. 

 
21.2 Core Strategy policy CS2 seeks to secure high quality, sustainable 

development by (inter alia) providing the infrastructure and services 

necessary to serve the development. Further details of the requirements 
for infrastructure delivery are set out in Policy CS14. 

 
21.3 The following Heads of Terms are triggered by the development proposals 

(by policy requirement, consultee requests or identified development 

impacts). 
 

Affordable housing 
 
21.4 Local planning authorities are required to use their evidence base to 

ensure that their Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for 
market and affordable housing. It also states that policies should be set 

for meeting the identified need for affordable housing, although such 
policies should be sufficiently flexible to take account of changing market 
conditions 

 
21.5 Core Strategy policy CS5 requires 30 percent of the proposed dwellings to 

be ‘affordable’. The policy is supported by Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (SPD) which sets out the procedures for considering and 
securing affordable housing provision (including mix, tenure, viability and 

S106). 
 

21.6 The development proposals include provision of 30 percent affordable 
housing, with a tenure split of 80 percent social/affordable rent and 20 
percent intermediate (shared ownership), in accordance with Council’s 

Affordable Housing SPD. 
 

21.7 In accordance with the Council’s Technical Advice Note on Space 
Standards for Residential Development, 5 percent of the affordable 

housing provision will be provided to meet Building Regulations Part 
M4(3). In accordance with this requirement Phase 1 will provide two flats 
and 2 houses (single storey) as M4(3).   

 
21.8 The affordable housing will be dispersed amongst the open market housing 

and this is demonstrated in the detailed layout for Phase 1.   
 

Education 

 
21.9 It is necessary to ensure that a sufficient choice of school plans is available 

to meet the needs of existing and new communities and local planning 
authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to 
meeting this requirement.  

 



21.10 Core Strategy Policy CS14 considers educational requirements (additional 
school places) as an essential infrastructure requirement. 

 
21.11 The proposed development generates the need for a new primary school 

and early years setting and as discussed earlier in this report, a site has 
been identified for these uses. The transfer of the site and the payment of 

a sum to meet the construction costs will be included within the s106 
agreement. In addition, a payment will be made by the applicant to fund 
temporary classroom facilities at an existing school should this be 

necessary, depending on the timing of the construction of the new school.  
A contribution towards the excess of early years places that will be 

required is also proposed, 
 
21.12 Suffolk County Council has also confirmed a need for the development to 

provide contributions towards increasing capacity for secondary and sixth 
form pupils together with a sum for special educational needs provision.  

The applicant has agreed in principle to provide all contributions requested 
in this regard. 

 

Public Open Space 
  

21.13 Access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and 
recreation can make an important contribution to the health and well-
being of communities. 

 
21.14 Core Strategy Policy CS14 considers provision of open space and 

recreation as required infrastructure. 
 

21.15 Policy DM42 of the Joint Development Management Policies Document 

requires new development proposals to make appropriate provision for 
new public open space infrastructure. 

 
21.16 As set out elsewhere in this report the amount of type of open space being 

proposed across all phases of development is considered to be sufficient 

and meets the demands that future residents will place on it. 
 

21.17 Sport England were consulted on the proposal and suggested that its 
Sports Facilities Calculator could help to provide an indication of the likely 
demand that will be generated by a development for certain facility types.  

This indicates that there will be demand for sports halls and swimming 
pools. 

 
21.18 Sport England goes onto state that it offers its support for the application 

subject to a financial contribution towards additional 3G pitch provision in 
this local area, as suggested by the Football Foundation and based on 
Suffolk’s Local Football facility Plans.   

 
21.19 The Council’s Parks Infrastructure Manager also commented on the 

application stating that it is the Council would usually seek for this 
development of this nature to have its own football pitch and associated 
facilities. However, given the need for the delivery of a 3G all-weather 

pitch, as highlighted by Sport England, The Parks Infrastructure Manager 
suggested that a financial contribution towards off-site provision be 

secured. 
 



21.20 Sport England concurred with this view and the applicant has agreed to 
make a suitable financial contribution towards the delivery of a 3G pitch at 

the Victory Ground in Bury St Edmunds. 
 

21.21 In respect of the increased demand for swimming pools, the local planning 
authority is seeking a financial contribution towards the delivery of the 

proposed new leisure centre at the former depot site on Western Way, 
which will contain a new eight lane swimming pool. At the time of writing 
this report the applicant had not agreed to make such a contribution and 

justification for its position is being sought by officers. 
 

Libraries 
 
21.22 Suffolk County Council has identified a need to improve and increase 

library stock for future residents of the development and has request a 
contribution towards this. The applicant has agreed in principle to this 

sum.   
 
21.23 Suffolk County Council is seeking a further sum towards the improvement 

of the Bury St Edmunds town centre library and has identified a program 
of works that could be carried out. The applicant does not feel that this 

contribution is justified and officers are continuing to negotiate with the 
County Council and the applicant in connection with this point. 

 

Health 
 

21.24 West Suffolk Clinical Commissioning Group has confirmed there is 
insufficient capacity in the existing health infrastructure (i.e. GP surgeries) 
to cater for the additional demand for local services this development 

would generate. Accordingly, it is appropriate to secure a health 
contribution from the proposed development to be used towards delivery 

of a defined project. The applicant has agreed to the payment of this sum. 
 

Waste 

 
21.25 Suffolk County Council are seeking a contribution towards the capital costs 

of the Waste Transfer Station that will be utilised by future residents. The 
applicant has agreed to the payment of this sum. 

 

Highway Mitigation Package 
 

21.26 See Section 13 of the report above. The local highway authority has 
outline the full highways mitigation package is considered is necessary to 

fully mitigate the impacts of the development on the local and strategic 
road network. National Highways support the local highway authority in 
this regard.   

 
21.27 The applicant has been unable to reach agreement with the local highway 

authority as to the payment of a highways mitigation contribution.  
 
 Suffolk Constabulary 

  
21.28 Suffolk Constabulary requested a financial contribution towards police 

facilities and funding to address increased incidence of crime, to integrate 
the new and existing communities and provide for community safety, 
cohesion and policing. Whilst it is acknowledged that taking an active 

approach to the integration of new and existing communities may be 



beneficial, the principle of making a significant financial contribution 
towards policing and police facilities is not one that has been engaged on 

other growth sites within the District.  
 

22.0 Conclusion and planning balance: 
 

22.1 The site is allocated by Development Plan policies for a strategic housing 
development and the principle of development has therefore been 
established. The proposal would provide additional homes and would have 

the range of economic benefits that are usually associated with a large 
housing scheme. These would include new jobs during the construction 

period and there would also be a contribution to economic growth and the 
generation of household expenditure would help to support the local 
economy and provide local jobs. All of which attract significant weight in 

favour of the proposal.   
 

22.2 The greenfield nature of the site is such that its landscape will be subject 
to significant change and the visual impacts of the scheme have been 
assessed accordingly. A comprehensive green infrastructure and landscape 

strategy is proposed and features such as the country park will act as a 
buffer between the new peri-urban edge to the town of Bury St Edmunds 

and the existing settlement of Great Barton. Existing valuable landscape 
features will be retained and all phases of development will be subject to a 
detailed landscape scheme. 

 
22.3 The application is supported by sufficient information to demonstrate that 

matters in relation to ecology and biodiversity, flood risk, drainage and 
pollution and cultural heritage can be satisfactorily addressed, subject to 
the imposition of suitably worded planning conditions.  Similarly, future 

residents will enjoy a satisfactory level of amenity subject to the 
appropriate layout and design of buildings, open space and associated 

infrastructure. The development includes the provision of a number of 
community facilities in the form of a local centre, education establishments 
and a ‘residents building’, all of which contribute to the creation of a 

sustainable neighbourhood. The above-mentioned matters do not bring 
the development into direct conflict with the relevant development plan 

policies and as such either attract neutral weight or weight in favour of the 
proposal.   

 

22.4 The application is accompanied by a sustainable construction and energy 
use strategy and whilst it is acknowledged that the approach being taken 

by the applicant has been strengthened in favour of a more sustainable 
form of development during the course of the application, it remains the 

case that Phase 1 is dependent on the use of gas-fired boilers. The Great 
Barton Neighbourhood plan states that the use of fossil-fuel based heating 
systems should be avoided and the applicant has not provided compelling 

evidence to demonstrate that this is not feasible. The application therefore 
comes into conflict with this development plan policy and as such attracts 

some weight against the proposal. 
 

22.5 The application is accompanied by a Transport Assessment and a number 

of detailed technical notes and a comprehensive walking and cycling 

strategy. The highway impacts of the scheme have been subject to 

extensive scrutiny and lengthy discussions between the applicant, the local 

planning authority and the local highway authority. The applicant has 

provisionally agreed a package of highway mitigation measures in order to 



address the highway impacts of the scheme, however, the local highway 

authority do not consider that the package is sufficient to fully mitigate the 

impacts of the development and as such both the local highway authority 

and National Highways object to the application. In the absence of a full 

and comprehensive highway mitigation package the development will 

result in unacceptable impacts on highway safety and residual cumulative 

severe impacts on the transport network, contrary to paragraph 111 of the 

NPPF. The proposal is therefore also considered to be contrary to Policies 

CS3, CS7, CS8, CS11 and CS14 in this regard. 

 

22.6 The application is in direct conflict with a number of local and national 

policies that seek to ensure that a safe and sustainable development can 

brought forward. This conflict attracts very significant weight against the 

proposal, such that the benefits of the scheme cannot be outweighed. 

 
23.0 Recommendation: 

 
23.1 The applicant has submitted an appeal in respect of the local planning 

authority’s failure to determine this application within an agreed period of 

time. The local planning authority is not therefore in a position to 
determine the application. This report details the assessment of the 

application that has been undertaken to date and reaches the conclusion 
that the application cannot be supported in its current form. Had the local 
planning authority been able to determine the application officers would 

have made a recommendation of REFUSAL for the following reasons: 
 

1. The proposed development has been assessed as having an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety and will result in residual 
cumulative severe impacts on the local and strategic transport network.  

The proposal is therefore contrary to Paragraph 111 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (July 2021). The proposal is also considered 

to be contrary to Policies CS3, CS7, CS8, CS11 and CS14 of the St 
Edmundsbury Core Strategy (December 2010) and Policy DM45 of the 
Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Joint Development Management 

Policies Document, which seek to ensure that all development fully 
addresses access and transport considerations and ensures that they 

deliver an appropriate level of infrastructure to fully mitigate the 
highway impacts of the proposal.   

 

2. The absence of a signed section 106 Agreement leaves the Local 
Planning Authority unable to secure the infrastructure improvements 

and enhancements, as well as the financial contributions necessary to 
monitor and maintain such that are considered necessary to render this 
development satisfactory. The result of this would be an unsustainable 

development contrary to the requirements of Policy CS14 of the St. 
Edmundsbury Core Strategy (2010) and guidance contained within the 

National Planning Policy Framework 2021 
 

23.2 Officers request that the above-mentioned reasons are endorsed 
by the committee and that the matters raised within them are 
pursued by the local planning authority through the appeal 

process. 
 



Documents: 
 

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

DC/19/2456/HYB 
 

 
 
 

 

http://planning.westsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=Q2PFF3PD0DB00

