
 

Planning Committee 
7 September 2016    

 

Appendix A 

 

Item No: 1 Reference: B/16/00437/OUT 
                                                                                                                                                       
             
Parish:  
 

LAVENHAM                        Ward Member: Cllr William Shropshire 
 

Location: 
 

Land off Norman Way, Lavenham, SUDBURY, CO10 9PY 

Proposal: Outline Application - Erection of up to 25 residential dwellings (all matters 
reserved except means of access).  
 

Applicant: Hartog Hutton Ltd 
 

Case Officer: Gemma Pannell Date for Determination: 5 July 2016 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Subject to a Section 106 Agreement, Grant Planning Permission  

 
This application is referred to Planning Committee as the proposal is of a scale that 
requires consideration by Members. 
 
THE SITE  
 
1. The site is to the west of Lavenham High Street, adjacent to the Built up Area Boundary 

of the village, to the north west of the historic core. The site is accessed from the High 
Street, via an unadopted road (Norman Way) which currently serves a number of 
business units and residential dwellings.  

 
2. The site is bounded to the north by the disused railway line which is now a public 

footpath and provides access to a range of other footpaths beyond the application site. 
The site includes the provision of a pedestrian access to the High Street. 

 
3. Part of the site is located within the Lavenham Conservation Area.  
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
4. The application is in outline, with means of access to be considered at this stage, for up 

to 25 dwellings.  
 
5. The application is accompanied by range of supporting documents including the 

following: 
 

 Environmental Desk Study 

 Ecological Scoping Survey 

 Heritage Statement 

 Flood Risk Assessment 

 Landscape Appraisal 

 Statement of Community Involvement 

 Design and Access Statement 

 Planning Statement 

 Transport Statement 
 

6. The application documents can be viewed on line via the planning pages on the District 
Council’s website. 
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RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
7. B/01/00988/FUL - Erection of 3 No. stables and 1 No. hay store. Granted 
 
8. B/01/01607/FUL - Erection of domestic garage/workshop ancillary to Amos House, 

Norman Way. Granted 
 
9. B/04/01773/FUL - Conversion of existing workshop/garage into a single dwelling. 

Granted 
 
10. B//99/00601/OUT - Outline - Erection of detached dwelling and detached double 

garage. Granted 
 
11. B//99/01637/RES - Submission of details under O.P.P. B/99/00601/OUT - the siting, 

design and external appearance of and the means of access for the site of a detached 3 
bedroom dwelling with integral garage. Granted 

 
NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 
12. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) contains the Government’s planning 

policies for England and sets out how these are expected to be applied. Planning law, 
and the NPPF, continues to require that applications for planning permission are 
determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.  The policies contained within the NPPF are a material 
consideration and should be taken into account for decision-making purposes.   

 
13. The NPPF is supported by the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), which assists 

applicants and decision makers to interpret the NPPF. Both the NPPF and PPG are 
referred to within this report where relevant to the assessment. 

 
PLANNING POLICIES 
 
14. The Development Plan comprises the Babergh Core Strategy 2014 and saved policies 

in the Babergh Local Plan (Alteration No.2) adopted 2006. The following policies are 
applicable to the proposal: 

 
 Babergh Core Strategy 2014 
 

 CS1 Applying the Presumption in favour of sustainable development in Babergh 

 CS2 Settlement Pattern Policy 

 CS3 Strategy for Growth and Development 

 CS11 Strategy for Development for Core and Hinterland Villages 

 CS15 Implementing Sustainable Development in Babergh 

 CS18 Mix and Types of Dwellings 

 CS16 Affordable Homes 

 CS21 Infrastructure Provision 
 
 Babergh Local Plan (Alteration No.2) 2006 
 

 HS31 Public Open Space (Sites of 1.5ha and above) 

 CN01 Design Standards 

 CR07 Landscaping Schemes 

 TP15 Parking Standards – New Development 
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Lavenham Neighbourhood Plan (subject to referendum 8th Sept 2016) 
 

 H1 Scale and location of new development 

 H2 Housing Mix – meeting local needs 

 H3 Affordable Housing 

 H4 Allocation of Affordable Housing 

 D1 Design and Character 

 C1 Community Facilities 

 C2 Open spaces and Recreation Areas 

 C4 Allotments 
 
15. The Lavenham Neighbourhood Plan (LNP) is now considered to have significant weight 

as it has now been subject to independent examination and the inspectors report has 
been published. The plan is subject to referendum on 8th September 2016 when 
residents of Lavenham will decide if the Lavenham NDP should become part of the 
Development Plan for the Lavenham Parish Area.  

 
Supplementary Planning Documents 

 
16. The relevant policies can be viewed on line.  Please see the notes attached to the 

schedule.   
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
17. Lavenham Parish Council – Support: The proposal is largely in line with the LNDP and 

this is now endorsed, subject to some amendment, by the Independent Examiner, 
engaged by Babergh District Council. The main areas of concern relate to the number of 
dwellings planned, the means of Highway access, the school provision and the ability of 
the existing village surface water and foul water systems to cope with any new 
development.  

 
18. The full comments are attached at Appendix A. 
 
19. Local Highway Authority – No objection: A transport statement has been submitted in 

support of the application. This sets out the main transport issues adequately. 
 
20. The main pedestrian access is proposed between 42 and 45 High Street and according 

to the Design and Access Statement the existing garages will be demolished and 
access to the allotments provided via Norman Way. This is agreeable to the County 
Council and it is recommended that this is secured by condition, physically preventing 
motorcar access by way of demountable bollard(s). In the event that the access road 
was to be blocked by an emergency this could be used for access. Consideration needs 
to be given as to whether or not this pedestrian access is illuminated. 

 
21. The following comments are made with reference to Suffolk Local Plan 2011-31 Part 1 – 

Transport Strategy and further to consultation with Suffolk County Council officers. This 
sets out the County Council's position under the section "Working with developers" as 
follows: 

 
"to ensure residential and employment developments are better connected and that 
developers pay a fair contribution towards necessary infrastructure and services. 
…These plans will be supported by significant contributions to the provision of local 
facilities for sustainable transport connecting new developments to employment and 
services. This will include pedestrian and cycle routes, the promotion and enhancement 
of existing bus services… " 
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Public transport accessibility 
 

22. The nearest stops are north of Norman Way. It is considered appropriate for this 
development to contribute towards improving access to public transport by way of 
infrastructure improvements at the nearest stops. A financial contribution of £8,000 
towards improvements is recommended as this would in conjunction with funds 
already secured deliver significant improvements. 

 
23. It is not considered that the proposed development would result in a severe impact at 

the junction between Norman Way and High Street. The junction visibility splay is less 
than standard to the north. It is recorded as being entirely within the highway and could 
therefore be increased but at the loss of the significant hedge; this is not considered 
necessary on the basis that there isn’t a recent accident history. 

 
24. The Local Planning Authority normally recommends that developers of housing estates 

should enter into formal agreement with the Highway Authority under Section 38 of the 
Highways Act 1980 relating to the construction and subsequent adoption of Estate 
Roads. In this case, however, it does not appear that the access road is capable of 
being brought up to the standard for adoption, for example there is are no obvious 
locations for street lighting columns and the red line does not allow for widening at the 
entrance to the ‘Works’. 

 
25. It is suggested that hedges are planted far enough away from the new roads that they 

can mature without growing over the new roads. Likewise, the Highway Authority 
recommends new trees planted close to new roads have an approved root direction 
system to prevent damage to the roads. If this development is within an area in which a 
cable television franchise operates allowance should be made for their apparatus and 
that any necessary cables are laid before surfacing is complete. 

 
26. Comments from the Local Highway Authority on Public Rights of Way: The proposed 

development will have a direct impact on the local public rights of way (PROW) network. 
 

27. PROW are important for recreation, encouraging healthy lifestyles, providing green 
links, supporting the local economy and promoting local tourism; the St Edmund Way 
and Lavenham Railway Walk are nearby and a number of visitor attractions are easily 
accessible in and around the town. 

 
28. The anticipated increased use of the PROW network of as a result of the development 

will require the following offsite improvement works: 
 

 Resurfacing a section of Lavenham Public Footpath 12: 52m length x min 1.5m 
width = 78m2 @ £25/m2 = £1,950.00. Estimates based on the average market 
costs to provide a hoggin type surface. 

 
29. These PROW provide cycling and walking opportunities for local services or out into the 

wider countryside. 
 

The subtotal of these works is £1,950.00 
Staff time (design & project management) @ 12% = £234.00 
Contingency @ 10% = £195.00 

 
Total s106 funding requested from this development for public rights of way 
improvements = £2,379.00 
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30. County Archaeologist – No objection, subject to condition 
 
31. Anglian Water: The foul drainage e from this development is in the catchment of 

Lavenham Water Recycling Centre that will have available capacity for these flows. The 
sewerage system at present has available capacity for these flows (Foul Sewage). The 
development site is within the 15m cordon sanitaire of a sewage pumping station of this 
type. This is a significant asset both in itself and in terms of the sewage infrastructure 
leading to it. For practical reasons therefore it cannot be easily relocated. We request a 
condition requiring the drainage strategy covering the issue to be agreed. 

 
32. Chief Fire Officer – Recommend that fire hydrants be installed within the development. 

To be secured by condition. 
  
33. Suffolk Wildlife Trust – Initial Comments: 
 

We have read the ecological survey report (Hillier Ecology, Jan 2016) and we note the 
findings of the consultant. The two parts of the proposed development site are 
separated by a disused railway line, designated as the Railway Walks Local Nature 
Reserve (LNR) and Lavenham Railway Walk County Wildlife Site (CWS), and there 
also a number of records of Protected and UK/Suffolk Priority Species in the area. 

 
34. Further information on these is available from Suffolk Biological Information Service 

(SBIS). 
 
35. The application does not appear to include assessment of any likely impacts on the 

LNR/CWS arising from the proposed development, including from the apparent 
vehicular access route which is shown crossing the designated site on the Indicative 
Layout Plan. 

 
36. We also note that the ecological survey report recommends that a reptile survey is 

undertaken on the northern parcel of land. Reptiles are protected from killing and injury 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) (as amended) and as such are a material 
consideration in any planning application. A survey to for their presence or likely 
absence, and identification of any necessary mitigation measures, should therefore be 
undertaken prior to the determination of this application, in order to ensure that the 
decision can be made in accordance with the requirements of ODPM Circular 06/2005. 

 
37. As identified in the ecological survey report, the site includes habitat suitable for 

foraging and commuting bats and therefore any development would requires carefully 
designed lighting. We therefore recommend that a sensitive lighting strategy is 
designed for any development which is considered suitable for this site. 

 
38. In addition to this, as noted above, the proposed development appears to cross the 

existing LNR/CWS which offers suitable bat foraging and commuting habitat. We 
therefore recommend that further assessment of the likely impacts of this on bats is 
undertaken. 

 
39. As currently presented, we consider that there is insufficient information available to 

determine this application. We recommend that further assessment is undertaken on 
potential impacts on the following ecological receptors: 

 
•   Local Nature Reserve (LNR) and County Wildlife Site (CWS); 
•   Reptiles (presence/likely absence and necessary mitigation measures); and 
•   Bats (activity). 

 
40. In the absence of such information permission should be refused. 
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Further comments received following receipt of reptile survey: 
 
41. Thank you for the copy of the reptile survey report, I can confirm that we consider that 

this provides sufficient information about the likely impact of the proposed development 
on reptiles. However, our concern about a possible impact on the LNR/CWS from the 
proposed road crossing remains. 

 
42. Rights of Way Officer – SCC: No objection 
 
43. Suffolk County Council Section 106: 
 
44. Education: The local catchment schools are Lavenham CP and Great Cornard, 

Thomas Gainsborough High. We currently forecast to have no surplus places at the 
catchment primary school, but do have surplus places at the catchment secondary 
school. Therefore we require CIL contributions for the pupils generated from the 
development as set out below: 

 

School level  
 

Minimum pupil 
yield:  
 

Required: Cost per place £ 
(2016/17):  
 

Primary 
school age 
range, 5-11:  
 

6 6 12,181  
 

High school 
age range, 
11-16:  
 

5 0 18,355  
 

Sixth school 
age range, 
16+: 

1 0 19,907  
 

 
Total education contributions: £73,086.00  
 
From this development proposal we would anticipate up to 3 pre-school pupils at a cost 
of £6,091 per place. 

 

Minimum number of 
eligible children:  
 

Required:  
 

Cost per place £ (2016/17):  
 

Pre-School age  
range, 2-4:         3 
 

 
          3 

 
6,091  
 

 
Required pre-school contributions: £18,273.00  
 
Using established methodology, the capital contribution towards libraries arising sought 
from this scheme is stated below and would be spent at the local catchment library and 
allows for improvements and enhancements to be made to library services and facilities. 

 
Libraries contribution: £5,400.00 
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Summary Table: 
 

Service 
Requirement  
 

Contribution per 
dwelling  
 

Capital Contribution  
 

Education - 
Primary  

£
£2,923.44  

 

£
£73.086.00  

 

Education – 
Secondary  

   
  £0.00 

   
  £0.00 

Education – 
Sixth Form  
 

  
  £0.00 

 
  £0.00 

Pre-School 
Provision  
 

  £730.92   £18,273.00 

Transport  
 

  £0.00   £0.00 

Libraries  
 

  £216.00   £5,400.00 

Waste  
 

  £0.00   £0.00 

Total   £3,870.36   £96,759.00 

 
45. The above will form the basis of a future bid to the District Council for CIL funds. This will 

be reviewed if a reserved matters application is submitted. 
 

46. Police Design Out Crime - Suffolk Constabulary: No objection. Comments regarding 
highway safety and visibility.  

 

47. Corporate Manager – Community Planning and Heritage - The proposal would not 
cause harm to the character and appearance of the Lavenham Conservation Area, the 
setting of listed buildings in High Street or the wider appreciation of the listed Church of 
St Peter and St Paul, within the meaning provided by the National Planning Policy 
Framework.   

 

48. It should be noted that the Lavenham Neighbourhood Plan has been subject to 
independent examination.  The Examiner has concluded that, subject to modifications, 
the plan meets the ‘Basic Conditions’ and other statutory requirements, and can 
proceed to referendum.  The date of the referendum has been set as 8 September 
2016.  

 

49. If the majority of those who vote in the referendum are in favour of the neighbourhood 
plan then the plan must be brought into legal force and ‘made’ (adopted) by the District 
Council.  At this point the neighbourhood plan will become part of the Development 
Plan and, where relevant, used to determine planning applications.  The 
neighbourhood plan is therefore at an advanced stage and the policies it contains 
should be afforded due weight.   

 

50. Professional Lead - Housing Enabling: No Objection to the application on the proviso 
that the S106 details the number of affordable homes for the development and the mix 
required as specified below: 

 

51. The Council’s Choice Based Lettings system has 67 applicants registered in April 2016 
with a local connection to Lavenham for affordable housing. A Local Housing Needs 
Survey was also carried out by CAS in September 2014 to help inform the developing 
Neighbourhood Plan. The LHNS demonstrated that a scheme of at least 16 affordable 
homes was developed to meet local need. At this time the Council’s register had 35 
applicants with a local connection, this has increased over an 18 month period to 67 
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applicants now so demonstrating that demand has increased by nearly double. 
 
52. The open market needs to address the growing demand for smaller homes for sale, 

both for younger people who may be newly forming households, but also for older 
people who are already in the property owning market and require appropriate housing 
enabling them to downsize. Recent development in Lavenham has focussed on delivery 
of larger homes and there is sufficient supply of 4 bed plus homes locally. The need is 
for 2 and 3 bed units – a mixture of apartments and houses that are aimed at first time 
buyers and smaller households. 

 
53. The proposed development does not comment on the actual mix as this is an outline 

application. Although the mix would be determined via Reserved matters application at 
a later date it is possible that the Neighbourhood plan for Lavenham will be in place at 
that date so any mix should take into account the requirements for a mix of house types 
and tenures. 

 
54. Preferred mix for Affordable Housing  
 
55. The most recent information from the Babergh Council’s Housing Register shows 67 

applicants registered who have a connection to Lavenham.  
 
56. Based on CS19 and requirements of CS11, 8 of the dwellings on the proposed 

development should be for affordable housing. These should take the form of: 
 

• 2 x 1-bedroom 2-person flats at 50 square metres for Affordable Rent Tenancy 
• 2 x 2 bed 3 person bungalows at 61 square metres for Affordable Rent tenancy 
• 2 x 2-bedroom 4-person houses at 79 square metres for Affordable Rent   
• Tenancy 
• 2 x 2-bedroom 4-person houses at 79 square metres for Shared Ownership 

 
57. Affordable Tenure:  6 of these dwellings should be for Affordable Rent Tenancy; 2 for 

Shared Ownership 
 
58. Corporate Manager – Sustainable Environment (Land Contamination Issues): 

The newly revised Land Contamination Report is sufficiently robust for me to confirm 
that I have no objections to the proposed development. I would only request that we are 
contacted in the event of unexpected ground conditions being encountered during 
construction and that the developer is made aware that the responsibility for the safe 
development of the site lies with them. 

 
59. Corporate Manager – Sustainable Environment (Sustainability Issues): The 

submission of an energy/sustainability statement would be required in order to 
demonstrate compliance with the Building Regulations and BDC Core Strategy. 

 
60. Corporate Manager – Sustainable Environment (Other Issues): No objection – 

subject to condition on noise and dust during construction 
 
61. Suffolk County Council Flood & Water Team (inc Drainage): Suffolk County Council 

can propose the following conditions regarding surface water drainage for Land off of 
Norman Way, Lavenham. 

 

 No development shall commence until details of the strategy for the disposal of 
surface water on the site have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. Reason: To ensure that the principles of sustainable 
drainage are incorporated into this proposal, to ensure that the proposed 
development can be adequately drained. 
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 No development shall commence until details of the implementation, 
maintenance and management of the strategy for the disposal of surface water 
on the site have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. The strategy shall be implemented and thereafter managed and 
maintained in accordance with the approved details. Reason: To ensure clear 
arrangements are in place for ongoing operation and maintenance of the 
disposal of surface water drainage. 
 

 No development shall commence until details of a construction surface water 
management plan detailing how surface water and storm water will be managed 
on the site during construction is submitted to and agreed in writing by the local 
planning authority. The construction surface water management plan shall be 
implemented and thereafter managed and maintained in accordance with the 
approved plan. Reason: To ensure the development does not cause increased 
pollution of the watercourse in line with the River Basin Management Plan. 
 

 The 20th dwelling hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of all 
surface water drainage system have been submitted, in an approved form, to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority for inclusion on the Lead 
Local Flood Authority’s Flood Risk Asset Register. Reason: To ensure all flood 
risk assets and their owners are recorded onto the LLFA’s statutory flood risk 
asset register. 

 
62. County Landscape Officer: The site is a paddock subdivided by post and rail fencing 

and used for horse grazing. The site abuts the built up area of Lavenham. The portion of 
the site proposed for housing is immediately to the south of the old railway line, now a 
bridleway, (“Railway Walk”) and Local Nature Reserve. The proposal also includes an 
area of open space to the north of the old railway line on which it is proposed to create 
allotments and open space adjacent to the existing community woodland. 

 
63. The applicant has provided a detailed Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal. It is 

notable that this work has been undertaken by a consultant who has significant 
experience of working in this parish having prepared the landscape appraisal and 
associated advice which accompanies the Lavenham Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
64. I am satisfied that the assessment of landscape and visual effects is reasonable.  
 
65. Likely landscape effects: The most significant landscape impact of the proposal will be 

the change in land cover on the site from grassland to a built development. It does not 
appear that any other locally characteristic landscape features will be lost. It is notable 
that the scheme appears to include provision for vehicular access across the Railway 
Walk, although this is shown outside the red line. It is notable that the southern and 
western boundaries appear to be included in the domestic curtilage the proposed 
dwellings. Given that the boundary vegetation is integral to the character of the site and 
its surroundings, it is essential that these features are effectively safeguarded in the 
long term. The most effective approach to dealing with this matter would be to exclude 
this key boundary vegetation from private gardens and incorporate it into the 
management of the open space included in this development. This should be reflected 
in the details summited to discharge the reserved matter conditions. 

 
66. The proposed open space and allotments to the north of the railway line, adjacent to the 

community woodland are likely to be beneficial in terms of amenity and enjoyment of the 
community woodland. However the re-ordering and levelling of this site may have 
adverse ecological implications, the significance of any impacts is a matter for the 
ecological consultees. 
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67. Likely visual effects: The proposed development is likely to change the outlook for the 
adjacent properties to the south of the site. There will also be some adverse impact on 
the experience of users of the Lavenham railway walk. These impacts can only be 
ameliorated by effective retention and management of the northern boundary hedgerow 
and trees. The pasture to the west of the site should, subject to the effective retention 
and management of the western boundary hedgerow, be screened by existing 
vegetation. Therefore the enjoyment of this area with a right of way running diagonally 
across this field offering views of the church tower will not be significantly affected. The 
effective retention of the vegetation of on the northern and western boundary is 
important to the acceptability of the proposal. This is reflected in the findings of the 
submitted landscape appraisal and emphasised in the assessment of effects in 
particular viewpoints 1, 2 and 5. 

 

68. It should be noted that these comments do not reflect any impacts there may be on the 
setting of adjacent listed buildings. This is a matter for the Conservation Officers. 

 
69. Other matters: A robust scheme for the management of public spaces on the site is 

required in order to ensure that the benefits of the scheme can be secured. The 
management of vehicular access to the allotments both in terms of safety and 
maintenance of the surface of the railway walk need to be resolved. 
 

70. Recommendations: This proposal is acceptable in landscape terms. 
 

Suffolk County Council (Ecologist) - Initial Comments: 
 

71. The submitted report has not been based on a local data search from Suffolk 
Biodiversity Information Service (formerly Suffolk Biological Records Centre), I would 
recommend that this requested for Protected and Priority Species and designated sites. 
For guidance relating to Priority species, (NERC Act s41), see; 
http://www.suffolkbiodiversity.org/priority-species.aspx. 

 
72. The former railway line adjacent to the two parcels of land identified for this application 

is designated as both a statutory Local Nature Reserve and a non-statutory County 
Wildlife Site. There is currently no assessment of likely impacts from development on 
this designated site and in particular, no reference to the vehicular traffic across the 
railway line to reach the proposed allotments (and this is not shown within the red line 
for the application). 

 

73. This proposal is likely to affect Protected and Priority Species & Habitats on and 
adjacent to the site and additional survey and assessment information has been 
identified for reptiles by the ecological scoping survey submitted. However surveys of 
bat activity are also needed to assess the likely impacts on these European Protected 
Species. The scope of the additional report should therefore be agreed in advance with 
the Local Planning Authority to ensure it provides sufficient information for 
determination of this application and CIEEM report writing guidelines. 

 
74. The likely impacts on these biodiversity assets have not been adequately assessed and 

neither mitigation nor enhancement measures for biodiversity identified for this 
development. 

 

75. Recommendation: In the absence of the above biodiversity survey & assessment 
information, the application should be refused. 

 

Reason 
 

1. The applicant has not provided sufficient information to allow the LPA to discharge 
its duties under the UK Habitats Regulations. 
 

2. The applicant has not provided sufficient information to allow the LPA to discharge 
its duties under s40 NERC Act (2006), Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981). 

http://www.suffolkbiodiversity.org/priority-species.aspx
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  3.  I have made this recommendation in order to minimise the impact of the proposal 
on ecological receptors both on and off site and having due regard for the NPPFs 
well as the statutory obligations of the LPA. 

 

 Suffolk County Council (Ecologist): Further comments received following receipt 
of reptile survey: 

 
76. Thank you for the copy of the reptile survey report, I can confirm that we consider that 

this provides sufficient information about the likely impact of the proposed development 
on reptiles. However, our concern about a possible impact on the LNR/CWS from the 
proposed road crossing remains. 

 

REPRESENTATIONS 
 

77. The following organisations and public representatives have made representations on 
the application and their comments are summarised as follows: 

 

78. Lavenham Society: No objection 
 

79. Ward Member (Cllr Shropshire): Lavenham PC have sent you a letter of general, but 
under condition support, which is largely in line with the Lavenham Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (LNDP). 

 

80. I would like to echo their comments in supporting what is ultimately a well thought out 
application, however the points that the PC make should be considered in detail. 

 

81. My concerns relate to Highway access, the school provision and the ability of the 
existing village surface water and foul water systems to cope with any new 
development.  

 

82. The PC point out that the LNDP recommends an upper limit of 24 dwellings for each 
development. The upper limit of 24 dwellings is relevant to Lavenham, it suits no 
purpose to agree an alternative.  The existing ratio of 1, 2, 3 and 4 bedroom dwellings 
and the proposed level of affordable housing should prevail. I also believe if you are to 
follow this recommendation of the LNDP and reduce number of houses to 24, there 
could be benefit in moving the garages in the south of the plot which back onto 16 and 
14 Ropers court. Most of Ropers court has a decent distance between boundary and 
new buildings a testament to how well the site has been designed, however two garages 
in the South of the plot back up very closely to the boundary of 16 and 14 Ropers Court 
and I believe consideration should be made to moving these, if the numbers of homes 
are reduced slightly. 

 
83. I agree with the PC that the sightline from the direction of Bury St Edmunds is poor , I 

agree that traffic calming measures should be considered and made part of any 
accepted application.  To drive home the issue, similar issues already arise at the 
Preston Road junction with the Lavenham High Street, which is diagonally opposite to 
this proposed application at Norman Way. 

 

84. The LNDP draws attention to the primary school provision in the village and the need for 
this to be addressed.  To provide additional housing without adequate primary 
schooling being available would be counter-productive.  Therefore the development of 
both this proposal and new schooling should go hand in hand, only last year did 25% of 
children living in the village get refused access to the village school. When we are 
encouraging local community cohesion and encouraging the preservation of the 
environment, we then cannot be hypocritical and split up village communities by 
sending children from neighbouring houses to various schools scattered across the 
district and we should not encourage parents to get in a car and drive miles to a school 
when they could simply walk to one in Lavenham if the correct infrastructure was 
allowed to prevail. 
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85. It is proposed that surface drainage water will follow the existing course via an open 

ditch, which as the PC highlighted, already floods at peak times.  The foul water system 
is centred on a pump housed in Weavers Close where Anglian Water engineers are 
repeatedly called out.  Flooding to the Lower Road is a regular occurrence and on 
occasions has been a mixture of drainage and foul water.  Anglian Water should be 
consulted and provide confidence that they can cope with the increase. 

 
86. Lavenham was duped into the parking Fiasco at the last major build site (The Halt) 

where the developer promised parking on site, which was a major consideration in 
accepting the application; only to pull the plug halfway through development by way of 
an alteration rushed secretively through the planning department, stripping the 
additional on-site parking that was so important to the decision. I cannot stress enough 
that ample and over the required amount of space should be provided on the main site 
for parking and not across the Lavenham Walk, which is currently vehicle free and 
pedestrian friendly.   

 
87. One representation(s) supporting the application have been received and the 

comments are summarised as follows: 
 

 Lavenham is thriving and there is a high demand for quality housing 

 Well located site 

 Discreet position on the edge of the village 

 Benefits to the community with generous additional open space 

 Applicant is local and has a vested interest in the community of Lavenham 

 Applicant has a track record of delivering high quality buildings. 
 
88. Seven representation(s) objecting to the application have been received and the 

comments are summarised as follows: 
 

 Increased traffic – on dangerous junction 

 Change in levels across the site – impact on Ropers Court 

 Single storey dwellings would help maintain the character/status of the 
Conservation Area and is supported. 

 Indicative site layout proposes a small garden buffer strip which is supported. 

 Negative impact of vehicles using the Lavenham Walk access road 

 Insufficient detail to show how development will mitigate increased pressure on the 
sewerage infrastructure and surface water run-off 

 Provision of allotments is detrimental to the amenity of Lavenham Walk 

 Indicative layout shows garage close to our boundary 

 Loss of a view 

 Impact on village infrastructure 

 Further strain on the NHS 

 Access road is inadequate to serve the development 

 Insufficient infrastructure for these additional dwellings 
 

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS  
 
89. From an assessment of planning policies, public representations and other material 

considerations, the main considerations it is appropriate to evaluate the following key 
aspects in relation to this development in a core village: 

 

 Principle of Development 

 Consideration against policy CS11 and SPD 

 Connectivity and Highway safety 

 Biodiversity and Protected Species 

 Land Contamination 
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 Surface Water Drainage 

 Loss of agricultural land 

 Planning Obligations and CIL 

 Planning Balance 
 

Principle of Development  
 

90. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 27th March 2012.  
It provides that the NPPF "does not change the statutory status of the development plan 
as the starting point for decision making.  Proposed development that accords with an 
up-to-date Local Plan should be approved, and proposed development that conflicts 
should be refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise". 

 

91. The NPPF also provides (para 187) that “Local planning authorities should look for 
solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every level should seek to 
approve applications for sustainable development where possible.  Local planning 
authorities should work proactively with applicants to secure developments that improve 
the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area.” 

 

92. Lavenham is defined as a core village under policy CS2, which states that core villages 
will act as the focus of development within their functional cluster. The cluster comprises 
Alpheton, Brent Eleigh, Cockfield, Great Waldingfield, Little Waldingfield, Milden, 
Preston St Mary, Thorpe Moriuex and Felsham. The application site abuts the built up 
area boundary (buab) for Lavenham and therefore policy CS11, which provides greater 
flexibility for appropriate development beyond the buab for identified core villages, 
would apply.  

 

93. Policy CS3 of the Core Strategy identities 1050 homes for rural areas, this quantum of 
development is unallocated at present (in either district development plan documents or 
Neighbourhood Plans) so there is a reliance at present on windfall sites to deliver this 
growth. 

 

94. Policy H1 of the LNDP states that proposals will be permitted subject top them either 
being located within or adjacent to the built up area boundary of Lavenham and where 
the scheme clearly demonstrated to be well related to the existing patter of development 
in Lavenham. The policy also requires development to be of a scale and nature that 
ensures an appropriate level of services, facilities and infrastructure, including primary 
school capacity are available or proved to serve the proposed development.  Outside 
of the built up area the developments are required to be considered against the relevant 
requirements of Babergh policy CS11. 

 

95. Development in core villages will be approved where the criteria related to core villages 
in CS11 are addressed to the satisfaction of the local planning authority and where 
proposals score positively when assessed against policy CS15. 

 

Consideration against policy CS11 and the adopted SPD 
 

• Locally identified need & proven local need 
• Site Location & Sequential Approach 
• Locally Identified Community Needs  
• Cumulative Impact of Development in the area (Social, physical and 

environmental) 
 

Consideration against Core Strategy Policy CS11 and the adopted SPD  

96. Policy CS2 (Settlement Pattern Policy) identifies Lavenham as Core Village, which will 
act as a focus for development within its functional cluster.  Policy CS2 identifies the 10 
larger rural villages, which form the centre or core of a ‘functional cluster’ of smaller 
settlements (see Core Strategy, paragraph 2.1.1.5). 
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97. Policy CS11 sets out the Local Plan 'Strategy for Development in Core and Hinterland 
Villages' and (so far as relevant) states that: 

"Proposals for development for Core Villages will be approved where proposals score 
positively when assessed against Policy CS15 and the following matters are addressed 
to the satisfaction of the local planning authority … where relevant and appropriate to 
the scale and location of the proposal: 

1. the landscape, environmental and heritage characteristics of the village; 

2. the locational context of the village and the proposed development (particularly the 
AONBs, Conservation Areas, and heritage assets); 

3. site location and sequential approach to site selection; 

4. locally identified need - housing and employment, and specific local needs such as 
affordable housing; 

5. locally identified community needs; and 

6. cumulative impact of development in the area in respect of social, physical and 
environmental Impacts. 

98. The general purpose of the Policy CS11 is to provide greater flexibility in the location of 
new housing development in the Core and Hinterland Villages.  Considered together, 
Policy CS2 (Settlement Pattern Policy) and Policy CS3 (Strategy for Development and 
Growth) and Policy CS11 provide for a minimum of 1,050 dwellings to be delivered in 
Core and Hinterland Villages for the period between 2011 and 2031.  Subject to 
specified criteria, Policy CS11 intentionally provides greater flexibility for appropriate 
development beyond the existing Built Up Area Boundaries (BUAB) for each Core 

Village, as identified in the 2006 Local Plan Saved Policies.   

99. The accompanying 'Rural Development & Core Strategy Policy CS11 Supplementary 
Planning Document ("the SPD") was adopted by the Council on 8 August 2014.  The 
Council produced the SPD to provide guidance on the interpretation and application of 
Policy CS11, acknowledging that the Site Allocations Document foreshadowed in Policy 
CS11 may not be prepared for some time.  Although the SPD is not part of the statutory 
development plan, its preparation included a process of community consultation before 
it was adopted by the Council, means that it is a material consideration when planning 
applications are determined. 

100. The proper interpretation of development plan policy is a matter of law and, in principle, 
policy statements should be interpreted objectively in accordance with the language 
used, read as always in its proper context; however, statements of policy should not be 
construed as if they were statutory or contractual provisions (see Tesco Stores Ltd v 
Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13). 

 

101. Accordingly, the correct meaning of Policy CS11 requires an objective interpretation of 
the policy text considered in the context of relevant development plan policies and the 
wider context of national planning policy in force when the Core Strategy was adopted in 
February 2014.  As the SPD was not adopted until August 2014, the proper 
interpretation of Policy CS11 cannot be influenced by the guidance within the SPD. 

102. However, to the extent that it is consistent with the proper interpretation of Policy CS11, 
the planning guidance within the SPD will be relevant to the Council's application of 
Policy CS11 when determining planning applications.  In this respect, under the 
subheading 'Scale of Proposal in Relation to Existing Settlement', paragraph 12 of the 
SPD states (so far as relevant) that: 

"12. … The size and scale of any proposal should be proportionate to the 
settlement in which it is located. Because each village is different it is not 
possible to prescribe standard proportions of development that would be 
acceptable. A judgment will need to be made on the basis of the size and 
character of the village, the services and facilities that are available and 
their capacity to accommodate further development  



 

Planning Committee 
7 September 2016    

 

…Proposals for both core and hinterland villages will need to 
demonstrate that the development can be accommodated without 
adversely affecting the character of the village and that the services, 
facilities and infrastructure have the capacity to accommodate it or will be 
enhanced to accommodate it." 

103. As it relates to proposals "for development for Core Villages", the matters to be 
addressed to the satisfaction of the local planning authority listed within Policy CS11 do 
not include the 'proportionality' of a proposal to the settlement in which it is located.  As 
such, the guidance on the 'proportionality' of a proposal in paragraph 12 of the SPD is 
not directly relevant to the proper interpretation or application of Policy CS11. Put 
simply, Policy CS11 does not require the size and scale of a proposal for development 
for a core village to be proportionate to the settlement in which it is to be located.  

104. The matters listed in Policy CS11, which proposal for development for Core Villages 
must address, are now considered in turn.   

The landscape, environmental and heritage characteristics of the village  

Impact on Landscape 
 
105. The site is a paddock subdivided by post and rail fencing and used for horse grazing. 

The site abuts the built up area of Lavenham. The portion of the site proposed for 
housing is immediately to the south of the old railway line, now a bridleway, (“Railway 
Walk”) and Local Nature Reserve. The proposal also includes an area of open space to 
the north of the old railway line on which it is proposed to create allotments and open 
space adjacent to the existing community woodland.  

 
106. The most significant landscape impact of the proposal will be the change in land cover 

on the site from grassland to a built development. It does not appear that any other 
locally characteristic landscape features will be lost. 

 
107. It is notable that the scheme appears to include provision for vehicular access across 

the Railway Walk, although this is shown outside the red line. 
 
108. It is notable that the southern and western boundaries appear to be included in the 

domestic curtilage the proposed dwellings. Given that the boundary vegetation is 
integral to the character of the site and its surroundings, it is essential that these 
features are effectively safeguarded in the long term. The most effective approach to 
dealing with this matter would be to exclude this key boundary vegetation from private 
gardens and incorporate it into the management of the open space included in this 
development. This should be reflected in the details summited to discharge the reserved 
matter conditions. 

 
109. The proposed open space and allotments to the north of the railway line, adjacent to the 

community woodland are likely to be beneficial in terms of amenity and enjoyment of the 
community woodland. However the re-ordering and levelling of this site may have 
adverse ecological implications. 

 
110. The proposed development is likely to change the outlook for the adjacent properties to 

the south of the site. There will also be some adverse impact on the experience of users 
of the Lavenham railway walk. These impacts can only be ameliorated by effective 
retention and management of the northern boundary hedgerow and trees. The pasture 
to the west of the site should, subject to the effective retention and management of the 
western boundary hedgerow, be screened by existing vegetation. Therefore the 
enjoyment of this area with a right of way running diagonally across this field offering 
views of the church tower will not be significantly affected. The effective retention of the 
vegetation of on the northern and western boundary is important to the acceptability of 
the proposal. This is reflected in the findings of the submitted landscape appraisal and 
emphasised in the assessment of effects in particular viewpoints 1, 2 and 5. 
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111. With appropriate mitigation the proposal is considered to be acceptable in landscape 
terms. 

 
Impact on Heritage Assets 

 
112. The application site is located on the western of the village and comprises 

predominantly of paddock land which falls from south to the north.  Access is proposed 
via Norman Way, a private road which serves a few residential properties, some 
business units and a builders’ yard.  The former railway line to the north, which is now 
used as a walk, provides a strong physical barrier between the site and the adjoining 
countryside.  The boundaries to the south and east adjoin existing development while 
the boundary to the west abuts open land.      

 
113. The site mostly adjoins and is only partly in the Lavenham Conservation Area and there 

are several properties in High Street which are listed.  There are views from the site of 
the very tips of the tower to the Church of St Peter and St Paul.     

 
114. The application is in outline and provides for the erection of up to 25 dwellings with 

vehicular access proposed from Norman Way.  A secondary pedestrian access is 
proposed from High Street.     

 
115. In accordance with Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 local planning authorities must pay special regard to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area when 
considering planning applications.   

 
116. In addition Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 

1990 places a general duty upon local planning authorities which requires them to have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their settings when 
considering whether to grant planning permission.   

 
117. The Government’s planning policies for Conserving and enhancing the historic 

environment are contained within Paragraphs 126 to 141 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF).  The NPPF defines the setting of a heritage asset as, 

 
118. ‘The surroundings in which the heritage asset is experienced - Its extent is not fixed and 

may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve.  Elements of a setting may make 
a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to 
appreciate that significance, or may be neutral’. 

 
119. In order to assist local authorities and other parties concerned with the implementation 

of historic environment policy and the assessment of setting issues Historic England 
have produced good practice advice notes.  Advice Note 3 - The Setting of Heritage 
Assets (2015) sets out a staged approach to assist decision-making.   
 

It requires:   
 

the identification of affected heritage assets and their settings which in this case 

comprise the Lavenham Conservation Area, the listed buildings in High Street and the 

Church (Step 1), 
 

• an assessment as to whether and to what degree these settings make a 

contribution to the significance of these heritage assets (Step 2), 

• an assessment to be undertaken on the effect the proposed development would 

have upon the setting and significance of the heritage assets (Step 3), 

• an exploration of ways to avoid or minimise potentially harmful effects (Step 4), 

and, 

• the formulation of conclusions (Step 5). 
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Impact on Listed Buildings 
 
120. Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states 

that 'in considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects 
a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority......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'. 

 
121. The application site is not readily visible from public vantage points however there are 

glimpsed views into the site from the former railway line walk.  Longer views exist from 
Bury Road to the north and Moneyhole Corner to the north east.  From these vantage 
points the tower to the listed Church of St Peter and St Paul is clearly visible within the 
wider arable landscape. 

 
122. The application site is located within a shallow valley and views into it from Bury Road to 

the north are heavily screened by trees that follow the route of the former railway line.  
As such the proposed development would not unduly interrupt the longer distance views 
of the Church from this vantage point.  Care will however need to be taken to ensure 
that height and location of any subsequent development does not impinge upon this 
longer view and the appreciation of the Church.   

 
Impact on Conservation Areas 

 
123. Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states 

'...In the exercise, 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'. 

 
 
124. Whilst part of the site is within the Conservation Area, the majority of the site lies outside 

it and it is not considered that the development will be detrimental to the character and 
appearance of the area and that a suitably designed development would respect the 
conservation area.  

 
125. The boundary to the Lavenham Conservation Area closely follows the historic core and 

the main roads leading to and from the village.  The application site partially adjoins the 
Conservation Area on its southern edge however but the intervening modern 
development on the higher ground to the south provides a clear distinction between the 
Conservation Area and the undeveloped land to the north.  As such the character of the 
Conservation Area, and views into and out of it within the immediate vicinity of the 
application site, would not be compromised by the proposed development.  The overall 
impact is therefore likely to be neutral.   

 
126. As indicated above, the application site sits to the rear of the more recent development 

that has taken place behind the listed properties in High Street.  These listed properties 
are experienced more through their physical association with other properties in the 
historic core rather than the development and open land to the rear.  The juxtaposition 
of the site with these heritage assets is such that their overall appreciation would not be 
harmed by the proposed development.   

 
127. In conclusion the proposal would not cause harm to the appreciation of designated 

heritage assets within the vicinity of the application site or the morphology of the village 
within the meaning provided by the National Planning Policy Framework. The statutory 
tests provided by the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 are 
therefore capable of being fulfilled.   
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The locational context of the village and the proposed development  

1. This matter requires an assessment of the context in which the application site is 
located by reference to the village, its facilities and applicable planning designations. 

2. Paragraph 10 of the SPD states that:  "To be considered under CS11 proposals must 
be in or adjacent to a Core Village or a Hinterland Village.  Proposals should be well 
related to the existing settlement.  It is suggested that the starting point for assessing 
this is whether or not the site adjoins the Built Up Area Boundary (BUAB) of the village. 
Some sites, even though they adjoin a BUAB may not be well related to the village and 
a judgement will need to be made taking in account issues such as: 

 Whether the proposal would constitute ribbon development on the edge of the 
village 

 How the site is connected to the exiting settlement, jobs, facilities and services 
including location of site access and availability of sustainable transport links 

 The scale, character and density of the proposal in relation to the existing adjoining 
development 

 Whether the proposal constituted a logical extension of the built up area of the 
village 

 Whether the proposal is self-contained and has logical natural boundaries" 

 

128. The site abuts the BUAB and the adjoining railway walk which provides a natural 
physical boundary to the edge of the development. The site also benefits from 
pedestrian links to the High Street. The site is partly within the 5 min walk time and is 
between 400-800m of the centre of the village which is within the desirable and 
acceptable range for development as identified within the Lavenham Neighbourhood 
Plan (LNP). The site abuts the Conservation Area, but does not impose upon it. It is 
considered that views from Heritage Assets (Lavenham Church) are limited.  

 

129. Lavenham is a core village and has a range of services including shops, post office, 
primary school, doctors surgery, dentist surgery and pubs, all of which are within 100 – 
600m of the site. There is also a bus route providing weekday hourly services, between 
Colchester, Sudbury and Bury St Edmunds from 0730 – 1740. The bus stop is 150m 
from the site on the High Street. The footpath connection from the development to the 
High Street improves connectivity to the services and will improve access to services for 
residents within the development.  

 

iii) Site location and sequential approach to site selection 

130. The SHLAA identifies 5 potential sites within Lavenham which would give an estimated 
dwelling yield of 325, within the functional cluster this rises to 615 dwellings. The 
application site is identified within the SHLAA and is suitable for residential 
development, with an estimated yield of 50 dwellings. The application submitted is for 
only 25 dwellings and therefore taking this into account the overall yield for Lavenham 
would be less than the 325 suggested. Three of the identified sites (LAV3, LAV5 & 
LAV6) are not considered to be sequentially preferable to the application site as no 
information is given within the SHLAA as to whether the sites are available and 
therefore there is no indication as to the timescales for delivery. The remaining site 
LA02 is under option by a developer and is therefore available for development and the 
Local Planning authority is aware of pre-application discussion having taken place on 
the site. In terms of preference, Lav02 is within the Special Landscape Area and closer 
to the Conservation Area, and therefore may be considered more sensitive with regard 
to its impact on the landscape. In addition, whilst pre application discussions are 
advanced no application has been submitted and therefore this site is considered to 
have less weight than the application submitted. Therefore, both sites are likely to be 
considered sequentially preferable for housing and as there are limiting factors to the 
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scale of development on both sites due to highway considerations, which results in 
lower yields than those identified in the SHLAA, both sites could be considered 
acceptable and the alternative site does not need to delivered in advance of the 
application site, nor will approval of this application, prejudice the opportunity for 
development on alternative sites within Lavenham.  

131. The Local Planning Authority is also aware that there is a brownfield site within the 
village that has been subject to an application for residential use previously. This site is 
currently in employment use and any development of this site is likely to be costly in 
terms of remediation and also the costs of redevelopment of part of the site which 
contains listed buildings and its location within the Conservation Area which requires a 
high quality materials, therefore it may not be possible for this site to deliver affordable 
housing (which is why it was not supported by the Local Planning Authority previously) 
and as such can not be relied upon to meet the locally identified need for social housing. 
In addition the access into the site is a limiting factor to the scale of development 
possible on the site. As such whilst, preference is given to the development of 
Brownfield sites, the site at Lavenham Press is not considered available due to its 
current use for employment and that alternative sites within the village would still be 
required to deliver the affordable housing required in Lavenham even if that site came 
forward for development and as such its re-development would not be precluded by the 
current application.  

132. Whether or not any of these sites are sequentially preferable involves the exercise of 
planning judgement. The considerations relevant to that judgement will be whether 
those sites are developable and deliverable.  The terms "developable" and 
"deliverable" should be considered in the context of the NPPF, specifically, the policy 
within Section 6 'Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes' 

133. The meaning of the term "developable" is provided by in footnote 12 to paragraph 47 of 
the NPPF, which states: 

 

"12. To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for 
housing development and there should be a reasonable prospect that 
the site is available and could be viably developed at the point 
envisaged." 

134. Footnote 11 addresses the meaning of "deliverable" to paragraph 47 states that, 

"11. To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now offer a 
suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic 
prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in 
particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with planning 
permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires.  

iv) Locally identified need - housing and employment, and specific local needs such as 

affordable housing 

135. Members will be aware that the Planning Court will consider two claims for judicial 
review challenging the Council's decision to grant planning permission for development 
proposed for the Core Villages of Bildeston and East Bergholt.  Both clams include 
grounds of challenge concerning the proper interpretation of Policy CS11; specifically, 
the meaning of "locally identified need" as one of the matters that a proposal for 
development for a Core Village must address to the satisfaction of the local planning 
authority. 

136. The Council defends both claims for judicial review on the basis that the decisions to 
grant planning permission proceeded upon a proper interpretation of Policy CS11, as it 
relates to "locally identified needs" and a lawful application of relevant development plan 
policies, including Policy CS11, having regard to the particular facts and circumstances 
relevant to each decision. 
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137. The Council contends that "locally identified needs" must be construed having regard to 
Policy CS2 (Settlement Pattern Policy), Policy CS3 (Strategy for Growth and 
Development) and Policy CS11 (Strategy for Development for Core and Hinterland 
Villages), which require Core and Hinterland Villages to make a contribution towards 
meeting the District's housing needs.  As stated above, these policies provide for a 
minimum of 1,050 dwellings to be delivered in Core and Hinterland Villages for the 
period between 2011 and 2031. 

138. Paragraph 2.8.5.4 of the Core Strategy notes that the total requirement of 1,050 new 
dwellings to be accommodated in Core and Hinterland Villages should not be viewed as 
a sum simply to be divided equally or randomly between the number of villages listed. 
The approach to the distribution of new dwellings within Policy CS3 is to be driven by the 
function of the villages, their role in the community, and the capacity for a particular level 
of growth which will be guided by many factors and which will result in a different level of 
development being identified as "appropriate" in different settlements, even those within 
the same category. The approach will also provide for a degree of in-built flexibility 
within the catchment area.   

139. The Core Villages are very varied and their needs and factors which influence what is an 
"appropriate level of development" will vary from village to village, especially where 
villages are situated within environmentally and visually sensitive landscapes, 
particularly the AONBs, and/or where villages include conservation areas and heritage 
assets. These landscapes and heritage assets will be key considerations when 
considering planning applications.  

140. Without prejudice to the Council's defence to the two extant claims for judicial review, 
until such time as the Planning Court delivers judgment, it would be prudent for the 
Council to adopt a cautious approach to the determination of planning applications 
involving proposals for development for Core Villages. Accordingly, "locally identified 
need" or "local need" should be construed as the development to meet the needs of the 
Core Village identified in the application, namely Lavenham, and the functional cluster 
of smaller rural settlements which it serves. 

141. It is important to note that this interpretation of Policy CS11 should not be misconstrued 
as a justification to restrict proposals for new development in and around Core Villages 
to meet the needs of that Core Village alone. The Core Strategy expressly contemplates 
that Core Villages will accommodate the majority of new housing development to meet 
the needs described in Policy CS3 as "rural growth", including the development needs 
of the "functional cluster" served by that Core Village.  Where appropriate, the 
development needs of a wider catchment area may also be relevant, subject to the 
particular needs of local rural communities and significant constraints on development 
in nearby Core and Hinterland Villages (see Core Strategy, paragraph 2.8.5.4) 

142. Policy CS11 allows flexibility for developments of appropriate scale and form to come 
forward for Core Villages. The Growth and Development Strategy therefore allows for 
some rural growth, which has been identified locally as important to sustain the existing 
rural settlement pattern and existing rural communities in the catchment area. The 
sequential approach of the Strategy for Growth and Development requires new 
development for "rural growth", first, to be directed to Core Villages, which are expected 
to accommodate new development in locations beyond existing BUAB, where 
appropriate. 

143. In respect of affordable housing need, paragraph 2.8.5 of the Core Strategy advises that 
Policy CS11 will lead to greater flexibility in the provision of affordable housing, related 
to need which has to be considered more widely than just within the context of individual 
settlement but also the other villages within that cluster and in some cases adjoining 
clusters.  This is consistent with the requirements of the NPPF that aim to ensure that 
the local plan meets the needs for affordable housing in the housing market area.  
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144. The SPD identifies that proposals should be accompanied by a statement that analyses 
the local housing needs of the Village and how they have been taken into account in the 
proposal. For the reasons explained, the local housing needs of the Village must be 
construed as the needs of the Village itself and the needs of the function cluster of 
smaller rural settlements it serves.  In this case the Applicant has not submitted a 
housing needs assessment. 

145. The Lavenham Neighbourhood Plan (LNP) provides detailed information on 
demographics and housing stock. This identifies the higher than average older 
population in Lavenham with 33% of the 1422 (Census 2011) residents being over 65 
and a lower proportion of younger persons (under 30) at 21.9% when compared to the 
county average.  Lavenham also has 22% of 4 bed and larger properties, compared 
with the national average of 15% with 32% of all housing being listed.  

 
146. The housing needs survey undertaken for the LNP identifies a need for 55 affordable 

dwellings in Lavenham, which doesn’t take into account the needs of the wider cluster. 
Some of this need is met by the development of the former Armorex site with 8 
affordable units and the development of 12 units in the redeveloped garages in Meadow 
Close. There is also a proposal for 18 dwellings on the former County Council depot in 
Melford Road. These will provide approximately 38 of the 55 dwellings required. The 
application proposes 25 dwellings and of these 8 would be affordable and 17 are open 
market. It is therefore considered that the development will contribute to the identified 
need for affordable housing.  

 
147. The LNP also identifies that 117 dwellings have been delivered within the functional 

cluster of Lavenham since 2011. The LNP identifies that some growth within the village 
will be required to deliver additional homes in order to contribute toward the district 
needs of 1050 homes and the LNP states that development of up to 24 dwellings could 
be easily integrated into the existing structure and fabric of the village and that is their 
preference. The scheme proposed of 25 dwellings accords with the aims of the LNP in 
that it is a small development which responds to the landscape sensitivities identified 
within the LNP.  

 
148. The LNDP requires the provision of 35% affordable housing in accordance with 

Babergh’s adopted policy and in addition policy H4 requires all new affordable housing 
to be subject to a local connections, which ensures that those with a strong local 
connection to the Parish will be first to be offered the tenancy or shared ownership of the 
home. In this context a strong local connections means an application who satisfies the 
BDC local connection criteria for Local Housing Needs Schemes. This requirement will 
need to be reflected in the Section 106.  

 
149. The most recent information from the Babergh Council’s Housing Register shows 67 

applicants registered who have a connection to Lavenham.  
 
150. Based on CS19 and requirements of CS11, 8 of the dwellings on the proposed 

development should be for affordable housing. These should take the form of: 
 

• 2 x 1-bedroom 2-person flats at 50 square metres for Affordable Rent Tenancy 
• 2 x 2 bed 3 person bungalows at 61 square metres for Affordable Rent tenancy 
• 2 x 2-bedroom 4-person houses at 79 square metres for Affordable Rent   
    Tenancy 
• 2 x 2-bedroom 4-person houses at 79 square metres for Shared Ownership 

 
151. 6 of these dwellings should be for Affordable Rent Tenancy; 2 for Shared Ownership. 
 
152. The size and scale of the development should be proportionate to the settlement in 

which it is located. Lavenham has approximately 850 households and the proposal for 
25 dwellings would represent an increase of 3% which is considered an acceptable 
scale of development for the village.   
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153. Policy H1 of the LNDP states that proposals will be permitted subject top them either 
being located within or adjacent to the built up area boundary of Lavenham and where 
the scheme clearly demonstrated to be well related to the existing patter of development 
in Lavenham. The policy also requires development to be of a scale and nature that 
ensures an appropriate level of services, facilities and infrastructure, including primary 
school capacity are available or proved to serve the proposed development.  In 
additional the policy states that based on an overriding objective to preserve the 
integrity of Lavenham, the community strongly prefers smaller development schemes of 
up to 24 units. Larger scheme are less likely to be acceptable due to the landscape and 
visual sensitivity of the majority of land parcels surrounding the village.  

 
154. The supporting paragraphs within the LNDP (para 7.3.11) states that the figure of 24 

units per scheme has been identified following consideration of the number and size of 
the potentially available sites adjacent to the built up area boundary as well as the 
sensitivity of Lavenham’s landscape setting and Lavenham’s historic setting. It is 
however recognised that schemes which are a little larger than 24 units which are 
sensitively designed may also be acceptable and could potentially perform well against 
the plan’s vision and objectives.  

 
155. The development will need to include a mix of dwellings which meet the identified local 

need for smaller dwellings in order to improve the mix of housing stock in the village. 
The applicants design and access statement refers to a mix of 2, 3, 4 bed properties, 
with a proportion being 4 bed to make the scheme viable. It is considered that this 
should be justified as part of any reserved matters application as local needs identify 
smaller properties, so a range of 1 – 3 bed dwellings should be  
considered a priority over 4 bedroom dwellings, of which Lavenham already has a high 
proportion.  

 
156. This accords with policy H2 of the LNDP which requires development to contribute to 

meeting the existing and future needs of the village. A mix in the size and type of 
housing is required to take into account the needs of young people looking for 2 & 3 
bedroom properties as well as the needs of an ageing population looking to downsize 
into smaller homes. 

 
Locally Identified Community Needs 

157. Policy CS11 requires a similar approach to the determination of proposals for 
development to meet locally identified community needs, recognising the role of Core 
Villages and the "functional clusters" they serve.  Paragraph 2.8.5.2 of the Core 
Strategy notes that the "approach advocated for the management of growth in Core 
Villages and their hinterlands, has many benefits for the communities".  The benefits 
that the application of Policy CS11 and other relevant policies should secure include 
"Flexibility in the provision of and location of facilities" … "to reflect a catchment area 
pattern which relates to the day to day practice of the people living in the villages" (see 

item iii) in paragraph 2.8.5.2).    

158. The SPD identifies that proposals should be accompanied by a statement that analyses 
the community needs of the Village and how they have been taken into account in the 
proposal. In this case the Applicant has not submitted a community needs statement  

 
159. The LNP identifies the need for allotments, in policy C4 of the LNDP, which Lavenham 

does not currently have. The application addresses this with an area of land identified 
within the open space opposite the application site adjacent to the railway walk. As 
policy CS11 requires proposals to address identified community need the provision of 
allotments, prior to first occupation of any dwellings should be required by condition. 
This would ensure that the reserved matters submission includes provision of 
allotments as the submitted layout plan is only indicative at this stage.  
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160. The LNP also sets out a range of priorities for CIL monies of which this development will 
contribute towards.  

Cumulative impact of development in the area in respect of social, physical and 
environmental impacts 

161. The SPD identifies, at paragraph 13, that "cumulative impact should include existing 
commitments and other proposals in the same village and existing commitments and 
other proposals in the cluster where they are likely to have a wider impact for example in 
terms of traffic generation, capacity of schools and health services. The impact on other 
neighbouring villages and neighbouring local authority areas should also be taken into 
account".  

162. In terms of existing commitments and other proposals in Lavenham the table at 
appendix a shows applications which have been either delivered or have planning 
permission within the cluster. 

163. In terms of existing commitments and other proposals in the relevant cluster1, as 
defined in Map 4 of the Core Strategy, which are considered likely to have a wider 
impact for example in terms of traffic generation, capacity of schools and health 
services, the table at Appendix B shows applications which have been either delivered 
or have planning permission within the cluster. 

164. As previously stated the LNP has identified that 117 dwellings have been delivered 
within the functional cluster of Lavenham since 2011. 

 

165. The capacity of the local primary school has been identified by the LNP and would be a 
possible constraint to future growth. Suffolk County Council have advised that there are 
no surplus places at Lavenham CP School and therefore as the development will result 
in a pupil yield of 6 at a cost of £12,181 in addition to 3 pre-school children at a cost of 
£6,091. This information will form the basis of a future bid to the District Council for CIL 
funds. 

 

166. The technical advice received from highways, Anglian Water and the lead flood officer 
demonstrate that the development can be accommodated within the village and that the 
services, facilities and infrastructure have the capacity to accommodate the level of 
development proposed.  

 

167. The LNP identifies some growth within the village will be required to deliver additional 
homes in order to contribute towards the district needs of 1050 homes and the LNP 
states that developments of up to 24 dwellings could be easily integrated into the 
existing structure and fabric of the village and that is their preference. The scheme 
proposed of up to 25 dwellings accords with the aims of the LNP in that is a small 
development which responds to the landscape sensitives identified within the LNP. 

 

Summary 
 

168. For the reasons explained, the development proposal has addressed each of the six 
matters identified in Policy CS11 to the satisfaction of the local planning authority. 
Overall it is considered that the proposal accords with Policy CS11.   

 

Connectivity and Highway Safety 
 

169. Policy C3 of the LNDP requires development proposal to utilise opportunities to link in to 
the wider footpath and bridleway network where applicable. In this instance the site is 
located adjacent to the Lavenham Railway Walk and the site also benefits from 
pedestrian links to the High Street. The site is partly within the 5 min walk time and is 
between 400-800m of the centre of the village which is within the desirable and 
acceptable range for development as identified within the Lavenham Neighbourhood 
Plan (LNP).  

                                                 
1
 Paragraph 13 of the SPD refers to cumulative impact in the village and in the cluster in the circumstances 

above 
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Therefore the site is considered to be well related and provide good connections with 
the wider village and the services it provides. 
 

170. Concern has been raised about the increased traffic generated by this development and 
the impact on the road network and particular the junction onto the High Street. The 
details of the application have been reviewed by the County Highway Authority who are 
satisfied that the development would not result in harm to highway safety. Their 
comments are provided in full within the consultee section of the report – however in 
particular they advise that it is not considered that the proposed development would 
result in a severe impact at the junction between Norman Way and High Street. The 
junction visibility splay is less than standard to the north. It is recorded as being entirely 
within the highway and could therefore be increased but at the loss of the significant 
hedge; this is not considered necessary on the basis that there isn’t a recent accident 
history. 

 
Biodiversity and Protected Species  

 
171. In assessing this application due regard has been given to the provisions of the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006, is so far as it is applicable to the 
proposal and the provisions of Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations, 2010 
in relation to protected species.   

 
172. The application has been considered by both the County ecologist and Suffolk Wildlife 

Trust and whilst the surveys submitted demonstrate that the development will not result 
in any damage or loss of protected species or habitats, there is concern about the 
impact of increase use of the Lavenham Railway Walk and the vehicular access across 
it. The applicant has responded to this by confirming that the crossing of the railway 
walk is not a new access route, it is an existing access route which has been used for 
many years by the applicant. There is no intention to change the surface of the access 
and it will remain gated. Therefore, it is not considered that the proposal will have any 
adverse impact and the land could be used as allotments without the need for planning 
permission and this would not be dependant of the application submitted. On that basis 
it is considered on the balance of probabilities there is proportionate information to hand 
which will enable the appropriate consideration of the impacts of the development 
proposed. Therefore with the inclusion of appropriate conditions, as required by the 
County Landscape Officer it is considered that this matter has been addressed 
satisfactorily.  

 
Surface Water Drainage 

 
173. Policy CS15 requires development to minimise the exposure of people and property to 

all sources of flooding and to minimise surface water run-off and incorporate sustainable 
drainage systems (SUDS), where appropriate. The applicant has provided evidence of 
a viable surface water drainage strategy for the proposed development and has 
therefore complied with the requirements of both policy CS15 and the NPPF.  

 
Planning Obligations and CIL 

 
174. The application is liable to CIL and therefore Suffolk County Council have outlined the 

monies that they would be making a bid for to mitigate the impact of the development on 
education and libraries.  

 
175. The application, if approved, would require the completion of a S106 agreement to 

secure the required number of affordable dwellings as set out previously in the report.  
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176. In accordance with the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations, 2010, the 
obligations recommended to be secured by way of a planning obligation deed are (a) 
necessary to make the Development acceptable in planning terms (b) directly related to 
the Development and (c) fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the 
Development.   
Crime and Disorder  

 
177. Consideration has been given to the provisions of Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder 

Act, 1998, in the assessment of this application but the proposal does not raise any 
significant issues.   

 
CONCLUSION - PLANNING BALANCE 
 
178. When taken as a whole and as a matter of planning judgement, the proposal is 

considered to adhere to the development plan and NPPF and therefore can be 
considered sustainable development. There is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. The application is therefore recommended for approval. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
(1) That the Professional Lead – Growth and Sustainable Planning be authorised to secure a 

Planning Obligation, on terms to his satisfaction, under Section 106 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act, 1990, to provide:   

 Affordable Housing 

 Management of the public open space 
 

(2) That, subject to the completion of the Planning Obligation referred to in Resolution (1) 
above the Professional Lead – Growth and Sustainable Planning be authorised to grant 
planning permission subject to conditions including: 

 Reserved Matters to be submitted 

 Archaeology 

 Drainage Strategy 

 Fire Hydrants 

 Ecological Mitigation 

 Energy/Sustainability Statement 

 Construction Management Plan (Dust/noise) 

 Surface Water Drainage Conditions (SCC Flood Team) 

 Design Code (Concurrent with Res Matters) 

 Strategic planning scheme 

 Soft Landscaping 

 Hard Landscaping 

 External Lighting 

 Tree Protection 

 Levels (Concurrent with Res Matters) 

 Details of estate roads 

 Carriageways and footways to be constructed prior to occupation 

 Details of areas of parking and manoeuvring to be provided 

 Details for storage and areas of presentation for bins 

 Details to prevent discharge of surface water 

 Construction and Deliveries Management Plan 

 Sustainable access route provision (footpath link to High Street) 
 

 
 


