
 
 
 

Committee Report   

Ward: Thurston and Hessett   

Ward Member/s: Cllr Derek Haley and Cllr Esther Jewson 

    

 

RECOMMENDATION – GRANT RESERVED MATTERS 

 

 

Description of Development 

Submission of details under Outline Planning Permission 5010/16 Allowed at appeal - Appearance, 

Landscaping, Layout and Scale for 175 dwellings 

 

Location 

Highfield, Norton Road, Thurston, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, IP31 3QH 

 

Parish: Thurston  

Expiry Date: 03/07/2018 

Application Type: Reserved Matters 

Development Type: Major Dwellings 

Applicant: Hopkins Homes 

Agent: Armstrong Rigg Planning 

 
 

PART ONE – REASON FOR REFERENCE TO COMMITTEE 
 

 
The application is referred to committee for the following reason/s: 
 
It is a “Major” application for: 
 
- a residential application for 15 or more dwellings. 
 
Details of Previous Committee / Resolutions and any member site visit relevant to this application 

 

Follows the allowed appeal, reference APP/W3520/W/17/3172098, granting outline planning permission 

on 30th October 2017. A copy of that decision is appended to this report. The Planning Referrals Committee 

resolved to approve an identical scheme (ref: 2797/16) on 1st November 2017. This application is submitted 

pursuant to the aforementioned planning permission granted by an Inspector appointed by the Secretary 

of State. 

 
 

PART TWO – POLICIES AND CONSULTATION SUMMARY  
 

 
 
 
 

Item No: 3 Reference: DC/18/01376 
Case Officer: Steven Stroud 



 
 
 

Summary of Policies 
 
NPPF - National Planning Policy Framework (2018) 

 
Core Strategy Focussed Review (2012) 
 
FC01 - Presumption In Favour Of Sustainable Development  

FC01_1 - Mid Suffolk Approach to Delivering Sustainable Development  

FC02 - Provision and Distribution of Housing  

 

Mid Suffolk Core Strategy (2008) 

 

CS01 - Settlement Hierarchy  

CS02 - Development in the Countryside & Countryside Villages  

CS04 - Adapting to Climate Change  

CS05 - Mid Suffolk's Environment  

CS06 - Services and Infrastructure  

CS09 - Density and Mix  

 

Mid Suffolk Local Plan (1998) 

 

GP01 - Design and layout of development  

HB01 - Protection of historic buildings  

HB14 - Ensuring archaeological remains are not destroyed  

H07 - Restricting housing development unrelated to needs of countryside  

H13 - Design and layout of housing development  

H15 - Development to reflect local characteristics  

H16 - Protecting existing residential amenity  

H17 - Keeping residential development away from pollution  

CL08 - Protecting wildlife habitats  

CL11 - Retaining high quality agricultural land  

T09 - Parking Standards  

T10 - Highway Considerations in Development 

RT04 - Amenity open space and play areas within residential development  

RT12 - Footpaths and Bridleways  

 

Altered Policy H4 – Affordable Housing (2006) 

 

Supplementary Planning Documents and Guidance 

 

A Cycling Strategy for Mid Suffolk SPG (1999); 

Social Infrastructure Including Open Space, Sport and Recreation (2007); 

Suffolk Guidance for Parking (2015). 

 

The national Planning Practice Guidance (online, continuously updated). 

 

 



 
 
 

Consultations and Representations 
 
During the course of the application consultation responses and representations from third parties have 
been received. These are summarised below. 
 
A: Summary of Consultations 
 
Thurston Parish Council – The Parish Council supports this application but requests that comments 
raised are considered during determination of this application. 
 

 Design – overall the scheme supports a range of house types and tenure with an acknowledged 
35% of all units being designated affordable dwellings.  The Parish Council is pleased to see the 
removal of dwellings that fail to neither complement nor enhance their surroundings and supports 
the building height of two storey or single storey dwellings with a small number of two and a half 
storey dwellings.  It is understood that the affordable housing is mainly to the west of the site and 
is in accordance with the mix requested by Mid Suffolk District Council and will follow the build out 
from west to east.  The Parish Council welcomes the variety of house types to be used within the 
scheme and feels that the varying designs being suggested will be more in-keeping with a village 
setting.  The Parish Council would like to ensure that this is replicated throughout the site as shown 
in the submitted plans in order to allow smaller areas to create their own identity. 

 Layout – it is recognised that the southern edge of the site has single storey bungalows which will 
be set back from the boundary and that overall the southern development edge will be designated 
as a buffer zone along which will be a public footpath.  Whist the Parish Council recognises that the 
dwellings along the northern edge of the site will be slightly larger and will back onto the retained 
tree and hedgerow boundary there is a concern that this approach may provide an urban edge to 
a rural village by the introduction of other types of boundaries.  The Parish Council would request 
that a condition be imposed that ensures the tree and hedgerow boundaries along Norton Road are 
retained and that ‘hard boundaries’ such as fencing are limited in their use. 

 Connectivity – the Parish Council notes the intention to develop a green route with an informal 
public footpath along the southern edge of the development which will link up to the footpath running 
from Norton Road to Church Road and would like to request that, to ensure connectivity between 
the development and the village, this route be upgraded to a cycle route.  It recognises and supports 
the provision of a cycle path from Sandpit Lane linking to the development to the north of Norton 
Road. 

 Parking – whilst the Parish Council acknowledges that the parking might be to Suffolk County 
Council standards per dwelling (and notes that garages are larger than standard with areas for 
storage) there is a concern that there is insufficient visitor parking allocation.  The Parish Council 
would like to request that this be further scrutinised to ensure that the spinal and smaller tertiary 
streets are able to be used free of all encumbrances by all users of the Highway network. 

 Lighting – the Parish Council is keen to ensure that lighting used reflects the position of this 
development in a rural setting and requests that the lighting scheme be appropriate to such a setting 
– LEDs with subdued lighting with shade being pooled in a downward slant.  The Parish Council 
would also ask that a condition be imposed for all lighting to be sensitive in use and minimise impact 
on certain species such as bats and glow worms. 

 Traffic Calming Measures – the Parish Council, whilst recognising that traffic calming and speed 
reduction is important in ensuring that the highway network is suitable for all users, does not support 
the introduction of rumble strips on this development.  It is felt that this is inappropriate in a village 
setting and that other measures of traffic calming, if appropriate, should be explored. 

 Open Space & Public Realm – overall the Parish Council is supportive of the open space that has 
been allocated within the development.  It would like to request that it be directly involved in the 
play provision being proposed along with the overall maintenance of the open space area.  The 
Parish Council would be interested in ensuring that cumulative response to play provision is held 
given the five developments that have been granted planning permission in Thurston (1st November 



 
 
 

2017).  It would ask that prior to agreements being drawn up and/or conditions being imposed 
concerning play provision and the overall maintenance of the open space areas the Parish Council 
be consulted on the implementation and future maintenance of these areas.  The Parish Council 
would like to ensure that the open space throughout the area is retained as such and that all 
reasonable measures be taken to ensure that parking on such green space is prohibited. 

 Landscaping – overall the Parish Council is supportive of the tree and shrub choice which has a 
good mix of native and other species.  It would appear that the soil conditions have been taken into 
account and that specimen trees have been chosen for their all year-round interest.  The Parish 
Council is keen to see that any fruit trees to be planted have a Suffolk Connection and that trees 
such as Rowans and Crab Apples be included within the planting. 

 Management of Open Space and Play Areas – as has been previously stated the Parish Council’s 
preference is for the Parish Council to maintain the open space areas with an agreed funding 
formula once conditions have been satisfied.  

 
BMSDC Environmental Health Sustainability – the documents received to date do not relate to energy, 
carbon, or sustainability so this department has no comment at this time.   
 
BMSDC Environmental Health noise, odour, light, smoke – do not have any comments to make with 
regard to these reserved matters. 
 
BMSDC Environmental Health Land Contamination – Having reviewed the application can confirm that 
have no comments to make. 
 
BMSDC Heritage – Heritage do not wish to offer written comment on these reserved matter proposals. 
 
Environment Agency – Will not be returning comments on the proposed development.   
 
Historic England – Do not wish to offer any comments.  Suggest you seek the views of specialist 
conservation and archaeological advisers, and other consultees, as relevant. 
 
MSDC Strategic Housing - 61 affordable units (35%) have been included in the Design and Access 
statement submitted by Hopkins Homes as agreed at appeal [and are shown on the submitted drawings]. 
 
Natural England – Natural England has no comments to make on this application. 
 
SCC Flood & Water – No objection. 
 
SCC Rights of Way – Do not have any objections but have provided informative notes.  Public Footpath 
6 is recorded through the proposed development area.  
 
SCC Strategic Development – No comments to make on the planning application other than the proviso 
that the terms of the existing planning obligation dated 11 October 2017 associated with appeal reference 
APP/W3520/W/17/3172098 remains in place. 
 
Suffolk Police – Main concerns are: 

 With regard to the incorporation of rear parking, which is a known generator for crime, as it provides 
no natural surveillance. 

 To know more about where visitor parking will be allocated. 

 Garages sited so far to the rear of properties. 

 The incorporated of Flying Freeholds, which again is a well-known generator for crime, especially 
car crime and Anti-Social Behaviour, including Graffiti and Arson. 



 
 
 

 That the perimeter pathways could assist an offender either to commit burglary or commit, some 
other kind of offence along the pathway, if the area is not wide enough or well-lit and afforded 
surveillance from nearby housing. 

 The pathways on the eastern side linking the west to the local church area, if they are not wide 
enough or well lit, I can see that being a generator for crime. 

 The need for defensive vegetation all around the main outer perimeter of the site, especially on the 
northern side behind the Victoria public house area, where it is most vulnerable. 

 The number of elongated alleyways, which act as crime generators and allow offenders access to 
other properties too. 

 Areas where there is fencing that could lead to offenders breaking them down or damaging them in 
order to use them as a quick point of entry and exit, such as by plots 2-4 and plot 11 where it backs 
onto plot 16. 

 That there seems to be no security around the pumping station, such as a 1.8m all round weld 
mesh security fence. 

 Hope planners will adopt Secure By Design standards and apply for Secure By Design National 
Building Approval Membership. 

 
No further comments were received following amendments to the scheme (submitted to address the range 
of comments received during the first round of consultation) 
 
Suffolk Preservation Society – Pleased to note that the open space is located at the far east end of the 
site, thereby achieving a better integration between the development boundary and the wider countryside.  
Do not wish to make further comments on this case.  
 
B: Representations 
 
7 representations have been received. 
 
A summary of them is included below: 
 

 Plans show hedgerow being ripped out and replaced with 1.8m high fencing.  This is not 
environmentally friendly to local wildlife and is against the wishes of the neighbourhood plan.   

 Do not see any proposed streetlighting layout for this development which unfairly leaves no option 
but to voice concerns over where the lights will be located and the type they will be.   

 To avoid any increased risk to flooding, any drainage ditches need to be maintained all the way 
around the eastern and southern boundaries of existing properties.   

 Increased risk of flooding due to all the extra hard standing and the field has been continually 
waterlogged for the last 4 months. No drainage plans exist to comment on.  

 This field has been waterlogged for months and was originally a landfill site which cannot be good 
for development. 

 Concerns over inadequate highways including road width and increased pressure on the 
infrastructure. 

 Risk to emergency services of a single access and egress into the development. 

 Would like to submit photographic evidence of the run off from the field causing flooding however 
this facility is not available. 

 Proposed 1.8m fence is incomplete which raises security concerns as it places direct access via 
the low fences in the area not covered. Envisage this being used as a short cut for people to use 
rather than the access and egress onto Sandpit Lane. Also allows people to look into properties 
and loss of privacy.  This will be even more true should the development and school on top fly field 
be given the go ahead.  Request fencing is totally closed off for privacy and security reasons or as 
means of compensation. 

 Query over who will maintain the grassy area. 



 
 
 

 Query over why all of the affordable housing is in one area rather than spread across the 
development making the impact less to all adjoining properties. 

 Proposed development will see a public footpath with a clear view into my bedroom.  Proposed 
screening makes no reference to what I can expect.  Fence of at least 6 feet needs to be erected 
prior to any development.  Upkeep remain the responsibility of the developer.   

 Perhaps the new footpath could be moved to a more central location within the development, 
allowing any lighting to be low level lighting. 

 Strongly object to this and the various ill-conceived proposals on the Norton Road Meadow Lane.  
Basically making another satellite village  

 Concerns regarding traffic, safety of pedestrians, light pollution and lack of affordable houses.   

 On 19th July 2018 saw a generator and a large digger on the site [Officer note: Hopkins Homes has 
commissioned The Centre for Applied Archaeology, University College London to carry out 
Archaeological evaluation works which are overseen and approved by the County Archaeologist. 
These works relate to an agreed scheme of archaeological investigation and do not indicate a start 
on site]. If this hasn’t been agreed then why are they gearing up to start?  Seem opinions and the 
neighbourhood plan are all for nothing. 

 Have objected to piecemeal developments which have been proposed over the years, and pleased 
that what is now proposed to be developed is in its entirety, however concerned such a large 
development will only have one access onto Sandpit Lane.   

 Sandpit Lane is already quite busy in the mornings and evenings being used as a through route for 
those living in the Norton area in addition to local traffic.  Cars also speed along this route. 

 Pokeriage Corner and Fishwick Corner are already dangerous junctions.  These are serious 
accident sites and it is only a matter of time before there is a fatal accident here. 

 Traffic turning left from the development into Sandpit Lane will be a danger to children and parents 
crossing the road to reach the primary school.   

 Bury Road needs a lot of work done to it, as it is forever flooding. 

 Lack of infrastructure in the village to support such a large development and when coupled with 
other proposed developments in the pipeline; schools will be full, the road network is poor and will 
need upgrading.   

 The primary school is outdated timber construction, suitable for a small village community.  It is at 
full capacity already; with all of the extra houses being built, where will all of the children be 
educated.   

 There is no doctor’s surgery.  There is no health service provision in Thurston. 

 Air pollution concerns along Barton Road near the Post Office; air at certain times of the day is toxic 
and causes breathing problems anyone with asthma.   

 No solution seems to be forthcoming with regards to safety at the railway station crossing.   

 Thurston already has too many planning applications granted/proposed and the residents have 
been very badly let down by Mid Suffolk Council with regard to these.  

 Moved here attracted to the open fields which made the smaller garden seem more spacious.  With 
the proposed development the garden will feel claustrophobic. 

 Peace will be destroyed and privacy will be invaded.   

 Are we to be compensated for the drop in value of our properties? 
  
 

PART THREE – ASSESSMENT OF APPLICATION  
 
1. The Site and Surroundings 
 
1.1. The application site comprises 11 hectares of agricultural land located outside, but contiguous with, 

the current settlement boundary of Thurston. 
 



 
 
 

1.2. The site is well-contained by Norton Road to the north, Sandpit Lane to the west, Church Road to 
the east and established residential development to the south as well as existing hedgerows around 
the site.  
 

1.3. The Victoria Public House is located on the northwest corner of the site and an existing residential 
property is located in the centre of its northern boundary. The existing residential development is 
largely characterised by detached and semi-detached, single and two-storey dwellings.  
 

1.4. The site lies entirely within Flood Zone 1, classified as having a low probability of flooding. It is not 
within a Conservation Area and although there are listed buildings in close proximity to the site, the 
development does not directly impact on any assets (the appeal Inspector concluded that the 
development would not affect the setting of those buildings either). 

 
1.5. The site is not affected by any environmental/ecological constraints or land use designations. There 

are no Tree Preservation Orders or statutory or non-statutory designated ecological sites within the 
site. 

 
2. The Proposal 
 
2.1.  The proposal is for the submission of reserved matters in respect of Outline Application Reference 

5010/16 which, following the submission of an appeal against non-determination (reference 
APP/W3520/W/17/3172098), secured permission for the following:  

 
“Outline planning application (with all matters other than means of access reserved) for up to 175 
dwellings with associated car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments and 
vehicular access from Sandpit Lane”. 

 
2.2. The reserved matters now sought to be approved relate to appearance, landscaping, layout and 

scale, as required by Condition 1 of the Inspector’s decision dated 30th October 2017.  
 
2.3 The application is accompanied by a suite of plans and documents which demonstrate how these 

matters would be addressed. These include detailed layout, elevations, floor plans, landscaping 
and drainage proposals and proposed street elevations. The adequacy of those details is 
considered throughout this report. 

 
2.4 A number of parameters were agreed during the course of the initial outline application and 

subsequent appeal that have informed the detailed scheme. The detailed access arrangements set 
out in the drawings referenced in Condition 4 require any development to provide a principal 
vehicular access from Sandpit Lane on the western boundary of the site. A second emergency 
access is to be provided on the northern boundary of the site, from Norton Road, with additional 
footpath links to be provided along the western side of Church Road. The Development Framework 
plan also referenced in Condition 4 identifies the general location for housing development, open 
spaces and linkages.  

 
2.5 This detailed scheme follows those parameters in bringing forward a proposal that includes 175 no. 

dwellings in total; comprising a range of house types and tenures, including 35% of all units as 
affordable dwellings (policy compliant). This totals 61 no. units in number. The proposal is low-
density equating to just over 15 dph (gross), 24 dph (net developable area), and includes a 
significant open space provision (around 4ha in total) across the site, including: allotments, 
equipped areas of play, a trim trail and the undeveloped eastern extent of the site. 

 
2.6. Vehicular access and parking provision is provided in accordance with Suffolk County Council 

standards (as adopted by this Council), and improvements are also proposed to the local footpath 
network following their recommendations. 



 
 
 

 
2.7. Commentary on the specific aspects of the design relating to appearance, landscaping, layout and 

scale is covered in more detail within the relevant sections of this report.  
 
 
3. The Principle Of Development 
 
3.1.  As detailed above, outline planning permission was granted on appeal following the non-

determination of application 5010/16. The principle of a development of up to 175 no. dwellings has 
been established on the site, as has the detail of the access point from Sandpit Lane. Whilst the 
content of third-party representations has been noted, those matters cannot now be re-assessed. 
The outline permission has set a clear framework and assessment ‘envelope’ within which this 
reserved matters submission does not depart from. 

 
3.2 However, for the purposes of clarity, it is necessary to set out the background to that decision and 

the relationship of this proposal to other applications on this site and elsewhere in Thurston. Firstly, 
the application that was the subject of the appeal, and which is now the subject of this reserved 
matters application, was accompanied by a duplicate application that was subsequently determined 
by the Planning Referrals Committee on 1st November 2017. The decision taken by the Planning 
Referrals Committee was to approve the duplicate application also, imposing only the conditions that 
the Planning Inspector had concluded should be imposed at appeal on application 5010/16. The 
effect of this is that this scheme is not subjected to the same requirements in respect of the railway 
crossing that were imposed on the schemes proposed elsewhere in Thurston. In simple terms, the 
Planning Inspector identified (in this case alone) that such requirements were not necessary and 
could be covered by a CIL contribution,  and the Planning Referrals Committee were not, therefore, 
in a position to have imposed additional conditions on the duplicate application.  

 
3.3. There is, therefore, nothing in this instance that would require Hopkins Homes to provide anything 

further with regards to railway safety, and this is not a matter that requires treatment through this 
report. 

 
3.4. Furthermore, the appeal decision provides a useful starting point for the consideration of this 

application. In considering the outline application, the Inspector found that; 
 

 The development will effectively maximise the opportunity to access sustainable modes of 
transport and, through the Travel Plan in particular, will help promote modes of transport other 
than private car;  

 Whilst it is acknowledged that the site has a visual relationship with a number of heritage assets 
in the village it is not considered that the development results in any adverse impact on their 
setting;  

 Despite the location of the site outside of the settlement boundary of Thurston it is well related 
with the village visually and contained by Norton Road to the north and Church Road to the 
east. In addition, it is fringed on both countryside-facing boundaries by existing mature 
landscaping; 

 Whilst the Inspector noted Parish Council concerns in relation to density and design he stated 
that “the detailed layout location of building footprints, the heights of the properties and their 
positioning are all matters that would be covered and addressed in the reserved matters. Along 
with materials and detailed design of the properties this would afford ample opportunity to 
design a scheme that pays due regard to local characteristics”;  

 A sufficient level of contribution has been secured through the Section 106 Agreement provided 
alongside the outline application to ensure that sufficient highways improvements can be made 
locally to mitigate any impact on road safety; 



 
 
 

 It is inconclusive whether the delivery of any development on the site would have a sufficient 
impact on the local railway crossing by way of additional users to elevate it to the ‘high risk’ 
category. Regardless, sufficient opportunity exists for Network Rail to secure funding for the 
works through a bid for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) monies to undertake the works; 
and 

 Through a combination of CIL and Section 106 monies sufficient upgrades can be made to 
local community infrastructure to accommodate future residents of the development and to 
mitigate any impact on existing facilities. 

 
3.5. Weighing all of the considerations above, the Inspector concluded that the proposed development 

represented sustainable development, subsequently allowing the appeal. A number of conditions 
were attached covering the scope and timescales for the submission of any reserved matters 
application, confirmation of the agreed scheme of access and the need to carry out any future 
development in general conformity with the approved general framework plan. Accordingly, this 
submission seeks to discharge Conditions 1 and 2 of the Inspector’s decision whilst noting Condition 
4. These conditions read as follows:  

 
1. Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale (herein after called “the reserved 
matters”) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority before any 
development takes place and the development shall be carried out as approved;  

 
2. Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local planning authority not 
later than 2 years from the date of this permission; and  
 
4. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved 
plans: Emergency access plan drawing number IP15 127 11 SK004; Highway access plan drawing 
number IP15 127 11 SK002 Rev C; and Highway improvement plan drawing number IP15 127 11 
SK04; and in general conformity with Development Framework plan reference number Thur/01 Rev 
C. 

 
3.6. A number of parameters were agreed during the course of the initial outline application and 

subsequent appeal that have informed the details that are now submitted for consideration. The 
detailed access arrangements set out in the drawings referenced in Condition 4 require any 
development to provide a principal vehicular access from Sandpit Lane on the western boundary of 
the site. A second emergency access is to be provided on the northern boundary of the site, from 
Norton Road, with additional footpath links to be provided along the western side of Church Road. 
The Development Framework plan also referenced in Condition 4 identifies the general location for 
housing development, open spaces and linkages. That plan was developed following a thorough 
assessment of the sites constraints and opportunities. It confirms the following broad parameters 
which are relevant to this proposal.  

 

 A spine road leading through the development from Sandpit Lane with an internal loop 
arrangement serving various minor roads; 

 A built form arranged in an outward facing perimeter block form; 

 Maximum storey heights of 2.5/3-storeys with the southern boundary of the site fringed with 
1/1.5-storey dwellings along its entirety and a number of 3-storey units located at key focal 
points throughout the development; 

 The provision of a range of open space comprising: an ecological and surface water attenuation 
area at the north-eastern corner of the site; public open space at its south-eastern corner; public 
open space including a LEAP, trim trail and incidental play space throughout the site; and 
allotments and an informal kickabout area to be located centrally; and 

 A landscape belt along the site’s southern boundary to include the trim-trail play equipment 
(including stepping posts and balancing beams etc).  



 
 
 

 
3.7. The wording of the condition requires the detailed reserved matters scheme to be in ‘general 

conformity’ with the approved parameter plan, allowing for a level of deviation where appropriate and 
justified. The Statement of Common Ground between the Applicant and the Council additionally 
agreed that any future development would be expected to provide a rural, traditional theme by using 
house type, detailing, external materials and finishes which are found in the local vernacular. It was 
also agreed that the scheme would employ a mix of materials and design features in order to provide 
variety and interest.  

 
3.8. In terms of the form, quantity and arrangement of development on site the proposal continues to offer 

the following:  
 

•  175 no. dwellings in total, comprising a range of house types and tenure including 35% of all 
units as affordable dwellings;  

•  A low density residential scheme equating to just over 15 dph (gross), 24 dph (net developable 
area);  

•  A significant level of open space in accordance with Local Plan and SPD standards (around 4ha 
in total) across the site including allotments, equipped areas of play, a trim trail and the 
undeveloped eastern extent of the site in line with Mid Suffolk Landscape Officer 
recommendations;  

•  Vehicular access and parking provision designed and delivered to Suffolk County Council 
standards;  

•  Sensitive boundary treatment comprising a mixture of landscape belts, planting and a reduction 
in building heights and level of built form; and  

•  Improvements to the local footpath network across the site and along Church Road. 
 

3.9. As such, it can be seen that the principles of the development have been established, there are 
framework plans submitted with the outline proposal which identified how the detailed elements of 
this proposal might come forward, and conditions imposed on the outline permission indicate how 
some elements of the proposal must be carried out.  

 
3.10. Attention will now turn to the detailed elements of this reserved matters proposal, as follows.  
 
 Appearance 
 
3.11. On 27th June 2018, the applicant submitted revised plans in response to the comments raised by a 

number of consultees and third parties, most notably the Council’s Housing Enabling Officer, the 
Parish Council and the owner/occupier of Black Dog House (located to the north-west of the site). 
The main changes made to the scheme can be summarised as; 

 

 Revisions to the layout to seek to achieve a more cohesive design approach throughout the 
site; 

 Revisions to house-types to ensure internal space standards are achieved; 

 Alterations to garages and parking provision; 

 Changes to Boundary Materials 

 Alterations to Elevations of Buildings resulting from the above changes 
 
3.12. In respect of the changes made following the comments received from the owner/occupier of Black 

Dog House, the scheme was amended to include additional planting and to show the completion of 
the close-boarded fence along this boundary so as to provide the requested level of privacy. These 
changes are welcomed and follow communication between Officers and the applicants to seek to 
address some of the concerns/comments made in respect of the initial round of consultation carried 
out.  



 
 
 

 
3.13. The built form of the proposal corresponds with the general principles agreed during the outline 

application and follow discussion between the applicants and the Parish Council prior to the 
submission of this application. A variety of house types are included within the scheme to add visual 
interest and create a more irregular, traditional village environment. The scheme avoids the 
predominant inclusion of larger dwellings, seeking to ensure the village scale of the development is 
maintained. 
 

3.14. The applicant’s submission documents refer to the Suffolk Design Guide at a number of places and 
the applicant has sought to utilise the Design Guidance contained therein wherever possible in this 
development. The bulk and form of development is distributed across the site appropriately and the 
way in which the development responds to adjacent uses is key in achieving this. The southern 
development edge is designed as a green route where the informal public footpath will work its way 
through. Dwellings at this point will be located to face the boundary and provide surveillance. In 
recognition of the sensitivity of the boundary with existing properties, dwellings in that location will be 
set back from the boundary and will be provided as single storey. The northern edge with Norton 
Road contains a tree and hedgerow boundary that will be retained and slightly larger family dwellings 
will predominantly back onto this boundary providing garden boundaries with the existing hedge. This 
will help provide a new legible and honest urban edge. This will be the same approach in the proximity 
of Victoria Public House and Highfields. The eastern edge will be overlooked by detached dwellings 
set within large plots. This lower density edge is appropriate given that this is the interface with the 
countryside and parkland edge. 
 

3.15. The buildings will reflect the traditional vernacular of the area in terms of detailing and materials, and 
the applicants have taken time to consider the depth and variety of typologies found within Thurston 
village and the wider area and reflect that within their design approach which, again, is welcomed. 
The design and materials used in the construction of the materials are similarly reflective of the village 
featuring traditional details such as deep pitched roofs, chimney stacks and heritage glazing and 
window design. 
 

3.16. The extent to which the design and appearance of the proposal has achieved compliance with the 
design elements of the revised NPPF (which increases the importance to be attributed to design 
more generally) and policies GP01, H13 and H15, is reflected in the comments of the Parish Council 
and the Suffolk Preservation Society, who have not objected to the scheme.  

 
3.17. Therefore, in terms of the matter of appearance, the proposal is found to be compliant with national 

and local policy and brings about a development that would be appropriate in this setting.  
 
 Landscaping 
 
3.18. The applicants identify that the landscape strategy has been developed alongside the layout, with 

the landscape framework having been designed to create a sense of place and legibility across the 
development. To complement the layout, the main entrance nodes are formal environments with 
native hedgerows and trees, which also define the key route through the site. The side roads contain 
small street-trees that feature seasonal interest with spring blossoms and autumn foliage and 
landscaped frontages with a focus on shrub beds and feature specimens. The amenity spaces within 
the site include a kick-about area, allotments, and pocket open spaces, leading to the main public 
open space to the east which would provide utility not only for future residents of the scheme but the 
wider area also. 

 
3.19. New footpath routes are promoted that link with the existing right of way, and provide access to open 

space with a route around the pond, with meadow grass and wildflowers for biodiversity 
enhancements. The tree planting evokes a parkland character, with clumps of native trees and 



 
 
 

shrubs and areas retained for wildlife. The footpath continues along the southern boundary of the 
development with some planting to help protect privacy from the existing properties to the south. 

 
3.20. Every effort has been made to retain as much of the existing landscape features on site as possible, 

and elsewhere to compensate for the loss. Where possible, trees and hedgerows are retained and 
have been added to enhance the site. The easternmost area of the site will also be retained as open 
space to ensure that the development is well integrated with the wider landscape. These details all 
form part of the detailed landscape strategy submitted with the proposal.  

 
3.21. The north-eastern portion of the site is to be maintained as green space and will become an 

ecological and surface water attenuation area within an informal parkland setting. An existing public 
right of way running alongside the southern edge of the parkland and new built edge will be retained, 
providing a link between Church Road and Norton Road. This green space will be complemented by 
a further area of public open space south of the PROW and to the rear of Rectory Gardens. A public 
footpath will be provided within this open space linking with the PROW. The footpath is provided as 
a gym trail that links with the wider pedestrian movement strategy for the site. The ongoing 
management of open space is secured by the legal agreement attached to the outline planning 
permission. 

 
3.22 Additional comments received from the owner/occupier of Black Dog House in respect of the removal 

or retention of drainage ditches along the northern boundary of the site have been relayed to the 
applicant. It is understood that there is no intention to fill-in any existing ditches within the details 
submitted as part of the current application. Regardless, any works of this nature would be expected 
to be included in the more detailed drainage scheme still to be dealt with by way of the proposed 
condition that will be subject of separate Officer assessment (more on this is set out later in this 
report). 

 
3.22. It is considered that the applicants have fully addressed the landscape setting of the site and how 

the landscaping of the site should be addressed such that the matter of landscaping can be 
considered to have been appropriately dealt with through this submission. Compliance with the 
landscape scheme/strategy would be secured through conditions to ensure it is delivered in the 
manner proposed.  

 
 Layout 
 
3.23. Whilst some commentary on the layout has already been offered in the preceding sections of this 

report, the development will be characterised by a sensitively landscaped hierarchy of access 
throughout the site. The central spine road running through the development, which will comprise a 
tree-lined corridor, provides a main focus for the layout of the development, though it is recognised 
that the external boundaries of the site have been treated individually such as to seek to address the 
surrounding land uses/constraints and environs also. There will be no direct access to dwellings 
within the first section of the spine to avoid reversing manoeuvres, and a cycle link will be 
incorporated on the northern side linking through to Norton Road east of The Victoria public house; 
this link will be provided as an emergency access also. 

 
3.24. Development along the central spine road generally fronts the generous areas of open space within 

the scheme, creating a spacious and uncluttered initial approach to the development. A series of 
secondary roads and private drives then create individual clusters of properties away from the 
primary road network. Interest is created to the streetscene through variety in building heights, 
appearance and materials, and planting within the street-scene is designed to relate to streets and 
spaces and will be complemented by on-plot landscaping in the form of hedge and shrub planting. 

 



 
 
 

3.25. The green spaces along with avenue tree planting will break up massing of the development and 
create a route that is reflective of a village character. The spine road will link to a series of smaller 
tertiary streets and shared surface areas providing connection to the remainder of the development. 

 
3.26. In the absence of any specific policy provision relating to the interrelationship between dwellings, the 

Suffolk Design Guide has again informed the separation distances for two-storey dwellings 
throughout the scheme. This results in generous private gardens and a well-spaced and well-
proportioned development which the applicant identifies as being reflective of the village setting. 

 
3.27. As referred to previously, the framework for the layout of the development has formed the starting 

point for this proposal, but the layout has developed following consultation with the Parish Council 
and following review of the comments made by consultees through the initial round of consultation 
on this proposal. The resultant layout is considered to accord with the design principles set out in 
policies GP01, H13, H15 and CS5, and with the principles set out within Chapter 12 of the NPPF. 

 
 Scale 
 
3.28. When considering the scale of development, it is necessary to identify that the scale of the 

development (in terms of unit numbers and overall land areas etc) have been considered throughout 
the outline planning process. The manner in which the layout, landscaping and number of units can 
be accommodated on this site (along with the supporting infrastructure, open space, drainage 
provisions etc) demonstrates that the site can accommodate such a scale of development. 

 
3.29. The height of buildings has been carefully considered throughout the development, utilising single-

storey dwellings where landscape/design/external impacts dictate such an approach, and including 
two-storey and two-and-a-half storey dwellings elsewhere.  

 
3.30. The site can accommodate dwellings of the scale proposed without adverse landscape, amenity or 

visual impacts, and would follow the parameters set by the outline planning permission. As such, the 
scale of the proposal is acceptable in terms of the provisions of policies GP1, H13, H15 and CS5. 

 
 Other Matters 
 
3.31. Whilst a number of detailed matters are addressed through the course of the consideration of the 

matters of appearance, landscape, layout and scale, there are some specific elements which require 
further assessment here also. 

 
3.32. The applicants have engaged in discussion with Officers regarding the drainage solutions for the site, 

and it is noted that the Suffolk County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority have recognised 
that the applicants accept the risk of achieving reserved matters at this time without the final drainage 
details having been concluded (the risk being that if the suggested drainage scheme cannot be 
achieved then the applicants would need to reapply for reserved matters approval). 

 
3.33. Conditions are recommended that would be imposed on the approval of this reserved matters 

application seeking to ensure that an agreed drainage proposal is agreed (including details of the 
implementation, management and maintenance of any agreed scheme) prior to any works on site 
and implemented prior to any of the dwellings on the site being occupied. This approach has been 
agreed and the suggested conditions are available to view in full in the applicants covering letter 
dated 27th June 2018 which is included in the bundle of papers attached to this report. The conditions 
are consistent with the approach taken with the Inspector in allowing the appeal and the solution now 
presented would not derogate from the original condition(s) (which arguably lacked enforceability) 
and the outline permission granted, upon which this reserved matters application is based. 

 



 
 
 

3.34. In this respect, the applicants reasons for approaching the drainage solution on the site in this way 
are understood and acknowledged and Officers are satisfied that the proposed conditions would 
adequately address this matter. 

 
3.35. The integration of affordable housing throughout the scheme has been achieved through the creation 

of five areas within the development. Two of these areas are located close to the central green, with 
a further two being towards the north-west and south-west site boundaries. The proposal is, 
therefore, considered to have sought to integrate the affordable housing within the development in 
an appropriate manner and would foster an inclusive and mixed community as advocated by national 
policy and guidance. 

 
3.36. The appeal decision on the outline planning application included a number of conditions which remain 

valid and require compliance. Conditions 1 and 2 of the appeal decision required the submission and 
agreement of reserved matters, and condition 3 requires the development to take place within two 
years of the last approval of reserved matters. Evidently those first two conditions would be 
‘discharged’ by virtue of Members following the recommendation as set out in this report. It would 
then be incumbent upon the developer to implement the development in a timely fashion having 
regard for other conditions that require compliance. 

 
3.37. Condition 4 requires compliance with certain plans/details submitted at the outline stage, and there 

does not appear to be anything in the details submitted with this application which would preclude 
this from being achieved; the reserved matters submission before Members follows the parameters 
set by the outline permission and the assessments undertaken at that stage in finding the 
development acceptable in planning terms. 

 
3.38. Condition 5, 6, 7 and 8 require, respectively, contamination, construction management, lighting 

scheme and archaeology to be dealt with, and these matters would be progressed following the grant 
of reserved matters should the committee be minded to reach a decision to approve this application. 

 
3.39. Condition 9, 10 and 11 require specific highways works to be carried out (again, there is nothing 

within this submission which appears to conflict with, or preclude, that from occurring). 
 
3.40. Conditions 12 and 13 would be replaced by the newly proposed drainage conditions that have 

followed the discussions referred to in paragraphs 3.32 – 3.34 of this report).  
 
3.41. As such, it appears that the approval of reserved matters would not conflict with any of the conditions 

imposed by the Planning Inspector at the outline stage.  
 
3.42. Policy CS9 of the Core Strategy seeks to ensure new housing development provides a mix of house 

types, sizes and affordability to cater for different accommodation needs. Officers consider the mix 
of housing is suitable with respect to types, sizes; including number of bedrooms and floor area, and 
affordability. Officers consider the proposal is thereby consistent with the provisions of policy CS9. 

 
3.43. There was some consideration of the impact on heritage assets during the appeal into the outline 

application. However, this appears to have been resolved by the Inspector, who identifies in his 
decision that; 

 
 “There are a number of listed buildings (heritage assets) in close proximity to the site however the 

development does not directly impact on the assets. In the context of the setting of these assets the 
contribution the setting makes is with regard to the setting of the assets within open countryside and 
the relationship to the village. Given my conclusions in terms of the effect on the wider landscape 
there is limited impact on the landscape in the area. The assets are set away from the site or are at 
the edge of the village and close to the existing open countryside. In this regard they retain their 
relationship with the edge of the village and wider countryside. There is no indication of any 



 
 
 

associative link with any of the assets and this site that would otherwise suggest increasing its 
importance or status in terms of the setting of the buildings. As such I conclude that the development 
would not affect the setting of the listed buildings”. 

 
3.44. The delivery of the affordable housing is controlled through the section 106 agreement attached to 

the outline planning permission. 
 
3.45. The development would be liable for CIL contributions which are in addition to the Section 106 

obligation payments towards a new primary school and off-site highway improvements. 
 
 

PART FOUR – CONCLUSION  
 

 
13. Planning Balance and Conclusion 
 
13.1. When taken as a whole and as a matter of planning judgement, the submitted reserved matters of 

appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are considered to adhere to the development plan and 
the NPPF.  

 
13.2. The approach taken by the applicants has provided engagement with key stakeholders, including the 

Parish Council and, where necessary, the scheme has been amended to take account of concerns 
and issues that have been raised through the course of formal consultation. These changes have 
improved the design and layout of the proposal and the impacts on amenity for adjoining residential 
properties.  

 
13.3 The development has been found to be generally compliant (as per the condition on the outline 

permission) with the framework submitted at the outline stage and does not conflict with the outline 
permission or any of its conditions. It would not extend beyond the confines of the assessments 
already undertaken in considering the principal of development and the setting of parameters under 
the outline permission. 

 
13.4. The application is therefore recommended for approval. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That authority be delegated to the Corporate Manager – Growth & Sustainable Planning to grant approval 
of reserved matters subject to conditions, including: -  
 
- Approved plans. 
- Submission and agreement of drainage strategy prior to first works on site. 
- Submission of drainage implementation, management and maintenance prior to first occupation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix: Appeal Decision Reference: APP/W3520/W/17/3172098. 


