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FAO Members of the Planning Committee and Jasmine Whyard 
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Babergh District Council 

Endeavour House 
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Ipswich 

IPI 2BX 

 

By email to:  planninggreen@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk & 

committees@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk 

 

9 August 2021 

 

Dear Sirs 

 

DC/21/01460 discharge of conditions application B/15/01718 – Condition 8 Design Code 

Chilton Woods Mixed Development 

 

We continue to OBJECT to the Taylor Wimpey proposed design code (TWDC) for the reasons 

set out below. First, we thank you for bringing the consideration of this condition before the 

Planning Committee as requested by several affected parishes as the decision made with regard 

to TWDC will have a significant and permanent effect on this development. Second, we 

apologise for the late provision of this response - it is not intentional but by way of explanation 

results from us being a small parish with limited resources and currently considerable demands 

upon us, the loss of our Clerk in June, consequential IT issues and that one of the parish 

councillors familiar with the issues has a family member terminally ill in hospital and most 

recently hospice.  Further there have been recent developments in planning guidance since 

TWDC was submitted to your authority and then subsequently revised in May 2021, in that on 

20 July 2021 the NPPF was revised and on same day the government published a document 

called the National Model Design Code (the Model Code). The purpose of the Model Code is 

to provide detailed guidance on the production of design codes, guides and policies to promote 

successful design. The Model Code is very relevant to the TWDC and it expands on the 10 

characteristics of good design as set out in the National Design Guide which provides an 

overarching framework for design. Given the impact of that Model Code on the TWDC we 

consider that the appropriate course is/ would have been for Taylor Wimpey (TW) to revise 

the TWDC further to comply with the revised NPPF 2021 and with the Model Code 

requirements and then for such iteration to be further consulted upon.  We consider it is 

regrettable that these two important applications are being also considered in August during 

the peak holiday season rather than being deferred for decision until say September particularly 

in the light of this recent planning guidance. Acton, Chilton, Melford, Great 

Waldingfield, Long Melford and Little Waldingfield parishes had all asked that this TWDC 

should be considered at the same time as the Construction Management Plan (CEMP) (being 

produced to discharge another condition) because they interrelate significantly and that remains 

our view.  

 

 

In summary therefore we believe this TWDC still needs further work by TW on it as it has 

significant deficiencies. The local community was promised an exemplar development so TW 

mailto:planninggreen@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk


CHILTON PARISH COUNCIL 
Acting Clerk: Tony Foster 21 St Marys Close, Chilton, CO100PN 

Mobile 07787 048860        email: chiltonparish1@gmail.com 
 

need to produce a Design Code which properly fulfils the requirements of a Design Code which 

this does not. 

 

This Parish Council is a member of the Taylor Wimpey working party. In November 2020 the 

Parish Council commented in substantial detail on the then draft design code produced by TW. 

A copy of that letter is attached for your information and review. We set out in it the several 

concerns and questions that we had in detail in particular that the TWDC failed to fulfil the 

requirements of the National Design Guide published in October 2019 and we pointed out the 

ten characteristics needed to be included - see Page 2.   We also referred TW by way of suitable 

precedent to another contrasting much more detailed DC produced for West Corby, a 

development in which TW were a participant. We also offered to meet with TW to discuss the 

TWDC to progress matters. Regrettably we have not received any reply to that letter nor did 

TW take up our offers of meeting with us. It is notable and regrettable that several of the 

deficiencies identified by us in that letter still remain in the TWDC latest iteration in May 2021. 

 

TW method of engagement with the working party is mainly by virtual meeting lasting around 

an hour whereby TW present what they plan to do seek immediate feedback and then go away. 

Where feedback and  comments are provided there is no mechanism whereby TW reports what 

recommendations they are incorporating or ignoring.  Here they still have ignored most of the 

suggestions in our letter in particular with regard to the community woodland, the 

landscaping,  public open space, climate change mitigation and SUDS.  This is not effective 

engagement with the community especially as our letter was approved and endorsed, as TW 

are aware, by Sudbury TC and other parishes.  

 

Later in the light of the parishes’s concerns by agreement the latest version of the then TWDC 

was referred to independent appraisal by your authority’s advisers Land Use Consultants 

(LUC). Such independent appraisal is recommended. They evaluated its strengths and 

weaknesses, criticised it and made a number of recommendations to TW to  improve the 

TWDC document, several of which echoed the criticisms we had, and to comply with the NDG 

requirements. Unfortunately, several of those recommendations have still not been accepted 

nor adopted by TW. It is notable that the final version of the TWDC has not remitted for final 

review by LUC before submission for decision to you. A copy of their independent appraisal 

is also attached. We ask members please to consider its contents carefully in particular LUC’s 

criticisms and recommendations to TW of the need for revision and improvement of their DC. 

We refer below to those recommendations which are unadopted and/ or disputed. 

 

 

We set out below some of the main points of continuing concern to this parish. It is not an 

exclusive list. 

 

The need for a site wide DC: 

The TWDC needs to be site wide specific. Condition 8 only requires minimum issues to be 

dealt with but the ambit of this condition is overruled by the subsequent NDG and the Model 

code. TW appear to regard themselves as only building a suburban housing estate with a few 

trees scattered along its edges but what they are supposed to be doing is creating the detailed 

blueprint for a community.  

Rather than repeat the detail here we refer you to pages 1 and 2 of our letter attached. The need 

for a site wide specific DC is also required under the NPPF 2021 para 129 and the Model 
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Code.  Your authority’s advisers at Place Services also recommend you require a site wide 

DC.   

 

The NPPF 2021 has been revised specifically with regard to large numbers of new homes at 

para 73c to “ensure that appropriate tools such as masterplans and design guides or codes are 

used to secure a variety of well designed a beautiful homes to meet the needs of different groups 

in the community” Para 110(c) requires LPAs  

“to ensure that the design of streets, parking areas, other transport elements and the content 

of associated standards reflects current national guidance including the National Design 

Guide and the National Model Design Code.” 

Therefore, to comply, this TWDC needs further work on it as it does not satisfy the above 

criteria. 

  

Further a new para 125 in the NPPF provides: 

“Area based character assessments, design guides and codes and masterplans can be used to 

help ensure that land is used efficiently whilst also creating beautiful and sustainable places.” 

This TWDC needs further work on it as at present it fails to create “Beautiful and sustainable 

places”.  NPPF 2021 para 126 as revised states  

“the creation of a high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and places 

are  fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve” 

  

Para 127 NPPF requires that  

“Design policy should be developed with local communities so they reflect local aspirations 

and are grounded in an understanding and evaluation of each areas’ defining characteristics.” 

Neighbourhood planning groups can play an important role in identifying the special qualities 

of each area and explaining how this should be reflected in development, both through their 

own plans and by engaging in the production of design policy, guidance and codes by local 

planning authorities and developers.” This is what we and other parishes are trying to do with 

TW whom appear disinterested in parish views.  

 

Para 129 NPPF which is a new provision states that 

“Design guides and codes can be prepared at an area wide, neighbourhood or site-specific 

scale and to carry weight in decision-making should be produced either as part of a plan or a 

supplementary planning document. Landowners and developers may contribute to these 

exercises but may also choose to prepare design codes in support of the planning application 

for sites they wish to develop. Whoever prepares them all guides and code should be based on 

effective community engagement and reflect local aspirations for the development of the 

area, taking into account the guidance contained in the National Design Guide and in the 

National model Design Code. These national documents should be used to guide decisions on 

applications in the absence of locally produced design guides or design codes.”  

There is no effective community engagement with the Parish Councils. The working party 

increasingly in our view is being used to “greenwash” TW proposals rather than for proper 

consultation.  

 

TWDC needs clearer wording and more specificity so there is certainty. The wording remains 

too vague and lacks specificity. Qualified wording is used throughout.   Para 4 of the Model 

Code explains that “for a site with a masterplan and vision”…(such as this site) the code should 

be detailed and specific whereas a  countywide code may be high level” . The design code is 

important on this large site because if done properly it should provide a blueprint for creating 
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a healthy, safe, green environmentally responsible, sustainable and distinctive place with a 

consistent and high quality standard of design. If however the TWDC remains unspecific 

and/or vague as at present it will not provide such a blueprint nor certainty for local residents 

about the design.   This is a very large residential development to be built out over 11 years 

and in our opinion, it is worth TW spending the time now upfront to engage with the adjacent 

parishes about the TWDC.  

  

Climate Change and sustainability. 

The TWDC still is lacking in adequate detail about what actions are to be adopted to avoid or 

mitigate the impact of climate change. Your authority declared a climate change emergency in 

2019 and has a goal of being carbon neutral by 2030. Rather than repeat it again here we refer 

you to page 11 of our letter where we set out issues relating to the energy hierarchy which 

should be dealt with.  

 

Landscape  

We asked questions of TW about landscape character in our letter which remain unanswered. 

Whilst the TWDC refers to a landscape led approach the description of the different green 

spaces confuses amenity land, play areas with land to be used for environmental purposes 

which if it is intended to be a wildlife habitat should be protected and not used as amenity land. 

This needs clarification. Also, the NPPF 2021 (para 8) has strengthened the requirements upon 

local authorities and developers’ to protect and enhance the environment and improve 

biodiversity. This is now a higher standard than that previously of “contributing to protect” the 

environment and “help to improve” biodiversity.  

 

The TWDC needs now to be considered by your authority with these standards in mind and in 

our opinion needs revision and improvement in order to comply. We recommend your authority 

require TW to reconsider and redraft its TWDC and now proactively work with parish 

representatives to take account of local aspirations and wishes rather than its so called 

community engagement through the fortnightly working party meetings which are highly 

unsatisfactory from the parishes point of view. For example, of the dysfunctional nature of the 

working party on the construction management plan the working party was told the plan was 

being submitted that day to your authority to discharge a condition before it had been even 

presented to the working party. 

 

We strongly agree with and endorse the LUC recommendation to TW that the planning and 

planting of the green spaces in particular the trees should be carried out for the whole 

development at the outset not piecemeal as part of separate phases of development as is 

proposed by TW. We regard this as a serious deficiency in their proposed development and it 

is not sustainable. The development is already suffering from a lack of the community 

woodland which was expected to be provided. The Parish Councils representing the local 

community have legitimate expectations that the area of community woodland stated to be 

provided under the Policy CS4 and under the outline permission should be provided.  As 

disappointingly under the TW proposals there is a considerable shortfall in the area of 

community woodland to be provided it is fundamentally important that ALL the tree and shrub 

planting should take place at the outset of the development and that such planted   areas be 

fully protected from construction works and subsequent development and in the meantime be 

allowed to grow and mature whilst the development continues. This would have substantial 

environmental benefits.   Otherwise on TW phasing plans certain tree planting and landscaping 

would not be put in place until at least approximately 11 years later from the commencement 
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of the works. TW reluctance can only be on cost grounds which should not be allowed to 

override the environmental benefits. TW are a very profitable company and can afford to 

do this. If TW are allowed to get away with their proposal of phased planting only then it is 

very clear that this development cannot be considered sustainable. We consider that this 

requirement needs to be enforced by a planning obligation.  

 

Further the NPPF 2021 para 131 states that “trees make an important contribution to the 

character and quality of urban environment and can also help mitigate and adapt to climate 

change” The NPPF requires that: – 

 “Planning policies and DECISIONS (our emphasis) should ensure that new streets are tree-

lined, that opportunities are taken to incorporate trees elsewhere in developments (such as 

parks and community orchards,) that appropriate measures are in place to secure the long-

term maintenance of newly planted trees and that existing trees are retained where ever 

possible.” It also requires that “Applicants and local planning authority should work with 

highways and tree officers to ensure that the right trees are planted in the right places and 

solutions are found that are compatible with highway standards and the needs of different 

users.” 

   

We strongly disagree with the statement in the case officers report at para 7.6 that street lights 

and street trees cannot be considered in any detail at this stage as the TWDC provides a level 

of flexibility. That is the whole problem about the TWDC it is not a blueprint as it should be - 

it provides too high a level of flexibility for the developer and too low a level of certainty for 

the community which is the antithesis of what a Design Code is supposed to do. Lighting across 

the site is an important part of this development and details should be provided now as lighting 

is a pollutant. The continued reliance on “flexibility” meaning lack of detail and therefore lack 

of certainty under the TWDC is exactly what concerns us and other parishes. Suffolk Highways 

apparent preferences will need to be reconsidered by them. The NPPF is a material 

consideration and the above requirement under para 131 for trees should not be ignored by 

your authority. 

 

SUDS  

As explained in our letter NDG and Model code require SUDS to be dealt with in design codes. 

TWDC has insufficient information and therefore fails to comply. LUC also criticised this 

failure. It is not acceptable for TW to try to push off providing this required site wide 

information about SUDS to each separate future RMA. 

 

The Village Centre  

Both Acton and Chilton Parish councils are dissatisfied with TWDC proposals for the village 

green and the village centre. There is a lack of detail provided. LUC also criticises TW 

proposals but LUC recommendations have not been followed by TW. Why not? Like Acton 

we dislike the bisection of the village green. This is an important issue for Chilton as the village 

centre and hall is to form part of the community facilities, but TW ignore our requests to be 

involved. There have been no meaningful discussions about the village centre nor the sports 

facilities at the working group. In addition to the issues raised in our letter we asked the TW 

planning manager whether TW were going to build the Village Hall or whether their intention 

was to deliver a bare plot with services provided as for the school site and he said he did not 

know. He was asked to find out but we have still not had an answer. There needs to be proper 

consultation and engagement with the parishes about this centre and the facilities.  
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Future management of the site  

Again, there is a paucity of information about any future management of the site and this needs 

specificity to be provided now not at some unknown future date. We disagree that the delivery 

section of the TWDC provides assurance on the long-term management of the site. NPPF 

requires appropriate measures to be provided for long term maintenance of trees - there are no 

such measures here.  

 

Accordingly, as a statutory consultee, where the majority of the land to be developed is in our 

parish we recommend refusal of this discharge application because for the reasons set out above 

it fails to comply with the requirements of the NPPF 2021 in particular the NDG and the Model 

code. If, however members are minded not to refuse then we strongly urge you to defer decision 

on this discharge application and remit it to TW now to work proactively with the affected 

parishes to reflect local wishes as required under the NPPF and to also revise their design code 

so that it complies with the requirements of the recently revised NPPF  

 

 Yours faithfully  

 

 

Tony Foster 

Acting Clerk to Chilton Parish Council 

 


