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 Committee Report   

Ward: Brantham.   

Ward Member/s: Cllr Alastair McCraw. 

    

RECOMMENDATION – GRANT RESERVED MATTER OF LAYOUT, SCALE, APPEARANCE 

AND LANDSCAPING WITH CONDITIONS 

 

 

Description of Development 

Reserved Matters Application following Outline Application DC/19/01973 and subsequent appeal 

APP/D3505/W/19/3241261. Town and Country Planning Act 1990 - Erection of 65No residential 

dwellings (of which 35% allocated as affordable homes) including landscaping, public open 

space and associated infrastructure. 

 

Location 

Land South Of, Slough Road, Brantham, Suffolk   

 

Expiry Date: 01/12/2021 

Application Type: RES - Reserved Matters 

Development Type: Major Small Scale - Dwellings 

Applicant: Matthew Homes Limited 

Agent: Miss Alison Edwards 

 

Parish: Brantham   

Site Area: 2.88ha 

 

Details of Previous Committee / Resolutions and any member site visit: Yes, Outline 

permission was refused by Babergh Planning Committee on the 9th October 2019 (but was 

subsequently allowed on appeal). 

Has a Committee Call In request been received from a Council Member: No  

Has the application been subject to Pre-Application Advice: Yes, reference number 

DC/21/03621.  Feedback was negative on the layout of the scheme.  The developer was 

encouraged to make the site greener, in terms of natural but also sustainable elements. 

 

 
 

PART ONE – REASON FOR REFERENCE TO COMMITTEE 
 

 
The application is referred to committee for the following reason: 
 

• This is a major application of more than 15 dwellings. 

Item No: 6A Reference: DC/21/04359 
Case Officer: Samantha Summers 
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PART TWO – POLICIES AND CONSULTATION SUMMARY  
 

 
Summary of Policies 
 
CN01 - Design Standards 
CR02 - AONB Landscape 
TP15 - Parking Standards - New Development 
CS01 - Applying the presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development in Babergh 
CS02 - Settlement Pattern Policy 
CS03 - Strategy for Growth and Development 
CS11 - Core and Hinterland Villages 
CS13 - Renewable / Low Carbon Energy 
CS15 - Implementing Sustainable Development 
CS18 - Mix and Types of Dwellings 
CS19 - Affordable Homes 
NPPF - National Planning Policy Framework 
 

Neighbourhood Plan Status 

 

This application site is not within a Neighbourhood Plan Area.   

 
Consultations and Representations 
 
During the course of the application Consultation and Representations from third parties have been 
received. These are summarised below. 
 
A: Summary of Consultations 
 
Brantham Parish Council 
 
28th September 2021 
 
The Brantham Parish Council would like to ensure there are distinct conditions regarding the 
sustainability of the development especially regarding reusable materials, reduced waste and tending 
toward a zero carbon footprint. 
 
Part of this would be the inclusion of electric car charging facilities for each dwelling which are required 
by the appeal decision as indeed is secure cycle storage which is not visible in the plans. 
 
Good to see affordable housing at 35% of dwellings but note they are the smaller buildings, in close 
proximity of each other and appear to be built of different materials to the houses not categorised as 
affordable. 
 
Brantham still relies on East Bergholt and Manningtree High schools to educate the 11+ age group - 
travel needs of these age groups needs to be considered and catered for in terms of grants to cover the 
costs for these children. 
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Footpath/rights of way do not seem to have been clearly retained. School children attending East 
Bergholt High School by bus are being expected to cross Slough Road twice each journey to get to the 
bus stop and people taking children to Gravel Pit Lane play area, or to catch the bus into Ipswich will be 
required to cross Slough Road 3 times whilst children attending Manningtree High School will need to 
cross Slough Road twice and the A137 to get to school. There is a need to improve the footpaths around 
the fields in order to keep the school children safe. The Council would ask that a condition is created 
which would improve the foot network to avoid this situation The drawings show quite a verdant western 
border to the development and as per the appeal, the nature of this border should be secured via a 
planning condition. 
 
The appeal also proposed some 1.5 height dwellings to soften the border yet, apart from the required 
single-story dwelling at the north end, all other dwellings are double height with no building being 1.5 
height - this needs to be rectified to adhere to the appeal ruling. A key phrase in the appearance of the 
proposal when viewed from East End towards the gap on Slough Road would show the two settlements 
closer than before, but the undeveloped and landscaped frontage would provide some mitigation. 
 
Further, all housing elevations visible from within the AONB shall be treated and finished as the approved 
Front Elevations.  The various elevational treatments proposed will need to address the Palette of 
Colours as suggested by the AONB Publication Guidance on the selection and use of colour in 
Development: Guidance. The neighbouring Dedham Vale AONB continue to insist on the adoption of 
such guidance within new developments, and a similar and no lesser compliance will be acceptable in 
this application. 
 
Further to the earlier point about sustainability, it is noted that the developer states that the development 
will be sustainable and should therefore be using only locally sourced materials. BPC require that this is 
strictly observed by Conditions, and that only local indigenous materials, with appropriate traditional 
building detailing, will be approved. The use of (for example ) slate or slate type materials is not 
acceptable as it is not geologically indigenous to the region and cannot thereby be considered as locally 
sourced. Similarly, the use of concrete look-alike roofing materials must be avoided, the proximity to the 
AONB requiring plain clay tiles or preferably Suffolk pan-tiles as a minimum standard. 
 
East Bergholt PC have commented on the provision of planted screening along the western boundary, 
and of limiting development in order to achieve sufficient density to provide visual screening. This should 
be subject of a Condition with the type of planting, height and density to be agreed. 
 
This end of the village has very limited light pollution and as such the development should be 
sympathetic to that. 
 
Notwithstanding these comments, all other conditions identified in the appeal decision should apply as a 
minimum 
 
26th November 2021 
 
Firstly *all* the comments from the Brantham Parish Councils previous submission still stand. 
 
The Brantham Parish Council fully supports and echoes the comments of the East Bergholt Parish 
Council. 
 
The Brantham Parish Council finds the new documentation inconsistent and confusing – for example the 
proposed street scenes document has not changed so does not reflect the 1.5 height dwellings shown in 
the Massing Plan. The change control is not traceable - it would help for all changes to have been 
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specified in a separate document. Documents just saying they have been amended is not transparent 
enough. 
 
The concerns Brantham Parish Council would like to re-iterate are: 
 
The issue of sustainability - there is still no statement as to how the development will be carbon neutral 
nor how electric car charging points will be installed in all dwellings. 
 
There needs to be expert review of the lighting plans to ensure the dark sky environment is maintained to 
an acceptable level. 
 
The revised documents have not addressed the previously identified need for a paved walkway from the 
development to the bus stop at East End to eliminate the need for school children heading to East 
Bergholt High School to cross Slough Road multiple times. 
 
There have been changes to the western border but still not clear whether the planting plan aligns with 
the decision of the Appeal. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the street scenes A still show 2 height buildings with no 1.5 height. The massing 
plan shows only 2 1.5 height dwelling but at the lowest part of the estate - to soften the appearance, as 
required by the appeal decision, the western border should contain more 1.5 height dwellings especially 
toward the northern higher part of the land in order to successfully soften that view. In the bedroom 
number plan, the 1.5 height building are still shown as 4 bedroom dwellings. 
 
There is a concern over the distribution of the social shared ownership and affordable rent houses which 
are still proposed to be built of different materials and clustered together. We would wish the applicant to 
better distribute these properties and ensure consistency of materials and for the Planning Committee 
place a condition that these affordable properties be made available solely to residents who have a 
strong connection to the village of Brantham. 
 
The materials palette is still a concern, and we would refer to our previous comments. 
 
The visitor carpark spaces still appear to be low in number especially in the eastern part of the plot The 
refuse plan shows refuse vehicles will need to reverse for significant distances to reach all parts of the 
development - the Parish Council is concerned as to the safety issues that arise from this. 
 
31st December 2021 
 
Brantham Parish Council Comments on the second revision of the documents for DC/21/04359 dated 7 
Dec 2021. 
 
Firstly *all* the comments from the Brantham Parish Councils previous two submissions still stand so 
please read this response in conjunction with those comments regarding dark skies, paths, the 
distribution of, the materials used on and the occupancy of the affordable rent and shared ownership 
properties, the materials palette, visitor carpark spaces and the refuse plan. 
 
The Brantham Parish Council finds the new documentation still at odds with the planning appeal decision 
and still has not addressed the important issues raised previously. 
 
We are pleased to see the applicant has produced an Energy strategy statement but disappointed to note 
it only talks of minimising impacts, selecting materials from responsible suppliers where possible and 
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recycling materials where possible etc. The comment about seeking opportunities to reuse materials from 
the site suggests the report has not been written with this site in mind as the site is a green field. 
 
The report also contradicts itself. In section 1.2 the author writes: For the development at Slough Road, 
Brantham dwellings constructed following the implementation of these regulations will incorporate 
improved fabric U-Values, Showersave Waste Water Heat Recovery (WWHR) to non-single story 
dwellings and PV panels to meet a 31% reduction in carbon emissions. and then in section 7 specifically 
excludes all these technologies from being installed at this site. 
 
It is the councils view that as a sustainability statement it falls short of the carbon neutral ambition and 
very specifically excludes any whole life energy mitigations such as heat pumps, car charging points etc. 
which are required by Babergh District Councils own Sustainability statement/ report & checklist. 
 
We are pleased to see the increase in the number of 1.5 height buildings along the western border 
required by the appeal statement but feel the designs of these dwellings needs to be reviewed since the 
street scenes barely show a difference to the 2 storey buildings and do very little to soften the view of the 
estate when viewed from East End. We note an inconsistency in the street scene  plan shown as 3/12/21 
on the plan but recorded as 6/12/21 on the Issue sheet – we presume this is the same plan. 
 
There is no refreshed tenure plan so assume the same design as previously and therefore comments still 
stand. 
 
We note it is proposed to build tandem parking spaces rather than the much more practical side by side 
spaces. Side by side spaces remove unproductive car movements and will also ease the installation of 
electric vehicle charging points. 
 
27th January 2022 
 
"Comments on the third revision of the documents for DC/21/04359 dated 20 Dec 2021 
  
Again *all* the comments from the Brantham Parish Council’s previous three submissions still stand so 
please read this response in conjunction with those comments regarding children going to school, 
pedestrians using nearby routes, dark skies, paths through the development, the distribution of, the 
materials used on and the occupancy of the affordable rent and shared ownership properties, the 
materials palette, visitor carpark spaces and the refuse plan.  
  
The Brantham Parish Council finds the new documentation still at odds with the planning appeal decision 
and still has not addressed the important issues raised previously. 
  
BPC fully support the comments made on Sustainability and Climate change made by the Environmental 
Health team on 10th January. 
  
Key issues raised in this revision are: 
  
Affordable Housing 
The distribution of, and materials used to construct, the affordable and shared ownership houses - 
Designing these properties as near neighbours and constructing them of different materials unnecessarily 
sign posts the dwellings as affordable. A much more even distribution of these properties throughout the 
development is desirable. We would reinforce a desire that a number of these properties be reserved for 
residents with a strong connection to the village of Brantham 
  
Building Height 
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The required 1.5 height buildings are still almost as tall as the 2height dwellings and do not achieve the 
Appeal ambition of softening the landscape when viewed from East End. 
  
EV Charging 
Whilst very pleasing to see EV charging points addressed in the plan, BPC is disappointed they are only 
plots with potential for EV charging and is further disappointed that the affordable housing plots are 
largely excluded even from the potential of EV charging. The carpark spaces are still shown as one 
behind rather than side by side with the attendant issues that arise as previously explained. 
  
Materials 
The materials plan has not addressed the earlier comments regarding the elevational treatments needing 
to come from the Palette of colours suggested by the AONB Publication “Guidance on the selection and 
use of colour in Development: Guidance”. The neighbouring Dedham Vale AONB continue to insist on 
the adoption of such guidance within new developments, and a similar and no lesser compliance will be 
acceptable in this application. BPC still insist that the use of locally sourced materials be included as a 
condition. 
  
Perimeter 
In the Site Layout plan there appears to be a gap behind the gardens of plots 12, 13, 14, 15,16, 17, the 
corner carpark, plots 18-21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 
the drainage bowl and the neighbouring properties. BPC is unclear how this gap will be in reality, is it a 
pathway, hedging etc? How wide will the gap be and what provision is planned if it is a gap to be fit for 
purpose and prevent the void being used inappropriately. 
  
Refuse Plan 
In additional to comments made previously about refuse we find it inappropriate for the residents in Plots 
64 and 65 to have to wheel their bins to outside plot 63, similarly plots 16, 42, 38 & 39 have 
unnecessarily long routes requiring the gardens of these plots to be made smaller in order to provide a 
walkway for the bins. 
  
Drainage 
Local residents have commented to the council that water tends to collect more in the South and Eastern 
parts of the land so hope the various draining plans can be amended to accommodate the natural 
drainage requirement." 
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East Bergholt Parish Council 
 

 
 
National Consultee  
 
National Health Service 
 
The CCG has reviewed the latest documents but feels that the response made in 2019 is still pertinent 
and will not be making further comments at this stage. 
 
Comments from the Outline Planning Application DC/19/01973 
 
No objection although comments were expressed relating to future funding: 
 
This development is not of a size and nature that would attract a specific Section 106 planning obligation. 
Therefore, a proportion of the required funding for the provision of increased capacity by way of 
extension, refurbishment or reconfiguration at Constable Country Medical Practice (and the branch The 
Surgery Capel St Mary), servicing the residents of this development, would be sought from the CIL 
contributions collected by the District Council. 
 
Natural England 
 
Standing advice. 
 
Anglian Water 
 
From the details submitted to support the planning application the proposed method of surface water 
management does not relate to Anglian Water. As such, we are unable to provide comments on the 
suitability of the surface water management. The applicant and the Local Planning Authority should seek 
the advice of the Lead Local Flood Authority and the Internal Drainage Board if applicable. The 
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Environment Agency should be also consulted if the drainage system directly or indirectly involves the 
discharge of water into a Main River. 
 
County Council Responses  
 
SCC Highways 
 
Notice is hereby given that the County Council as Highway Authority make the following 
comments: 
 
Exact details of the highway design will be agreed when the developer enters into formal agreement with 
the Highway Authority under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 relating to the construction and 
subsequent adoption for highway. 
 
CONDITIONS 
 
Should the Planning Authority be minded to grant planning approval, the Highway Authority in Suffolk 
would recommend they include the following conditions and obligations: 
 
Parking Condition: The use shall not commence until the area(s) within the site shown on Drawing No. 
21-3132-008E for the purposes of manoeuvring and parking of vehicles has been provided and thereafter 
that area(s) shall be retained and used for no other purposes. 
Reason: To ensure that sufficient space for the on-site parking of vehicles is provided and maintained in 
order to ensure the provision of adequate on-site space for the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles 
where on-street parking and manoeuvring would be detrimental to highway safety to users of the 
highway. 
 
Cycle storage Condition: The areas to be provided for secure cycle parking as shown on drawing number 
21-3132-003E shall be provided in its entirety before the development is brought into use and shall be 
retained thereafter for no other purpose. 
Reason: To ensure that the provision for cycle parking is provided in line with sustainable transport 
policies. 
 
Bin Condition: The areas to be provided for presentation and storage of Refuse/Recycling bins as shown 
on drawing number 21-3132-003E shall be provided in its entirety before the development is brought into 
use and shall be retained thereafter for no other purpose. 
Reason: To ensure that refuse recycling bins are not stored on the highway causing obstruction and 
dangers for other users. 
 
NOTES 
 
The Local Planning Authority 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. 
 
The works within the public highway will be required to be designed and constructed in accordance with 
the County Council's specification. The applicant will also be required to enter into a legal agreement 
under the provisions of Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 relating to the construction and 
subsequent adoption of the highway improvements. Amongst other things the Agreement will cover the 
specification of the highway works, safety audit procedures, construction and supervision and inspection 
of the works, bonding arrangements, indemnity of the County Council regarding noise insulation and land 
compensation claims, commuted sums, and changes to the existing street lighting and signing. 
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A Public Footpath is recorded through the proposed development area and the developer is reminded the 
granting of planning permission is separate to any consents that may be required in relation to Public 
Rights of Way, including temporary closures for construction. Consents to work on any PROW are to be 
obtained from the Public Rights of Way & Access Team at Suffolk County Council, as the Highway 
Authority. 
 
SCC – Lead Local Flood Authority 
 
Suffolk County Council, as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), have reviewed application ref 
DC/21/04359. 
 
The following submitted documents have been reviewed and we recommend approval of the application 
at this time. 
 

• Site Layout Plan Ref 21-3132-002 Rev B 

• Location Plan Ref 21-3132-001 

• Drainage Strategy Ref 2104-571 ST001 G 

• Basin Sections Ref 2104-571 ST003 F 

• Drainage Strategy and SuDs Design & Maintenance Ref 2104-571 Rev D 

• Detailed Hard and Soft Landscaping Proposals ref 21-217-01 to 04 Rev D 
 
SCC - Public Rights of Way 
 
We previously responded to this application on 8 September 2021 with an objection. Our concerns have 
been addressed with revised drawings and documents and we therefore now remove our objection. 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this response. 
 
SCC Development Contributions 
 
The outline planning application under reference DC/19/01973 has an associated planning obligation 
dated 10 December 2020.  The planning obligations previously secured under the first planning 
permission must be binding upon this application if Babergh District Council make a resolution to approve 
and grant a further planning permission. 
 
SCC Archaeology 
 
Assuming the conditions for Application DC/19/01973 and subsequent appeal APP/D3505/W/19/3241261 
are sufficient to secure all archaeological work including post excavation reporting, I do not recommend 
further conditions on this Reserved Matters application. 
 
SCC Fire and Rescue 
 
A condition is required for fire hydrants. 
 
SCC Transport Strategy 
 
Thank you for notifying me about the re-consultation. On reviewing the documents submitted I have no 
comment to make. 
 
Internal Consultee Responses  
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BMSDC – Heritage 
 
The Heritage Team have no comments to provide on the above application. 
 
BMSDC Public Realm 
 
Public Realm Officers welcome the addition of the natural play area within this development. We do have 
concerns about the extent of the public open space, as a fenced SUDS basin with no public access 
should not be included in the open space provision. 
 
If this area is planned to be fenced, then it is our view that the open space is inadequate for a 
development of this size. 
 
OFFICER COMMENT – This matter has been resolved with the inclusion of a knee rail.   
 
BMSDC Planning Policy 
 
Thank you for the e-mail, planning policy have no comments to make. 
 
Environmental Protection – Air Quality 
 
Many thanks for your request for comments in relation to the above application. I can confirm that I have 
no comments to make with respect to the above application as all issues relating to Local Air Quality 
Management were addressed at the outline permission stage. 
 
Environmental Protection – Noise/Odour/Light 
 
Thank you for the consultation request , Environmental protection have no objection to the above 
reserved matters application. 
 
Environmental Protection – Sustainability 
 
Many thanks for your request to comment on the Sustainability/Climate Change mitigation related 
aspects of this application. 
 
I have viewed the applicant’s documents namely the Energy Strategy and note the contents therein. 
Whilst a fabric first approach is to be welcomed it is disappointing that the reduction in CO2 levels using 
the fabric measures detailed is only 5.38% below the 2013 Building Regulation Part L1A standard. 
Particularly when the interim standard will require a 31% improvement in developments with permission 
granted after June 2022. So, the purchasers of these properties would automatically have a poorer 
standard property. 
 
No other low carbon measures are proposed for this development. Considering we are in the midst of a 
Climate and Ecological Emergency this is disappointing, when the national target is to achieve net zero, 
i.e., 100% Carbon emission reduction by 2050, only 28 years away. With developments constructed with 
levels of insulation, fabric measures and low carbon building services just equal or slightly better the 
current building regulations’ Part L requirements it is likely that they will need to be retrofitted within a few 
years. The other issue is that the properties will be more expensive to heat in the winter and may 
overheat in the summer.  
 
Condition 15 of the appeal decision requires that before the development is commenced details of the 
areas to be provided for the manoeuvring and parking of vehicles including electric vehicle charging 
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points and secure cycle storage shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The approved scheme shall be carried out in its entirety before the development is brought into 
use and shall be retained thereafter and used for no other purpose. 
 
Drawing 21-3132-010 a details an electric vehicle charging plan, but the wording only states the potential 
for 16 amp spurs on the dwelling or garage. Approximately 20% of dwellings are not shown as having 
access to EV infrastructure. 
 
The sale of new fossil fuelled cars and vans will be prohibited in the UK from 2030. The number of 
electric vehicles on the roads in the UK is expanding exponentially and it has been recognised in the 
Suffolk County Council Climate Action Plan that the number of charging points will need to increase as 
well. 
 
I would recommend that the applicant reviews the actual provision of EV charge points and not just the 
potential for a 16Amp spur to cover more dwellings. 
 
BMSDC Strategic Housing 
 
Key Points 
 
1. Background Information 
 

• This is a Reserved Matters application for 65 dwellings 

• This development proposal triggers an affordable housing contribution under current local    
planning policy of 35%. 

• At reserved matters stage the applicant has agreed to provide 23 affordable housing 
dwellings. (See below for detail of tenure and mix). 

• 17 homes for affordable rent 

• 6 homes for shared ownership 
 
2. Housing Need Information: 
 
2.1  The Ipswich Housing Market Area, Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SMHA) document, 

updated in 2017, confirms a continuing need for housing across all tenures and a growing need 
for affordable housing. 

 
2.2  The 2017 SHMA indicates that in Babergh there is a need for 73 new affordable homes per 

annum.  
 
2.3  Furthermore, by bedroom numbers the affordable housing mix should equate to: 
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2.4  This compares to the estimated proportionate demand for new housing stock by bedroom size 

across all tenures. 

 
2.5  The Council’s Choice Based Lettings system currently has circa. 917 applicants registered for 

affordable housing in Babergh at May 19. Of those, 21 applicants state a local connection to 
Brantham. 

 
3. Preferred Mix for Open Market homes. 
 
3.1  The Council’s 2014 Suffolk Housing Needs Survey shows that there is high demand for smaller 

homes, across all tenures, both for younger people, who may be newly forming households, 
families and for older people who are already in the property owning market and require different, 
appropriate housing, enabling them to downsize. Affordability issues are the key drivers for this 
increased demand for smaller homes. 

 
3.2  With an ageing population, both nationally and locally new developments should include 

properties suitable for older people and these together with all other homes on the site should, 
wherever possible, be built to Lifetime-Homes standards or equivalent current standard at the 
time. 

 
3.3  There is strong demand for one and two-bedroom flats/apartments and houses. Developers 

should consider flats/apartments that are well specified with good size rooms to encourage 
downsizing amongst older people, provided these are in the right location for easy access to 
facilities. Older people have also expressed their desire for chalet bungalows of one and a half 
storey. This may include sheltered or extra care housing where appropriate. 

 
3.4  Broadband and satellite facilities as part of the design for all tenures should be standard  to 

support. 
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3.5  All new properties need to have high levels of energy efficiency. 
 
3.6  It is noted that the application design and access statement indicates that two storey 2,3,4 and 5 

bedroom homes could be delivered with a consideration to include one and a half storey 
dwellings. It is recommended that a broad range of homes are provided to include 1 bedroom 
homes and bungalows with less emphasis on 4 and 5 bedrooms, for the reasons mentioned 
above. 

 
4. Preferred Affordable Housing Mix: 
 
4.1  This scheme should provide an affordable contribution of 35% = 22 affordable dwellings.  The 

current registered highest district housing need by bedroom size is for 1 and 2 bedroom homes 
followed by a smaller need for 3+ bedrooms. 

 
4.2  The tenure split should be approximately 75% affordable rented and 25% shared ownership as 

follows: 

• 17 Affordable rented dwellings =   
4 x 1b x 2p maisonette @ 50sqm minimum – 18,19,20,21 

  9 x 2b x 4p houses @ 79sqm minimum – 14, 15, 16, 17, 32, 33, 35, 38, 39 
 4 x 3b x 5p houses @ 102sqm minimum – 34, 36, 37, 40 
 

• 6 Shared Ownership dwellings =   

• 4 x 2b x 4p houses @ 79sqm minimum – plot 4,5,7,8 
 2 x 3b x 5p houses @ 93sqm minimum – 12,13 
 
 Total number of dwellings: 23 
 
5. Other requirements for affordable homes: 
 

• Properties must be built to current Homes and Communities Agency National Housing 
Standards March 2015. 

• The council is granted 100% nomination rights to all the affordable units on first lets and 
75% on subsequent lets. 

• Any Shared Ownership properties must have an initial share limit of 70%. 

• The Council will not support a bid for Homes & Communities Agency grant funding on the 
affordable homes delivered as part of an open market development. Therefore, the affordable 
units on that part of the site must be delivered grant free. 

• he location and phasing of the affordable housing units must be agreed with the Council to ensure 
they are integrated within the proposed development according to current best practice. 

• On larger sites, the affordable housing should not be placed in groups of more than 15 units 

• Adequate parking provision is made for the affordable housing units and cycle storage and bin 
stores. 

• It is preferred that the affordable units are transferred to one of Babergh’s partner Registered 
Providers – information is available from the housing enabling team. 

• The properties must be tenure blind. 

• The layout of parking should mirror that of the open market units to ensure properties are tenure 
blind. 

• The highway access to the affordable dwellings needs to be built to an adoptable standard. This 
is to enable either adoption by the Highway Authority or to reduce long term maintenance costs 
for the eventual Registered Provider, which will either be passed on to tenants/leaseholders or be 
absorbed by the RP, reducing future investment in affordable housing. 
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BMSDC – AONB 
 
Thank you for re-consulting the AONB team on the above Reserved Matters. I have reviewed the 
landscape documents Jba 21/217-01 - Jba 21/217-04 dated 7 December 2021 and have the following 
comments to make. 
 
The AONB team welcome the removal of the 1.2 m high fencing with rabbit mesh from around the 
northern and southern drainage basins and its replacement with knee high post and wire fencing. We 
broadly support the additional soft landscaping now being proposed around the drainage basin. Extra 
shrub planting as proposed in the southern basin should also be planted in the northern basin. 
 
The scheme still includes Sweet Gum Trees ( Liquidambar styraciflua) as part of the tree mix along the 
western boundary of the site faces out into the countryside and AONB. The team recommend that these 
are substituted with Oak, Holly or Cherry as per our response dated 22.11.21 as these would be more 
appropriate given the rural western backdrop to the development. 
 
Place Services – Landscape 
 
This letter sets out our consultation response on the revised drawings received 07/12/2021  
 
Boundary treatment 
 
We welcome the changes done to the previously proposed 1.2m high post and rail fencing. The 0.6m 
knee rail now proposed is acceptable. 
 
Landscaping 
 
We welcome the additional planting to the attenuation basins. Additional shrub planting should also 
be included in the norther basin, as per proposed on the southern basin. 
 
The AONB officer has queried the use of sweet gum tree along the western boundary of the site and 
recommended Oak, Holly or Cherry to be used instead. We are in support of this recommendation 
 
Details on the type/design of inlet and outlet 
 
We acknowledge the need to use the standard concrete inlet/outlet and railings to meet the requirements 
for adoption of SuDS features the proposed marginal planting around these elements will help to soften 
its appearance. 
 
Place Services – Ecology 
 
We have reviewed submitted documents for this Reserved Matters application. This includes the Details 
Hard and Soft Landscaping Proposals – Rev D (James Blake Associates Ltd, July 2021) and the 
Landscape Management and Maintenance Plan (James Blake Associates Ltd, July 2021). 
 
We have also reassessed the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment, 
the Landscape and Ecological Strategy (Tyler Grange Ltd, April 2019), the Breeding Bird Report (Tyler 
Grange Ltd, July 2019) and Shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment (Tyler Grange Ltd, April 2019), 
provided by the applicant, relating to the likely impacts of development on designated sites, Protected & 
Priority species/habitats. 
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It is indicated that we still generally support the proposed soft landscaping for this development at an 
ecological perspective and consider that appropriate planting specifications and schedules have been 
proposed within the Details Hard and Soft Landscaping Proposals. However, we do recommend that the 
native hedge mix should be amended, as it currently recommends that 40% of the hedgerow will consist 
of native rose species. As a result, the following alternative mixture could be implemented to increase 
species richness and visual amenity: 
 
• 60% Hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) 
• 20% Field maple (Acer campestre)  
• 10% Hazel (Corylus Avellana) 
• 5% Trees (Wild cherry, English oak) 
• 5% made of Holly, Spindle, Crab apple, Dogwood, Blackthorn, Dog rose and Guelder rose (only 
a few % each IF they are present in the locality). 
 
In addition, it is indicated that we support the Landscape Management and Maintenance Plan (James 
Blake Associates Ltd, July 2021) in principle. However, to ensure that measurable biodiversity net gains 
will be achieved for this development, in line with paragraphs 174[d] and 180[d] of the NPPF 2021, we 
encourage the developer to provide a Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment using the DEFRA Biodiversity 
Metric 3.0 (or any successor). The Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment should preferably follow the 
Biodiversity Net Gain Report & Audit Templates (CIEEM, 2021). The Biodiversity Net Gain Report should 
the inform the finalised soft landscaping scheme / Landscape Management and Maintenance Plan for 
this application. 
 
Furthermore, we still recommend that the locations, heights, orientations and technical specifications of 
the proposed bespoke biodiversity enhancement measures (Integrated bird and bat boxes) should be 
provided within the soft landscaping scheme / Landscape Management and Maintenance Plan. 
 
However, it is indicated that we are pleased to see the inclusion of hedgehog friendly fencing to be 
delivered throughout the site. Alternatively, this should be delivered via a separate Biodiversity 
Enhancement Strategy to be secured as a condition of any consent prior to slab level. We also still 
encourage the developer to include Swift boxes within the development, as this Suffolk Character 
Species is known to be partly declining due to a lack of available roosting options. 
 
Furthermore, a wildlife friendly lighting scheme must also be provided for this application, as required 
under condition 21 of the appeal decision. We note that an indicative lighting strategy has been provided, 
but it indicated that further information will be required to meet the requirements of the condition. The 
wildlife friendly lighting scheme should follow ILP Guidance, and a professional ecologist should be 
consulted to advise the lighting strategy for this scheme. In addition, the following measures should be 
indicated to avoid impacts to foraging and commuting bats: 
 
• Light levels should be as low as possible as required to fulfil the lighting need. 
• Environmentally Sensitive Zones should be established within the development, where lighting could 
potentially impact important foraging and commuting routes for bats. 
• Lux levels and horizontal lighting should be directed away from boundary edges and Environmentally 
Sensitive Zones and kept as low as possible. This should preferably demonstrate that the boundary 
features and Environmentally Sensitive Zones are not exposed to lighting levels of approximately 1 lux. 
This is necessary to ensure that light sensitive bat species, will not be affected by the development. 
• Warm White lights should be used preferably at 3000k within Environmentally Sensitive Zones. This is 
necessary as lighting which emit an ultraviolet component or that have a blue spectral content have a 
high attraction effects on insects. This may lead in a reduction in prey availability for some light sensitive 
bat species. 
• Light columns should be as short as possible as light at a low level reduces the ecological impact. 
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• The use of cowls, hoods, reflector skirts or shields could be used to prevent horizontal spill in 
Environmentally Sensitive Zones. 
 
Suffolk Wildlife Trust 
 
Thank you for sending us details of this application, we have read the Landscape Management and 
Maintenance Plan (LEMP) (James Blake, July 2021) and have the following comments: 
 
The LEMP proposes management of the existing hedgerows through cutting the top and sides of native 
hedgerows once annually in late November and managing proposed native and ornamental hedgerows 
through cutting once or twice annually; once in June and, if required, again in November. 
 
This management prescription is not suitable for any hedgerow intended to add wildlife value to the 
development. Hedge cutting in June may cause disturbance to nesting birds as well as potentially 
damaging nests and eggs, hedge cutting should not be carried out during the bird nesting season from 
March 1st to August 31st . Nesting birds are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) (as 
amended), which gives protection to all wild birds and makes it an offence to intentionally take, damage 
or destroy the nest of any wild bird whilst it is in use or being built or to take or destroy the egg of any wild 
bird. 
 
If hedgerows are to be managed in order to provide wildlife value to the site, as set out in the Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal and Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (Tyler Grange, April 2020) which 
accompanies the original application DC/19/01973, the hedgerows should be cut as late as possible from 
January 1st to February 28th. This will allow nuts and berries within the hedgerow to be used by foraging 
birds throughout the winter months. Additionally, we can find no mention within the LEMP, or any other 
documents submitted with the application as to the retention of deadwood on site for stag beetles, the 
provision of bird and bat boxes and the provision of cut-outs in fencing panels for hedgehogs, as 
proposed within the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (Tyler 
Grange, April 2020). 
 
Recommended condition 
 
1. PRIOR TO ANY WORKS ABOVE SLAB LEVEL: BIODIVERSITY ENHANCEMENT STRATEGY 
 
“A Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy for Protected and Priority species shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
The content of the Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy shall include the following: 
 
a) Purpose and conservation objectives for the proposed enhancement measures; 
b) detailed designs to achieve stated objectives; 
c) locations of proposed enhancement measures by appropriate maps and plans; 
d) persons responsible for implementing the enhancement measures; 
e) details of initial aftercare and long-term maintenance (where relevant). 
 
The works shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details prior to occupation and shall be 
retained in that manner thereafter.” 
 
Reason: To enhance Protected and Priority Species/habitats and allow the LPA to discharge its duties 
under the s40 of the NERC Act 2006 (Priority habitats & species) as updated by the Environment Act 
2021. 
 
 



 

 

CLASSIFICATION: Official                                                                                                 

B: Representations 
 
At the time of writing this report at least 20 letters/emails/online comments have been received.  It is the 
officer opinion that this represents 20 objections.  A verbal update shall be provided as necessary.   
 
Views are summarised below:-  
 

• Development should address the village demographic 

• Are there to be jobs created by the development? 

• Height of dwellings along the western border should be no more than 1.5 storeys 

• No more than 65 dwellings on the site 

• More traffic in the area 

• Design of dwellings should be sympathetic to the surroundings 

• Landscape impact 

• Inadequate access 

• Loss of good agricultural land 

• Closing the gap between the parishes of East Bergholt and Brantham 

• Local services will become overwhelmed 

• Density of build is out of keeping with the village 

• Loss of views 

• Type of housing is not in keeping with the village which has a high number of bungalows 

• Footpath between the existing dwellings to be upgraded to a bridleway – the developer does not 
own that land 

• Loss of privacy 

• Possible flood issues for existing properties 

• Light and noise pollution 

• Impact on wildlife 

• There should be footpath access through the site 

• Visibility concerns in Slough Road 

• Services and facilities in Brantham are on the eastern side of the A137 people would have to 
cross the busy road to access these 

• Over development of the site 

• Roof heights are too high 

• Loss of light to existing residents 

• Land levels on the site are higher than the existing properties 

• Access from back gates of existing properties on the site may be blocked 

• Additional pollution from vehicles 

• Maintenance of the open space should be organised through a management company rather than 
existing residents paying for it 

• Internal road safety issues 

• Public transport is poor 

• Increase in crime/anti-social behaviour 

• Why is the layout different to the outline permission 

• Loss of existing hedgerow 
 
(Note: All individual representations are counted and considered.  Repeated and/or additional 
communication from a single individual will be counted as one representation.) 
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PLANNING HISTORY 
    
REF: DC/19/01973 Outline Planning Application (some matters 

reserved) Erection of residential development 
of up to 65 new dwellings (including minimum 
of 35% affordable homes, with areas of 
landscaping and public open space, including 
vehicular access, and associated 
infrastructure works. 

DECISION: REF 
09.10.2019 

  
REF: DC/20/01775 Outline Planning Application (some matters 

reserved, access to be considered) Erection 
of residential development of up to 65 new 
dwellings (including minimum of 40% 
affordable homes), with areas of landscaping 
and public open space, including vehicular 
access, and associated infrastructure works 
(re-submission of DC/19/01973). 

DECISION: WDN 
02.07.2020 

  
REF: DC/21/04374 Discharge of Conditions Application for 

DC/19/01973 allowed under Appeal 
Reference APP/D3505/W/19/3241261- 
Condition 4 (Written Scheme of Investigation) 

DECISION: GTD 
13.08.2021 

       
 
 

PART THREE – ASSESSMENT OF APPLICATION  
 

 
1.0 The Site and Surroundings 
 
1.1  The 2.88ha application site is located at the northern fringe of the Parish of Brantham adjoining 

the defined Built-Up Area Boundary (BUAB) for Brantham (a Hinterland Village). The site is part of 
a wider agricultural holding and is currently of arable nature. 

 
1.2  To the immediate north is the vehicular highway known as Slough Road, with agricultural land 

beyond (including the Dodnash Special Landscape Area). Immediately east is established 
residential dwellings of varying single and two-storey form. To the south is further domestic 
dwellings, with Ipswich Road / A137, a core vehicular route linking Brantham to Ipswich beyond 
the immediate residential settlement. To the west is open agricultural farmland. The area is 
predominantly rural, located within the Stour Estuary Sites of Scientific Interest (SSI) and the 
Stour and Orwell Special Protection Area (SPA). The site is directly served by Slough Road at a 
vehicular level. The site is also served at a pedestrian level by Slough Road (northeast), and 
Ipswich Road via footpath links. The site is closely connected to the services, facilities and 
amenities of Brantham. 

 
2.0 The Proposal 
 
2.1 The application seeks reserved matters for 65 dwellings. The reserved matters under 

consideration are layout, scale, appearance and landscaping.  The access point and number of 
dwellings was established under the outline permission. 
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2.2 The amount of floor area created by the market housing is 2217.96 square metres (which will feed 

into CIL). 
 



 

 

CLASSIFICATION: Official                                                                                                 

2.3 All market dwellings have on-site parking with some properties also benefitting from garages.  
Smaller units have parking in either a parking court or to the front of the dwellings.  A total of 16 
visitor parking bays are provided on the site. 

 
2.4 The density of build on the site is 22.56 units per hectare.   
 
2.5 The site comprises two bungalows at the entrance to the site and four one-and-a-half-storey 

dwellings on the western boundary, with the remaining 59 dwellings being two-storey. 
 
2.6 All dwellings have a private rear garden with the block of flats (plots 18-21) having a communal 

garden which is private to the flats.  The garden sizes range from approximately 50 square metres 
for the smaller dwellings and around 140 square metres for the larger properties. 

 
2.7 Typically within the site, back-to-back distances range from around 20-25 metres.  Most of the 

dwellings are around the parameter of the site with dwellings backing onto existing built form in 
Ipswich Road and Slough Road.  The back-to-back distances of these properties range from 
about 38-72 metres.  Much of the built form would be more obscure angles than direct back-to-
back positioning. 

 
2.8 Materials on the site comprise buff and red brick with black or red roof tiles.  Some dwellings will 

have elements that are finished in black weatherboard.  Precise details of materials have not yet 
been agreed but can be secured by condition. 

 
2.9 The site area is 2.88Ha. 
 
3.0 The Principle of Development 
 
3.1  The starting point for any planning decision is the development plan, as identified in Section 38(6) 

of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Determination of any application must be 
made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. A key 
material consideration regarding the principle of development is the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) 2019. 

 
3.2  The age of policies itself does not cause them to cease to be part of the development plan or 

become “out of date” as identified in paragraph 213 of the NPPF. 
 
3.3 Even if policies are considered to be out of date, that does not make them irrelevant; their weight 

is not fixed, and the weight to be attributed to them is within the remit of the decision taker. There 
will be many cases where restrictive policies are given sufficient weight to justify refusal despite 
their not being up-to-date. 

 
3.4  Also, as required by paragraph 213 of the NPPF, the weight attributed to development plan 

policies should be according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF. The closer the aims of 
a policy are to the NPPF, the greater the weight that can be attributed to them. 

 
3.5  The principle of development has been established by the granting of outline planning permission 

under DC/19/1973 [Outline Planning Application (some matters reserved) - Erection of residential 
development of up to 65 new dwellings (including minimum of 35% affordable homes, with areas 
of landscaping and public open space, including vehicular access, and associated infrastructure 
works)]. 
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3.6  This application concerns the Reserved Matters of the Outline application which are: 
 

• Access 

• Layout 

• Scale 

• Appearance 

• Landscaping 
 

These issues will be looked at in turn in the report that follows. 
 

3.7  As this is a Reserved Matters application, the detailing of the proposal will be assessed against 
Babergh Local Plan and Babergh Core Strategy. These policies are given full weight in decision 
making and are considered to be consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
3.8  There has been much negotiation during the course of this application between the developer and 

Officers. Particular points that have required changes include surface water drainage, highway 
safety, landscape impact, affordable housing location and general layout changes, sustainability 
and ecology. 

 
4.0 History 
 
4.1 Babergh Planning Committee refused Outline Planning Application DC/19/01973 -[Outline 

Planning Application (some matters reserved) - Erection of residential development of up to 65 
new dwellings (including minimum of 35% affordable homes, with areas of landscaping and public 
open space, including vehicular access, and associated infrastructure works) on the 9th October 
2019.  The reasons for refusal were: 

 
 1. Policy CS2 of the Core Strategy seeks to direct new development sequentially to the 

towns / urban areas, and to the Core Villages and Hinterland Villages. Policy CS11 of the 
Core Strategy requires development to consider the landscape characteristics of the 
village, and also requires the identification of local housing need. Policy CS15 of the Core 
Strategy seeks to ensure that development respects landscape features. Furthermore, the 
LPA is able to demonstrate a 5 Year Housing Land Supply, thus the 'tilted balance' of 
Paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF is not engaged. 

 
2. The proposal is not considered to form sustainable development by reason of bringing the 

edge of the Brantham Built Up Area Boundary closer to East End leading to an 
unacceptable level of settlement coalescence not respecting the existing landscape 
feature of separation between the settlements. No exceptional circumstances or other 
material considerations have been demonstrated to outweigh the harm identified in the 
sustainability respect. Given the absence of a local housing needs survey, the scheme 
has not adequately demonstrated a local housing need. Furthermore, the proposal lacks 
demonstrable social, economic and environmental benefits, and undermines the essence 
of the NPPF further through no justifiable need or mitigating measures. The proposal fails 
to reflect Policies CS2, CS11 and CS15 of the Babergh Core Strategy (2014) and 
Paragraph 8 of the NPPF. 

 
4.2 The applicant took the decision to the Planning Inspectorate for an Appeal Hearing.  Whilst the 

appeal was running, a further application was received for Outline Permission for a similar 
scheme but offering 40% affordable housing on the site rather than the previous 35% under 
DC/20/01775 - Outline Planning Application (some matters reserved, access to be considered) 
Erection of residential development of up to 65 new dwellings (including minimum of 40% 
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affordable homes), with areas of landscaping and public open space, including vehicular access, 
and associated infrastructure works (re-submission of DC/19/01973).  The applicant was advised 
that the additional 5% affordable housing contribution did nothing to address the two reasons for 
refusal of the previous outline permission.  The application was withdrawn by the applicant. 

 
4.3 The Planning Inspector decided to allow the first outline application (Appeal Decision 

APP/D3505/W/19/3241261).  In the Decision Letter the Inspector concluded that: 
 
 Conclusion 
 

67. The proposal would deliver up to 65 dwellings (including a minimum of 35% affordable) on 
a greenfield site adjacent to the BUAB of Brantham, defined as a hinterland village in the 
CS where development is acceptable subject to Policies CS2, CS11 and CS15. In this 
case the local need for the level of market and affordable housing proposed has been 
justified in addition to the other planned development in the village to address past under 
provision of housing, reverse population decline, rebalance the ageing population, provide 
more affordable housing which is in particularly short supply and better match the 
substantial employment growth which is planned for the village. In respect of the second 
main issue, the sense of separation between Brantham and East End would be slightly 
reduced resulting in some marginal harm to the settlement pattern and landscape 
character of the Plateau Farmlands. 

 
68. The proposal complies with 7 out of 11 criteria in Policy CS11 and 17 out of 19 criteria in 

Policy CS15, the overwhelming majority; there is slight conflict with the remaining criteria 
regarding landscape effects. In relation to the Policy CS2 tests there is a proven justifiable 
need for the development and in Brantham’s case this also amounts to exceptional 
circumstances. In any event, as noted above, this aspect of the policy conflicts with the 
NPPF and thus carries reduced weight. 

 
69. Overall, the proposal complies with the development plan taken as a whole and, insofar as 

there is any conflict, material considerations in favour are sufficient to warrant permission. 
The social and economic benefits of providing further market and affordable housing in the 
specific circumstances of Brantham outweigh the limited environmental harm that would 
arise in this case. 

 
70. Having regard to the above the planning balance is firmly in favour of the scheme and the 

appeal should therefore be allowed. 
 
4.4 In the Decision Letter, the Planning Inspector made several points which should be considered as 

part of a Reserved Matters application.  He made a suggestion that setting the development back 
from Slough Road, providing open space at the front of the site and making the first properties in 
the development single storey would help to  give the visual break between East Bergholt and 
Brantham.  He also suggested 1.5-storey dwellings would help to soften the appearance of the 
development on the western boundary. 

 
49.  The Concept Masterplan shows no buildings forward of the front elevation of Coronation, 

leaving a more generous undeveloped frontage than following the building line along 
Slough Road. In addition, the first dwellings on the site could be limited to single storey, 
maintaining a more open ambience along the road and reflecting the low profile dwellings 
on Slough Road when approaching the gap from both directions. In this way the 
separation distance between the nearest buildings would be considerably more than the 
55 m claimed by the Council and their impact would be reduced. As the visualisations from 
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views 9 and 12 show, reducing the bulk of the frontage buildings would increase the 
perception of an undeveloped gap and in view 5 the four important Oak trees would be 
more visible, not being subsumed within the built up area in the same way. Although the 
Council argue that this would not help much, it would be a step towards making the 
scheme acceptable. 

 
51. There is however a precedent for new housing development on the western side of 

Brantham immediately south of the appeal site, namely Poppy Field.  
 

This housing scheme, permitted by the Council with the approval of the Parish Council in 
2016, comprises a row of mainly two storey dwellings fronting Ipswich Road.  

 
` With gardens to the rear these back onto the same arable fields which would form the 

foreground to the appeal proposal. Although sited closer to East End and at a slight angle, 
the proposal would be seen as almost a continuation of Poppy Field.  

 
Whilst the latter is marked by a long 1.8 m high boundary fence with little or no space for 
landscaping, the appeal site provides scope for a softer settlement boundary. The 
appellants’ evidence11 promises ‘a distinctly wooded edge’ and ‘extensive new 
landscaping along the western boundary’.  
 
This can be secured by condition. The Council argues that the density necessary to 
provide 65 dwellings on the site could preclude this, but the description of the proposal is 
for up to 65 dwellings and this explicit flexibility may be needed to ensure a satisfactory 
scheme. In addition, some dwellings along the boundary could be 1.5 storeys to mitigate 
their height. 

 
4.5 Following the appeal decision, a new applicant took pre-application advice on the layout of the 

site under DC/21/03621. 
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5.0 Layout 
 

Indicative Layout at Outline stage DC/19/01973 
 

 
 
 

Pre-application for Reserved Matters layout DC/21/03621 
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Reserved Matters layout for this application 

 

 
 

5.1 There is one vehicular access point to the development from Slough Road.  An area of open 
space is provided at the entrance to the site, which forms an attenuation basin with trees planted 
around the outside of the basin.  Two bungalows form the gateway to the site and are on the 
building line of the nearest neighbour to the east (Coronation).  This forms a step for an increase 
in height of the buildings as one moves through the site.  The setting back of the bungalows along 
with the open space at the front of the site helps to retain a visual break between the two 
settlements of East End and Brantham.  A large proportion of the development is tucked behind 
existing housing in Slough Road and Ipswich Road and straightens off the corner of a field. 

 
5.2 The western boundary of the site is the sensitive boundary in terms of impact on the wider 

landscape.  This boundary has a landscaping belt with the main internal road running alongside 
the landscaping with visitor parking bays on the western side of the road.  This pushes built form 
back into the site and with a mix of one-and-a-half-storey and two-storey dwellings along this 
road, breaks up the rooflines and softens the landscape views.  This will be particularly evident as 
the trees in the landscaping belt mature. 

 
5.3 Most of the dwellings are within the eastern part of the site which forms an infill area to the rear of 

the existing properties in Slough Road and Ipswich Road.  Dwellings are arranged around the 
parameter of the site forming back-to-back properties with existing development.  There are some 
back-to-back properties in the centre of the site with the southern dwellings overlooking a larger 
open space which also forms an attenuation basin and grass mound with an informal natural play 
area which comprises a fallen log and steppingstones. 

 
5.4 There is a permissive footpath which is accessed from Slough Road and runs in a straight line 

south, to the existing public footpath at the southern end of the site and exits between existing 
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properties in Ipswich Road.  This permissive path is to be retained in its current position, running 
along the boundary with the property known as Coronation.  The permissive path also links up 
with the public footpath at the southern end of the site and heads west to the wider footpath 
network.  The permissive path forms a buffer between the existing dwelling and the new 
development in the northern section of the site.  In addition to this a cycle path will run from the 
permissive path around the outside of the attenuation basin to join with the main internal road.  
This will make the site pedestrian and cycle friendly. 

 
5.5 Many existing residents have gates in their rear boundary fences to access the site.  A strip of 

land has been retained around the parameter for existing residents to be able to access the 
permissive path that runs through the site. 

 
5.6 All dwellings will have either a garage or a store in the rear garden for secure bicycle storage.  All 

dwellings have parking on-site, at the front of their dwellings or in a parking court in the case of 
the block of flats and pair of semi-detached dwellings. 

 
5.7 Most of the dwellings on the site are either detached or semi-detached properties.  There is a 

block of four flats in the eastern corner of the site and three terraces in the south-eastern corner 
of the site which comprises 2 x row of three and 1 x row of four properties. 

 
5.8 Affordable housing has been divided into three sections of the site.  Six semi-detached houses 

which are to be shared ownership are in the northern part of the site and are located on the 
permissive path.  Two pairs of semi-detached dwelling and a block of four flats are located in the 
north-eastern section of the site.  In the south-eastern corner of the site there are a pair of semi-
detached houses, a terrace of three and a terrace of four houses.  Affordable housing contribution 
for this site 22.7 dwellings but the developer has decided to provide 23 dwellings on the site.   

 
5.9 Electric vehicle charging points have been provided for dwellings either within their garages or on 

outside walls.  The properties in the south-eastern corner of the site with parking to the front of 
dwellings will be ducted under the footpath to provide charging points at the parking bays 
associated with their dwellings.  There are six properties that do not benefit from EV charging 
points which are plots 16-21, they are a pair of semi-detached houses and the block of four flats.  
This is because their parking is within a parking court, and it would be difficult to ensure that 
people did not use electricity that does not belong to them. 

 
5.10 Parking spaces have been provided on site for all dwellings apart from the parking court and the 

dwellings in the south-eastern corner of the site where cars are parked in front of dwellings.  
Parking is compliant with current parking standards and an additional 16 visitor parking bays have 
been provided on the site.   

 
5.11 A plan showing the waste collection points has been provided.  Collection points are located 

along the internal roads where large vehicles can move freely without having to enter dead end 
road where turning would be problematic.  SCC Highways have raised no objection to the 
proposals on highway safety grounds. 

 
6.0 Scale 
 
6.1 Dwellings on the site range from single-storey to two storeys.  The bungalows are approximately 

6.2 m high.  The one and a half storey dwellings are 7.5m and 8.2m high and the two storey 
dwellings are 9m high. 
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6.2 Two bungalows form the entrance the site.  Four one and a half storey dwellings are located on 
the western boundary to help break up the ridge heights of the development and to soften the 
development in terms of landscape impact.  These were suggestions made by the Planning 
Inspector.  The remaining 59 dwellings are two-storey. 

 
7.0 Appearance 
 
7.1 There is a limited palette of materials proposed for the development of red and buff brick with red 

and black roof tiles.  Some elements of the houses will have black weatherboarding.  The limited 
palette allows for the development to have a distinctive character which also blends with materials 
seen outside of the site in Brantham.  Precise manufacturer, type and colours have not been 
specified at this time and therefore a condition will be required for the developer to submit details 
prior to commencement above slab level. 

 
7.2 Careful consideration of the design of the dwellings has been a negotiation point throughout pre-

application and this reserved matters application.  House designs blend with each other in order 
to keep the affordable housing units as tenure blind as possible.  However, the block of flats and 
the terrace rows have only one each on the site and therefore the design will be slightly different 
from the other dwellings.  However, design detailing has been used to tie these unique dwellings 
to the others on the development.  This is achieved by the materials used, the use of porch 
canopies above front doors and decorative arch brickwork above ground floor windows and on 
gable ends. 

 
8.0 Landscaping 
 
8.1 Landscaping was a major consideration of this site and was discussed at length during the appeal 

hearing as it was one of the reasons for refusal at outline stage.  As discussed above, the use of 
lower height buildings on the open edges of the development help to retain the open feel of the 
development when viewed from outside of the site.  The particularly sensitive areas to the north 
(Slough Road) and the south-western corner, where the public footpath enters the site from the 
west, both have open green spaces.  This helps to transition the development from built form to 
open countryside. 

 
8.2 The landscaping belt along the western boundary will help to screen the development from wider 

landscape views and will disrupt the hard surfacing of dwellings and road by the use of trees and 
grassed areas. 

 
8.3 Two areas of sustainable drainage are provided on the site which also form the green open areas 

within the site, one at the northern end of the site and one in the south-western corner.   
 
8.4 The south-western SUDS area is to be planted with marginal plants, wet wildflowers and at the 

top of the basin will be seeded with wildflowers and planted with trees.  The area is to be 
enclosed with a knee rail to stop toddlers from falling into the basin.  This type of barrier allows 
wildlife to move freely around the area.  Adjacent to the basin is an open grassed area with grass 
mound, fallen log, stepping-stones and bench to form an informal natural play area.  This area will 
be enclosed by a knee rail to stop vehicles parking on the grassed area. 

 
8.5 The permissive footpath runs from this area, up through the development to Slough Road.  The 

path will be finished in Hoggin.  A cycle path runs around the southern and western part of the 
SUDS area and joins the internal road.  This path is also to be finished in Hoggin.  There are eight 
visitor parking bays arranged around this southern open space.  The play area has a good 
amount of natural surveillance from houses that are arranged around three sides of the area. 
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8.6 The SUDS area to the north of the site will also be planted with marginal plants, wet wildflowers 

and wildflowers at the top of the basin.  Trees are to be planted around the basin with additional 
bulb planting for further interest.  A knee rail is to be provided in this area.  

 
8.7 A knee rail is to be provided along the roadside on the western boundary that forms the 

landscape buffer, this will protect the verge from vehicular parking on this green area. 
 
8.8 Street tree planting is a feature of this development along with specimen shrubs which will make 

the more densely developed areas of the site a more inviting space and encourage insects and 
birds to use this area. 

 
8.9 All gardens will benefit from hedgehog friendly fencing which will allow animals to move around 

the site and out into the countryside.  Integrated bat boxes, sparrow terraces ad built-in swift 
boxes feature on many of the houses, particularly on the eastern and southern boundaries. 

 
9.0 Impact on Residential Amenity 
 
9.1 Many of the dwellings on the site are built back-to-back with either new development or existing 

properties in Slough Road and Ipswich Road.  The back-to-back distances are considered to be 
acceptable in terms of protecting privacy with a minimum distance of 20 metres. 

 
10.0  Planning Obligations  
 
10.1 A s.106 agreement was drawn up at appeal stage to secure the affordable housing contribution.  

35% of 65 dwellings is 22.7 dwellings.  The S.106 secures 22 dwellings but did not make 
provision for the 0.7 of a dwelling to be collected by way of a commuted sum.  The developer has 
offered 23 dwellings on the site and therefore a Unilateral Undertaking will be required to secure 
this further dwelling. 

 
11.0 Parish Council Comments 
 
11.1 Affordable Housing 

The distribution of, and materials used to construct, the affordable and shared ownership houses - 
Designing these properties as near neighbours and constructing them of different materials 
unnecessarily sign posts the dwellings as affordable. A much more even distribution of these 
properties throughout the development is desirable. We would reinforce a desire that a number of 
these properties be reserved for residents with a strong connection to the village of Brantham 

 
OFFICER RESPONSE: The distribution of the affordable dwellings is acceptable to the 
Strategic Housing Team.  The materials will match those of the market dwellings.  We are 
unable to secure the affordable units for residents with a connection to Brantham this 
would have needed to be carried out as part of the S.106 agreement at outline stage. 

  
11.2 Building Height 

The required 1.5 height buildings are still almost as tall as the 2height dwellings and do not 
achieve the Appeal ambition of softening the landscape when viewed from East End. 

 
OFFICER RESPONSE: The 1.5-storey dwellings mentioned in the appeal decision letter 
was a suggestion and did not form a restriction on height condition of the outline allowed 
by the Planning Inspector.  However, the four dwellings that are 1.5-storey do help to break 
up the roof lines of the development and soften the landscape impact. 
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11.3 EV Charging 

Whilst very pleasing to see EV charging points addressed in the plan, BPC is disappointed they 
are only plots with potential for EV charging and is further disappointed that the affordable 
housing plots are largely excluded even from the potential of EV charging. The carpark spaces 
are still shown as one behind rather than side by side with the attendant issues that arise as 
previously explained. 

 
OFFICER RESPONSE: A revised drawing has been received to give all properties EV 
charging points other than the dwellings that share a parking court. 

  
11.4 Materials 

The materials plan has not addressed the earlier comments regarding the elevational treatments 
needing to come from the Palette of colours suggested by the AONB Publication “Guidance on 
the selection and use of colour in Development: Guidance”. The neighbouring Dedham Vale 
AONB continue to insist on the adoption of such guidance within new developments, and a similar 
and no lesser compliance will be acceptable in this application. BPC still insist that the use of 
locally sourced materials be included as a condition. 

 
OFFICER RESPONSE: Materials have not been finalised at this stage other than general 
red and buff brick and black and red roof tiles with some elements of dwellings having 
black weatherboarding.  All of these materials, with the right choices, are locally 
distinctive.  A condition is required to secure the details of the materials to be used. 

  
11.5 Perimeter 

In the Site Layout plan there appears to be a gap behind the gardens of plots 12, 13, 14, 15,16, 
17, the corner carpark, plots 18-21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 49, 
50, 51, 52, and the drainage bowl and the neighbouring properties. BPC is unclear how this gap 
will be in reality, is it a pathway, hedging etc? How wide will the gap be and what provision is 
planned if it is a gap to be fit for purpose and prevent the void being used inappropriately. 

 
OFFICER RESPONSE: Some of the objections received relate to existing properties that 
have gates in the rear garden fences to access the site and the footpath network.  The 
developer has provided a strip of land between the existing and proposed rear garden 
fences for existing residents to still access the site.  This is to be finished in grass and will 
be maintained by the Management Company of the development in the future. 

  
11.6 Refuse Plan 

In addition to comments made previously about refuse we find it inappropriate for the residents in 
Plots 64 and 65 to have to wheel their bins to outside plot 63, similarly plots 16, 42, 38 & 39 have 
unnecessarily long routes requiring the gardens of these plots to be made smaller in order to 
provide a walkway for the bins. 

 
OFFICER RESPONSE: The refuse collection plan has been viewed by SCC Highways who 
have raised no objection to the scheme of collection. 

  
11.7 Drainage 

Local residents have commented to the council that water tends to collect more in the South and 
Eastern parts of the land so hope the various draining plans can be amended to accommodate 
the natural drainage requirement. 
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OFFICER RESPONSE: The surface water drainage details have been examined by the 
LLFA who have raised no objection to the scheme. 

 
 
 

PART FOUR – CONCLUSION  
 

 
12.0 Planning Balance and Conclusion 
 
12.1  Central to the balancing exercise to be undertaken by decision makers is Section 38(6) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004; which requires that, if regard is to be had to the 
Local Plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the Planning Acts, 
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 

 
12.2  The principle of development has been established by Outline permission DC/19/01973 (allowed 

at appeal). This application seeks agreement of Reserved Matters comprising access, layout, 
scale, appearance and landscaping. Other than outstanding comments from the Sustainability 
Officer and Ecologist on small changes to the submission, there are no outstanding issues. 

 
12.3  The development is considered to be thoughtful in its relationship with the countryside and has 

taken the Planning Inspector’s comments into consideration when designing the scheme.  The 
permissive footpath through the site has been retained and formalised to link it with the existing 
public footpath network and allow access from Slough Road through the site into Ipswich Road 
and the facilities and amenities that the village has to offer.  The mix of housing is considered to 
be varied, providing single, one-and-a-half and two-storey dwellings of one to four bedrooms.  
There is an overprovision of affordable units on the site.  The proposed development is 
considered to be compliant with the policies listed above. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That authority be delegated to the Chief Planning Officer to grant reserved matters for layout, scale, 

appearance and landscaping when sustainability and ecology issues have been resolved, subject to a 

unilateral undertaking being agreed for the extra affordable dwelling. 

 

Conditions 

 

• Details of materials to be agreed 

• Parking 

• Cycle Storage 

• Bins 

 

 


