Committee Report

ltem No: 6A Reference: DC/21/04360
Case Officer: Rose Wolton
Ward: Copdock & Washbrook.

Ward Member/s: Clir David Busby.

RECOMMENDATION — REFUSAL

Description of Development
HYBRID APPLICATION - Full Application for Greenkeepers building (following demolition of
existing) and Outline application for Residential Development of 5No dwellings.

Location
Hintlesham Golf Club, George Street, Hintlesham, Suffolk IP8 3JG

Expiry Date: 06/12/2021

Application Type: OUT - Outline Planning Application
Development Type: Major Small Scale - Dwellings
Applicant: Hintlesham Golf Club

Agent: Mr P Branton

Parish: Hintlesham
Site Area: 1.28ha

Details of Previous Committee / Resolutions and any member site visit: Site Visit requested
and taken place on 23.03.2022.

Has a Committee Call In request been received from a Council Member: Yes

Has the application been subject to Pre-Application Advice: Yes DC/20/05378

PART ONE — REASON FOR REFERENCE TO COMMITTEE

The application is referred to committee for the following reason/s:

Following a call-in request by Councillor Busby, the Delegation Panel considered the application and judges
that it involved significant policy, consistency or other material considerations and that a decision on the
application was of more than local significance (as per Babergh’s Planning Charter).

Councillor Busbhy’s call-in request was as follows:
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“Apart from the viability issues and potential impact from closure the applicant has offered Babergh a piece
of land to plant thousands of trees. Babergh has a target of 10,000 trees and is extremely unlikely to get
anywhere near this without buying land.

Planning is a matter of balancing benefits against harm. The harm indicated here is primarily one of
Heritage and yet they have given approval to many applications adding to the Hall including a building that
can be viewed from the road. The claim that this application is in a park is out-of-date as the only remnant
of the park is in the approach to the hall. The rest of the land is now agricultural, a golf course, buildings
and overhead electricity wires.

Building in the countryside is the other issue and yet it has already been allowed adjacent to the site. The
proposed houses will not be seen from the road or Hall and will be sympathetically designed. The
development would be a short walk from bus stops, the church and village hall. It is no more ‘in the
countryside’ than every house in Hintlesham.

Apart from the additional housing in a popular village — with a majority being bungalows — there is a
significant concern that without this development the golf club may have to close. This would have a
negative impact on the hundreds of members and the thousands of visitors — possibly even putting
additional strain on the viability of Hintlesham Hall. It would also mean the loss of many jobs — the Hall
and the Golf Club are the biggest employers in the area’.

PART TWO - POLICIES AND CONSULTATION SUMMARY

Summary of Policies

CNOL1 - Design Standards

CNO6 - Listed Buildings - Alteration/Ext/COU
CN14 - Historic Parks and Gardens - National
CRO04 - Special Landscape Areas

CRO7 - Landscaping Schemes

CSO01 - Applying the presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development in Babergh
CS02 - Settlement Pattern Policy

CS15 - Implementing Sustainable Development
CS17 - The Rural Economy

TP15 - Parking Standards - New Development
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
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Town/Parish Council

Hintlesham Parish Council —received 16.08.2021

Objection to residential element (five dwellings) on the grounds of:

- Outside the acceptance parameters for NPPF and BDC Local Plan

- Impact upon the nearby grade | listed building and the implications for setting further residential growth
beyond the accepted village boundaries

- The application site is unlikely as a brown field location and must therefore be viewed as open countryside.

No objection to the greenkeepers building.

Ward Member

ClIr David Busby - Copdock & Washbrook — Received 12.08.2021
Supports the application - on the grounds that it offers significant economic advantage.

Councillor Bushy states “I am in favour of this application. Although the houses proposed will be away from
the main body of the houses in Hintlesham, there is a significant economic advantage to be achieved from
the development. The golf course is a major employer and probably the largest locally. Golf courses have
struggled throughout the Covid Lockdowns but are now beginning to see significant growth in playing
numbers. It is essential then that we assist them to develop their facilities to keep their attraction and remain
viable. In this instance the funds for the housing will be ploughed back into the course and provide new
maintenance and storage facilities . Golf course equipment is expensive and a temptation to would-be
thieves. The new storage units should remove this temptation. The housing sympathetically sized and
designed so that it will have minimal impact on the surrounding area especially on the listed Hintlesham
Hall”.

National Consultee

East Suffolk Inland Drainage Board — Received 27.08.2021
Recommend Ground Investigation and Infiltration Testing to be Undertaken.

“The site is near to the Internal Drainage District (IDD) of the East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board (IDB)
and is within the Board’s Watershed Catchment (meaning water from the site will eventually enter the IDD).

I note that the applicant has indicated that they intend to dispose of surface water via soakaway and SUDs,
however, | cannot see that the viability of the proposed drainage strategy has been evidenced. As such,
we would recommend that the applicant undertaken ground investigation to determine the infiltration
potential of the site and the depth to groundwater. If on-site material were to be considered favourable then
we would advise infiltration testing in line with BRE Digest 365 (or equivalent) to be undertaken to determine
its efficiency.

If (following testing) a surface water discharge proposed to a watercourse within the watershed catchment
of the Board’s IDD then we request that this be in line with the Non-Statutory technical standards for
sustainable drainage systems (SuDs), specifically S2 and S4. Resultantly we recommend that the
discharge from this site is attenuated to the Greenfield Runoff Rates wherever possible.

The reason for our recommendation is to promote sustainable development within the Board’s Watershed
Catchment, therefore, ensuring that flood risk is not increased within the Internal Drainage District (required
as per Para.163 of the NPPF)”.
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Natural England — Received 17.08.2021
Financial contribution towards RAMS required.

Suffolk Wildlife Trust
No response.

Ipswich Group - Patch 2
No response.

British Horse Society
No response.

Historic England — Received 26.08.2021
Objection to the residential element (five dwellings) - moderate level of less than substantial harm to the
setting and character of the heritage assets.

No objection to the greenkeepers building.

“Hintlesham Hall is a much altered Grade | listed country house with its earliest fabric dating to ¢.1576.
historically, it sat within parkland and gardens which contained outbuildings and service accommaodation.
The main public route into the Hall was via the south east however, readily available historic maps show a
track leading to the service accommodation and the kitchen garden from the west. This western entrance
was screened from the main approaches to the hall by a small area of planting. The service yard is
separately Grade II* listed and contained the service ranges, stables, former coach house and brew house.
The earliest sections of this building have a 16™ century core but much dates from the 17" and 18"
centuries. In the 1980s this service range became a cookery school which saw alterations to the internal
appearance and layout.

Hintlesham Hall Golf Club sits within the area marked on readily available maps as the kitchen garden and
associated buildings. This area has undergone much change to accommodate this use with a hard surfaced
car park and extensions the orangery being permitted in recent years. The historic maps show that this
area proposed for houses has historically contained ancillary service buildings and is the furthest point
away from the Grade | and II* listed buildings.

Although Hintlesham Park is an undesignated heritage asset, it provides an important setting for
Hintlesham Hall and its stable block. The open views across the parkland with minimal built development
is important to the understanding of the Hall and Stables as a country house within a large landscape park
context. This can be appreciated from the access track to the Golf Club from the stables with expansive
views opening up and only the walled garden visible in views. This historic association contributes to the
setting and significance of the listed buildings.

It should be noted that the development of the golf club, the lodges in the woodland behind the Hall and
golf club and the recent developments proposed at Hintlesham Hall for the development of the spa, need
to be read together and their cumulative impact considered carefully.

Impact of the Proposed Development

The Heritage Assessment provided with the application in paragraph 4.15 has noted that Hintlesham Park
has suffered erosion of character over time and goes on in later paragraphs to try to cm[are it to parks
within Norfolk which have somewhat different historical developments. The park is instantly recognisable
as such when viewed on historic maps through the shape and delineation of field boundaries and positions
of plantation belts. Williamson has suggested in ‘Suffolk’s Gardens and Parks’ (page 40) that the
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Hintlesham site developed from a moated site and this could account for the difference in appearance of
the parkland. Nevertheless, the park at Hintlesham retains much of interest at its historic core and the
relationship between the service area, although not in the same ownership, and the stable yard is still
visually apparent.

The house site sits to an area to the rear of the walled garden. This area is well screened by deciduous
trees which in the winter allow views through to the tree line behind. It is clear from historic maps that this
corner has historically been free from development although ancillary buildings are marked further to the
northern side of the walled garden. The verdant appearance of the hiding of service buildings has clearly
been important in the design and layout of the historic buildings on this site and the lack of building in this
spot today, still contributes to the significance of the listed buildings.

The increase in the built form on site plot would further erode the open setting of the listed buildings and
erode the appreciation of the link between Hintlesham Hall and its walled garden. It confuses the hierarchy
of the site by adding a permanent residential element within what was formally an ancillary service area
and increases the hard surface provision within the landscape park setting of the Grade | and II* listed
buildings.

The design of the houses has been stated as being ‘cart lodge’ type structures but, there appears to be no
detailed design showing this. From the aerial imagery they appear as standard 1 ¥z store bungalows.
Notwithstanding this, the provision of 5 houses in a group such as this would be incongruous within such
close proximity to a country house of this age and within its landscape park..

It is clear that, as a non-designated heritage asset change has occurred to the uses of the parkland which
been harmful to the setting of the listed building but, this should not be used as a justification for the
possibility of more harm, or cumulative harm.

The principle of the new green keepers building in a slightly different location could be acceptable as the
proposed new location is moved further away from any possible visual association with Hintlesham Hall or
its stable block.

Policy Context

- Paragraph 199 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of a proposed development
upon the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s
conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater that weight should be).

- Paragraph 200 of the NPPF states that any harm to or loss of significance of a designated heritage
asset (from it alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting) should require clear
and convincing justification.

- Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where a development will lead to less than substantial harm
to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public
benefit of the scheme.

Consideration should also be given to the Planning Practice Guidance paragraph 103 which states:
When assessing any application for development which may affect the setting of a heritage asset, local
planning authorities may need to consider the implications of cumulative change, they may also need to
consider the fact that developments which materially detract from the asset’s significance may also damage
its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening its ongoing conservation.

Historic England Position
Historic England considers that the placement of 5 houses within the setting of the Grade | listed
Hintlesham Hall and the Grade II* listed Hintlesham Hall Stable complex would be harm to its significance.

CLASSIFICATION: Official



There is some erosion in character of the non-designated parkland surrounding the buildings but, the
legibility of association between the Hall, stables, walled garden and parkland behind is still apparent. The
houses would erode this and alter the hierarchy of uses on this site. We, therefore, consider that the
scheme is not in accordance with paragraphs 199 and 200 of the NPPF. We do not object to the principle
of the replacement green keepers building.

The application would be one more in a series of applications which have affected this parkland and the
vicinity of the Hall. You Council should consider the cumulative harm of this development as required by
paragraph 103 of the Planning Practice Guidance.

Historic England therefore consider that this application has the potential to cause less than substantial
harm, moderate in scale to the character and significance of the Grade | listed Hintlesham Hall, the grade
[I* listed Hintlesham Hall stables and ancillary buildings and the non-designated Hintlesham Park. We
therefore consider that your council should apply the planning balance as required by paragraph 202 of
the NPPF.

Recommendation
Historic England has strong concerns regarding the application on heritage grounds.

We consider that the issues and safeguards outlined in our advice need to be addressed In order for the
application to meet the requirements of paragraphs 199, 200 and 202 of NPPF.

In determining this application this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 66(1)
of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the
desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of special architectural or historic
interest which they possess”.

National Grid - Plant Protection — Received 15.10.2021
Informative about the Twinstead Tee Reinforcement Project.

County Council Responses

SCC - Flood & Water Management — received 09.08.2021
Holding Objection - A Flood Risk Assessment and a Surface Water Drainage Strategy required.

“A holding objection is necessary because the applicant has not provided an assessment of the flood risk
nor have they provided sufficient detail for a strategy for the disposal of surface water. As the application
is a hybrid, a full design information is required for the full element of the application and indicative is
required for the outline part for the application.

The points below detail the action required in order to overcome our current objection:-
1. Submit a flood risk assessment
2. Submit a surface water drainage strategy”.

NOTE - In subsequent discussion with the Floods team, it has been agreed that, whilst the site area does
trigger the need for this extra information, given that the actual developable area (minus the road, which is
shown as “part” of the site, but which is already in place) is just under the 1ha threshold. Given that there
are no known flooding issues on the site, it has been agreed that no extra information is required — however,
please note the comments from the East Suffolk Inland Drainage Board.

SCC - Fire & Rescue — Received 19.08.2021
Informative comments.
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SCC - Archaeological Service — Received 05.08.2021
No objection.

SCC - Rights Of Way Department — Received 17.08.2021
No objection, subject to informative being shared with the applicant

SCC - Highways — received 09.03.2022
No objection, subject to conditions.

Internal Consultee Responses

Environmental Health - Land Contamination — Received 01.09.2021
Holding Objection - Phase 1 Desk study required.

“Having reviewed the application, | note that the applicant has failed to submit the required information to
demonstrate that the site is suitable for the proposed end use and has failed to meet our local validation
requirements.

For development of this size, we require that the applicant submits a Phase 1 desk study undertaken by
an appropriately qualified Geoenvironmental consultant that complies with BS 10175.2011+A1:2013
‘Investigation of potentially contamination sites — Code of practice and CLR11 Model procedures for the
management of land contamination’. The simplified Envirocheck type report and land contamination
guestionnaire is not considered appropriate for a development of this scale. This report should comprise
of an overview of previous uses of the site as well as current site conditions as demonstrated through a
site walkover and an assessment of risk by a technically competent person”.

Environmental Health - Air Quality — 01.09.2021
No objection.

Environmental Health - Noise/Odour/Light/Smoke — Received 25.08.2021
No objection, subject to conditions.

Environmental Health - Sustainability Issues — Received 24.08.2021
No objection, subject to conditions.

Arboricultural Officer — Received 05.08.2021
Arboricultural Impact Assessment required.

“The proposal is in close proximity to a number of trees and therefore should be accompanied by an
Arboricultural Impact Assessment in order to evaluate the effects of the design and recommend mitigation
measures where necessary”.

Economic Development & Tourism
No response.

Strategic Housing - Received 08.09.2021
1.28ha site, requires affordable housing, a commuted sum is requested.

OFFICER COMMENT - The residential element is under 0.5ha, therefore not qualifying for this provision.
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Ecology - Place Services — Received 01.12.2021

No objection, subject to a proportionate financial contribution towards visitor management measures for
the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA/Ramsar and ecological mitigation and enhancement measures in the
form of conditions.

Heritage - Place Services — Received 20.10.2021
Obijection to the residential element (five dwellings) - Less than substantial harm to the heritage assets.
Urbanisation of the area, as well as environmental and diurnal changes causing harm.

No objection to the greenkeepers building.
“The two heritage assets relevant to this application:

- Grade I Listed Hintlesham Hall (List Entry ID:1036917)
- Grade II* Listed Services Ranges, Stables, Former Coach House and Brewhouse attached to
Hintlesham Hall (List Entry 1D:1036918).

The site contributes to the setting and significance of both heritage assets above.

I have no objection in principle to the proposed greenkeepers building and this is largely due to the fact
there is an existing structure of similar scale and form which will be demolished and replaced.

I do not support the outline proposal for residential dwellings. | agree with comments made by historic
England. Whilst change has happened at this site, the layout of this historic features is still very much
legible. The Heritage Statement unfortunately provides no 25 inch historic Ordnance Survey to show the
site layout in detail. The second edition 25 inch (late nineteenth century) clearly shows no precedent for
this type of development. The areas of outline proposal were largely clear of buildings. Any buildings which
were located in the immediate environs would have been small scale service/ancillary structures accessed
from the service road. Whilst the gold club has introduced changes, the historic layout and setting of the
heritage assets is still legible, can be understood and contributes to our understanding of the heritage
assets.

| do not support the principle of residential development in this site which introduces a very incongruous
land use in the setting of the heritage assets and detracts from the manner in which they are experienced,
appreciated and understood. Aside from the obvious harm in the principle and urbanisation of this area,
the proposal will result in environmental and diurnal changes which would adversely affect the significance
of the heritage assets.

| consider there to be less than substantial harm to the Grade | and Grade II* designated heritage assets
and this harm should be considered with regard to paragraph 202 of the NPPF. This should be considered
in the context of the ‘Great Weight’ noted in paragraph 199. Considering the alien nature of the
development, the local planning authority should consider paragraph 197 © of the NPPF. Considering the
application is outline, | also consider the application not to be compliant with paragraph 206 of the NPPF”.

B: Representations

At the time of writing this report, one letter had been received. It is the officer opinion that this represents
one objection. A verbal update shall be provided as necessary.

The objection was from the owners of the nearby Grade | Hintlesham Hall, which is a four red star hotel,
and this is summarised below:-
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No objection to green keeper’s building — strong objection to residential element (5 dwellings) on the
grounds of:

(Note:

Conflict with Local Plan and Core Strategy policies

Impact to historic setting and significance of adjacent heritage assets of Hintlesham Hall and its
park

Sets an unacceptable precedent for wider housing development outside settlement boundary
Pedestrian safety

Impact on safe operation of the local road network

No housing need basis to justify new housing in the countryside

All individual representations are counted and considered. Repeated and/or additional

communication from a single individual will be counted as one representation.)

PLANNING HISTORY

There are over 50 Planning applications relating to this site. The full list has been included at the bottom
of the report in the interests of presentational clarity.

PART THREE — ASSESSMENT OF APPLICATION

1.0

1.1

1.2.

2.0

2.1

2.2.

The Site and Surroundings

The application site is within the countryside, approximately 600 metres from the built-up area
boundary of Hintlesham. It is located off of a private access from Hintlesham Hall, accessed via
George Street.

The site is currently an undeveloped piece of land, adjacent to buildings associated with the golf
club, as well as the existing dwelling that serves the golf club. The area of land the subject of this
application is located to the northwest of the golf club, and north of Hintlesham Hall, with open
countryside to the west and north. There is an existing cluster of buildings to the east of the site,
and a parking area to the south which serves the golf club. The site is located within a Special
Landscape Area, and within close proximity of the Grade | listed Hintlesham Hall, its Grade II* listed
stables, former coach house and brewhouse and undesignated the heritage asset of Hintlesham
Hall Parklands

The Proposal

The proposal is a hybrid application comprising of two elements, these being:
Full Application for a Greenkeepers Building (Following Demolition of existing); and Outline
Application for Residential development of 5no. Dwellings.

The existing greenkeeper’s building, which appears to have fallen into disrepair, would be
demolished and a new greenkeeper’s building would be erected further to the east of the site. The
area of land which the existing greenkeeper’s building is located in would be the site for the
5no.dwellings. As this element of the application concerning the 5no. dwellings is outline only, at
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3.0

3.1

3.2.

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

this stage, there are no details of the proposed size, scale and appearance, the details that have
been provided are of the proposed layout, and heights. The existing access would be utilised to
provide both access to the dwellings and the greenkeeper building, with the provision of an
additional staff parking area.

The Principle Of Development

Due to this application being hybrid and consisting of two parts, the principle of development of
each element of the hybrid application has been addressed in turn below.

Outline _Application — Erection of 5no. Dwellings: The policies relating to the principle of
development of 5no. dwellings in this location are CS1, CS2, CS15 and CS17 of the Babergh Core
Strategy (2014).

Policy CS2 allows for development within the towns and urban areas, as well as within the Core
and Hinterland Villages. Hintlesham is identified as a Hinterland Village, and therefore, does take
some development to assist with the needs of its functional cluster. The site the subject of this
application is located outside of the built-up area boundary of Hintlesham, with the nearest edge of
the built-up area boundary being approximately 600 metres away. The site is, therefore, considered
to be countryside. Policy CS2 only allows for development in the countryside under exceptional
circumstances, subject to a proven and justifiable need. However, this exceptions clause it out of
step with the NPPF. The policy does, however, act as a steer to development being directed
hierarchically, with Hinterland Villages being low on the hierarchy and sites outside of villages, such
as this being classified at the bottom of that hierarchy.

The applicant has identified the need for the 5no. dwellings to finance the demolition and
replacement of the existing greenkeeper’s building, as well as the replacement of equipment for the
green keeper and members of the golf club and improvements to drainage.

The applicant has described a situation whereby the existing greenkeeper’s building is unfit for use
and is not secure to house equipment associated with the golf club anymore, this includes the club’s
14 golf buggies and equipment to maintain the golf course. As a result of the existing greenkeeper’s
building having fallen into disrepair and not being secure, it is claimed that the club has been subject
to theft, and therefore, financial losses in replacing this equipment. In addition, the replacement is
required of existing equipment that has also fallen into disrepair, resulting in a claimed additional of
cost of £96,000, with renewal costs of the green keeper’s equipment in excess of £400,000.

The applicant has provided financial information and viability documentation to show the associated
costs the golf club currently face. It is acknowledged that the golf club have suffered, along with
many other businesses due to the Covid 19 pandemic, and it is recognised that member numbers
are now increasing, and therefore replacement of the equipment that has fallen into disrepair is
required.

The Council has not had this assessment independently verified, given that the recommendation is
for refusal in principle.

There has been no sufficient local housing needs assessment provided for the 5no. dwellings and,
given that Babergh District Council can demonstrate a housing land supply far in excess of five
years, the development is not considered to be of local need. The dwellings are proposed to provide
financial support to the golf club only. On this basis, the proposal is contrary to Policy CS2 of the
Babergh Core Strategy.

CLASSIFICATION: Official



3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

The development of the 5no. dwellings would be used to financially support the golf club, and
therefore, is being presented as a form of “enabling development.”

If one were to accept an “enabling” approach, for the application to be considered positively thus,
the monies obtained through the sale of the land for the 5no. dwellings would be required to be tied
to the golf club, to be spent on its maintenance and upkeep to ensure the club remains in business.

This is claimed to have been used for other golf clubs within the district and other districts, as the
monies obtained from the housing development has been able to viably be tied to the enhancement
and maintenance of the golf club.

Typically, housing may have been allowed at golf club locations, in the countryside because the
monies from the housing development have enabled a golf club to expand (through providing more
holes, and courses for members, thus providing a continued revenue for the club for example),
rather than a one-off payment which, although it would provide some financial support to the club,
would not, however, contribute to providing a consistent revenue or additional jobs in the area. The
golf club would not be extended or enhanced, other than the replacement of existing equipment,
which is not considered to be a public benefit to the rural economy.

The development of 5no. dwellings was allowed at Felixstowe Ferry Golf Club in the East Suffolk
district. The application reference number is DC/19/5049/FUL and was for the redevelopment of
the site to provide a new clubhouse, new public facilities to include a café, putting green, toilets and
viewing platform, improved access, parking, 5 detached dwellings and associated landscaping,
relocation of the existing water tower, existing clubhouse and pro-shop buildings to be demolished
at Felixstowe Ferry Golf Club, Ferry Road, Felixstowe.

Whilst there are some similarities with the application at hand (i.e. 5no. dwellings in order to
financially support an existing golf club), the Felixstowe application was markedly different in that it
provided more public benefits and offered improvements to the golf club which would provide more
jobs and would benefit the local economy, as well as attracting more members to the golf club,
through the creation of a new putting green and other facilities.

The Felixstowe application was also considered to be sustainable development, due to its partial
re-use of previously developed land and adjacency to the existing built-up area of a large town.

This application at Hintlesham is not considered to be sustainable development, it is not close to
the existing built-up area of this Hinterland Village and would not enhance the golf club in the way
that the Felixstowe scheme has. The development would provide monies to replace existing
equipment. However, it would not provide any additional facilities to attract new members or create
any new jobs.

Within the Babergh District, housing in the countryside to support Golf Clubs have also been refused
and dismissed appeal. One example of this is application reference DC/19/03373 at Brett Vale
House, Noaks Road, Raydon. The application was for the erection of 14no. dwellings (50%
affordable homes) including creation of a vehicular access and part change of use of existing Golf
Club Clubhouse to a shop. This application was refused on the grounds that it is located in an
unsustainable location in the countryside, offering limited public benefits to outweigh the harm, as
well as having poor access to services. This is despite the application offering benefits of affordable
housing and a shop for local people, which this application before us now does not.
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3.18

3.19

ii)

As the site is located within the countryside, Policy CS11 of the Babergh Core Strategy is not
relevant. Policy CS11 relates to development within, or very close to, Core and Hinterland Villages
only.

Policy CS15 of the Babergh Core Strategy allows for development, however, it must respect the
local context and character of the different parts of the district and demonstrate how it addresses
the key issues and contributes to meeting the objectives of the Local Plan. The development is
required to demonstrate the principles of sustainable development and is required score positively
against this Policy in order to be supported. This application does not score positively against this
Policy and in particular fails to address points i), ii), iii), iv), v), vi), vii), viii), xv) and xviii). This is
discussed further below, addressing each point in turn:

‘Respect the landscape, landscape features, streetscape/fownscape. Heritage assets,
important spaces and historic views”.

The proposal would cause harm to the adjacent heritage assets, as discussed further below,
and would not respect the character of the development in the area. Although there is one
dwelling already close by the site, this does not set a precedent for further housing development
in this area. Whilst the development would be enclosed by existing boundary treatments and
the heights of the dwellings could be kept low, thus reducing adverse harm to the Special
Landscape Area; it would, however, detract from the historic significance of the undesignated
heritage asset of the parkland of Hintlesham Hall, which is an important consideration.

“Make a positive contribution to the local character, shape and scale of the area”.

The development does not reflect the local character of Hintlesham. The main bulk of
development in Hintlesham is located within the built-up area boundary, forming a linear pattern
of development through the village. This proposal would form a small cluster of dwellings set
back from the village, protruding into the countryside, albeit not isolated.

“Protect or create jobs and sites to strengthen or diversify the local economy particularly through
the potential for new employment in higher skilled occupations to help to reduce the level of out-
commuting and raise workforce skills and incomes”.

Although the proposal would provide financial support to the golf club to allow them to replace
existing equipment to help maintain the golf club, it would not create any new jobs in the district,
other than in a temporary fashion during the construction of the new greenkeepers building.
This is not considered to be a public benefit of significance to outweigh the harm created by this
proposal.

“Ensure an appropriate level of services, facilities and infrastructure are provided to serve the
proposed development”.

The site is approximately 600 metres from the village of Hintlesham, which does offer some
services, such as a primary school and a pub. The services are, however, limited and not within
a reasonable or safe walking distance from the site. The roads leading away from the site are
narrow, with no footpaths and no streetlights, and are not desirable or safe for use by
pedestrians. There are some public footpaths nearby; these, however, should not be relied on
solely for pedestrian access to basic services, as they can become unsuitable for use during
the winter months. The proposal also does not include any additional public facilities to the
future occupants of the 5no. dwellings to make use of, or to attract any new members.
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V) “Retain, protect or enhance local services and facilities and rural communities”.

Similarly to the above point, the site does not have good access to the limited services within
the village, and the proposal does not include any new public facilities within the golf club. The
proposal is not considered to retain, protect or enhance local services, the golf club may be
retained through this development, however, this is not a public facility.

Vi) “Consider the aspirations and level and range of support required to address deprivation,
access to services, and the wider needs of an aging population and also those of smaller rural
communities”.

As discussed above, the site does not have good pedestrian access to the limited services
within the village and relying on public footpaths to access these services does not support the
wider needs for an ageing population, as public footpaths are more often unsuitable for
wheelchair use or by people with limited mobility.

vii) “Protect and enhance biodiversity, prioritise the use of brownfield land for development ensuring
any risk of contamination is identified and adequately managed, and make efficient use of
greenfield land and scarce resources”.

There is no objection in terms of biodiversity and ecology; however, the site is not considered
brownfield. Although there is a greenkeeper’s building on it currently, it is not a previously
developed site. There is also a holding objection from Environmental Health — Land
Contamination as a Phase 1 desk study is required and has not been submitted. This is required
before the site can be considered acceptable in terms of land contamination.

viii) “Address climate change through design, adaptation, mitigation and by incorporating or
producing sources of renewable energy or low carbon energy’.

The proposed dwellings at this stage do not provide any information regarding renewable
energy features, and there are no details of the incorporation of ay electric vehicle charging
points. These could, however, be conditioned.

XV) “Minimise the energy demand of the site through appropriate layout and orientation (passive
design) and the use of building methods, materials and construction techniques that optimise
energy efficiency and are resilient to climate change”.

Similarly to the above point, renewable energy features have been proposed in regard to the
dwellings at this stage.

xviii) “Seek to minimise the need to travel by car using the following hierarchy: walking, cycling,
public transport, commercial vehicles and cars, thus improving air quality”.

The development is not considered to be in a sustainable location as it does not have good
pedestrian access to basic services. The village of Hintlesham has limited services, which are
only accessible from the site by narrow unlit roads with no footpaths, or public footpaths that
are not desirable for use in the winter and are not suitable for use by people with limited mobility
or for wheelchair users. This, therefore, creates a heavy reliance on the use of private motor
vehicles to access to basic services, which is not considered acceptable or sustainable.

3.20 For these reasons, the proposal does not accord with Policy CS15 of the Babergh Core Strategy,
and is therefore, not considered acceptable.
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3.21

3.22

3.23

4.0

4.1

5.0

5.1.

5.2.

Policy CS17 of the Babergh Core Strategy supports sustainable tourism and leisure-based
businesses, which the golf club falls under. The policy, however, also requires the proposal to score
positively against Policy CS15, and as discussed above the proposal is not considered to do that.
Although the development would provide financial support to the golf club, which is a tourist
attraction in a rural rea, it would provide a one-off payment only.

It should be noted at this stage that the applicant has stated some additional benefits. These being:
the golf club as an employment provider in a rural community, providing leisure use, that it is part
of the local community which offers free membership to local people, additional tree planting to help
with Babergh'’s tree planting plan, as well as footpath provision along the A1071 adjacent to the
access to the Hall, as agreed with the SCC Highway Authority separately. These benefits are not
considered sufficient to outweigh the overriding harm of the unsustainable location, as well as the
moderate level of less than substantial harm caused to the adjacent heritage assets, as discussed
below.

Full Application — Erection of a Greenkeepers Building (Following Demolition of Existing): The
principle of the erection of a new greenkeeper’s building to replace an existing is accepted. The
building would be in a similar location to the existing and would not be out of character. It would be
suitably located to form a functional cluster of buildings with the golf club and is of a design that
reflects the character of the area.

Nearby Services and Connections Assessment Of Proposal

As discussed above, the site is not considered to be within a safe or suitable walking distance to
any basic services. The site is approximately 600 metres from the village of Hintlesham which does
offer some services, however, these are limited. The village has a Primary School, a pub, a church
and a farm shop, there are some bus services that run through the village towards Ipswich and
Hadleigh also. The site is located within the countryside, with the roads leading to it being narrow,
unlit and with no footpaths and, therefore, undesirable and unsafe for use by pedestrians and
cyclists. There are public footpaths that lead from the site to the main village; these are, however,
not suitable for use in the winter months and are not suitable for use by people that have limited
mobility and/or are wheelchair bound. It also may not be suitable for pushchair and pram use,
particularly during the winter months and due to the uneven ground. The use of public footpaths
should not be relied upon solely for pedestrian access to basic services. On this basis, the proposal
is not considered to be in a sustainable location. The proposal is considered to lead to a heavy
reliance on the use of private motor vehicles to access basic services.

Site Access, Parking And Highway Safety Considerations

The NPPF identifies, at Paragraph 108 that, in assessing specific applications for development, it
should be ensured that, inter alia, significant impacts on the transport network and highway safety
can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.

The site would utilise an existing access, which would serve the 5no. dwellings and the
greenkeeper’s building. A new staff parking area would also be created, as well as a courtyard and
driveway for the dwellings. Access to the highway, as well as the parking and manoeuvring
provision, is considered to be acceptable. During the course of determination, the SCC Highway
Authority was consulted, and following the submission of amended plans, now raises no objection,
subject to conditions to ensure that the parking area is made suitable for use, there is appropriate
bin storage and presentation, as well as a construction management plan. The applicant has also
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6.0

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

7.0

7.1.

7.2.

proposed to install a footpath along the A1071, adjacent to the access to the Hall. This has been
agreed separately with the Highway Authority.

Design And Layout [Impact On Street Scene]

Section 12 of the NPPF refers to design, it provides that good design is a key aspect of sustainable
development and that it should contribute positively to making places better for people. Decisions
should aim to ensure that development will function well and add to the overall quality of the area,
establish a strong sense of place, create attractive and comfortable places to live, work and visit,
optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development, create and sustain an appropriate
mix of uses and support local facilities and transport networks. Furthermore, it provides that
development should respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local
surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation. In
addition, Policy CNO1 of the Babergh Local Plan provides that “All new development proposals will
be required to be of appropriate scale, form, detailed design and construction materials for the
location” and echoes the provision of the NPPF.

Due to the application comprising of two elements, these will be address in turn below.

Outline Application — Erection of 5no. Dwellings: The application is outline only, and therefore, no
definitive design elements have been proposed, other than a proposed layout and approximate
heights. It is considered that the heights of one-and-a-half storeys is reflective of the surrounding
buildings. This does, however, have the potential to be viewed through the tree-line in the winter
months, which causes harm to the setting and historic significance of the adjacent heritage assets.
This could be partially offset by limiting the buildings to single storey by condition. This is discussed
further below. The proposed number of dwellings and layout form a small cluster of dwellings which
is not characteristic for this area. The character of Hintlesham is a linear pattern of development on
two main roads. The site is set away from the village, located in the countryside, with a cluster of
buildings associated with both the golf club and the Grade | listed Hintlesham Hall.

Full Application — Erection of Greenkeepers building (following Demolition of Existing): The design
of the proposed greenkeeper’s building is reflective of the character of the surrounding area and
would be well screened by existing boundary treatments. The building would be of an appropriate
height, and materials. The building’s design is traditional for a storage building and would not be
out of character. The greenkeeper’s building is considered to be in accordance with Policy CNO1 of
the Babergh Local Plan.

Landscape Impact, Trees, Ecoloqy, Biodiversity And Protected Species

The site is located within a Special Landscape Area. The proposed greenkeeper’s building would
be well screened by natural boundary treatments and is of a design that respects the surroundings.
The materials and colours are also suitable for the locality. On this basis, the Full Application for
the erection of a greenkeeper’s building is considered to be in accordance with Policy CR04 of the
Babergh Local Plan.

In terms of the residential element, as discussed above, the area of land is surrounded by existing
boundary treatments, which would help to screen the properties to an extent. However, they are
proposed to one and a half storeys, which would still be seen through the tree line in the winter
months. At this outline stage, there are no details of the design and materials, therefore at this
stage, the proposal is not considered to be in conflict with Policy CR04 of the Babergh Local Plan.
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7.4

7.5

7.6

8.0

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

The site is also located on an undesignated heritage asset of a historic parkland of Hintlesham Hall.
Policy CN14 of the Babergh Local Plan states:

“Development in or adjacent to parks and gardens of historic or landscape significance (listed in the
National Register of statutorily protected historic parks and gardens) which would lead to the
erosion of their character, appearance or setting will be refused”.

The proposal for the erection of 5no. dwellings in this location is considered to harm the setting of
the historic parkland, and therefore, is contrary to Policy CN14. This is further inferred below in
paragraph 9.

During the course of determination, the arboricultural officer was consulted, and has raised a
concern regarding the application site being within close proximity of a number of trees. Although
a tree survey has been submitted with this application, an Arboricultural Impact Assessment is also
required, and has not been submitted. Therefore, the risk to the trees cannot be determined.

It should be noted at this stage, that the applicant is proposing to plant additional trees to the west
of the site.

During the course of determination, Place Services Ecology were consulted and raise no objection
to the proposal, subject to a proportionate financial contribution towards visitor management for the
Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA/Ramsar, as well as ecological mitigation and enhancement
measures. The proposal is not considered to cause any adverse harm to the ecology and
biodiversity of the site.

Land Contamination, Flood Risk, Drainage and Waste

The NPPF at Paragraph 183 identifies inter alia that planning decisions should ensure that a site is
suitable for its proposed use. In addition, Para.183 makes clear that where a site is affected by
contamination, responsibility for securing a safe development rest with the developer and/or
landowner.

A land contamination report has been submitted with the application and shows a passed certificate
for land contamination. During the course of determination, however, Environmental Health — Land
Contamination were consulted and have placed a holding objection on the application. The officer
states:

“For a development of this size we require that the applicant submits a Phase 1 desk study
undertaken by an appropriately qualified Geoenvironmental consultant that complies with BS
10175:2011+A1:2013”.

The Environmental Health Officer has taken into account the entirety of the site, which includes the
access, measuring at 1.28ha. The area of land in question for the residential element is however,
only 0.4252ha, and the area of land propose for the greenkeepers building is only 0.4965ha taking
the site to 0.9217ha which is under 1ha, and therefore, a Phase 1 desk study is not considered
necessary on this basis. Confirmation on this point is awaited.

The site is located within Flood Zone 1, however, due to the total size of the site being 1.27ha, the
Lead Local Flooding Authority, being Suffolk County Council, requests a Flood Risk Assessment to
be submitted, along with a surface water drainage strategy. However, again, as the developable
area is less than 1ha, this request has been removed.
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8.4

9.0

9.1

9.2.

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.4.

10.0

The East Suffolk Drainage Board have also requested infiltration works to take place as the site is
within the IDB’s Watershed Catchment. Clarification is being sought as to whether this would be
required prior to any possible granting of permission.

Heritage Issues [Including The Impact On The Character And Appearance Of The
Conservation Area And On The Setting Of Neighbouring Listed Buildings]

The site is located in close proximity to the Grade | listed Hintlesham Hall, its Grade II* listed stables
former coach house and brewhouse and located within the undesignated heritage asset of the
Hintlesham Parkland. During the course of determination, Place Services Heritage, and Historic
England were consulted, and both raise an objection identifying a moderate level of less than
substantial harm being caused to the heritage assets by this proposal.

The site is considered to contribute to the setting of the adjacent heritage assets. In terms of the
proposed greenkeeper’s building, it is not considered to cause any adverse harm to any heritage
assets and is supported. The residential element, however, is considered to cause a moderate level
of less than substantial harm and is not acceptable in the setting of the above heritage assets. It is
acknowledged that building may have previously been present on the site; these, however, would
have been small-scale service/ancillary structures accessed from the main service road. The
erection of the golf club has changed the historical layout to a limited extent; the historical layout
and setting, however, are still very much intact and still legible; therefore, this site contributes to
that.

The proposed residential element is considered to be incongruous in the setting of the heritage
assets and detracts from the manner in which they are experienced, appreciated and understood.
The proposal creates an urbanising effect on the countryside parkland location of the heritage
assets; although the golf club and its associated dwelling and outbuildings has eroded some of the
character and setting, the existing development does not set a precedent to further erode the setting
of the heritage assets.

The increase in built form on the site would further erode the open setting of the listed buildings and
erode the appreciation of the link between Hintlesham Hall and its walled garden. The existing
dwelling sits in an area to the rear of the walled garden. The area is well screened by deciduous
trees which, in the winter months allow views to the tree line behind. It is clear from historic maps
that this corner has historically been free from development although ancillary buildings are marked
further to the northern side of the walled garden.

Development in this walled garden area confuses the hierarchy of the site by adding permanent
residential element within what was formally an ancillary service area and increases the hard
surface provision within the landscape park setting of the Grade | and Grade II* listed buildings. It
is clear that, as a non-designated heritage asset, change has occurred to the uses of the parkland
which has been harmful to the setting of the listed building but, this should not be used as
justification for the possibility of more harm, or cumulative harm.

For the reasons discussed above, the proposal is considered to be contrary to Policies CN0O6 and
CN14 of the Babergh Local Plan, as well as part i) of Policy CS15 of the Babergh Core Strategy;
as well as Paragraphs 197.199,202 and 206 of the NPPF and Paragraph 013 of the Planning
Practice Guidance.

Impact On Residential Amenity
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10.1

10.2

11.0

11.1.

Policies within the adopted development plan require, inter alia, that development does not
materially or detrimentally affect the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties.
Concerns of overlooking, loss of privacy and loss of outlook are acknowledged; however, the
proposal is not considered to lead to any adverse harm to residential amenity in terms of a loss of
privacy or a loss of outlook.

The site would have one direct neighbour, which is the existing dwelling which serves the golf club.
The proposed dwellings would be located within the walled garden and would likely be conditioned
to be one storey in height for heritage reasons and, therefore, would not likely cause any adverse
overlooking or light blocking potential. It should be noted that the proposed dwellings are at outline
stage only, and there is no confirmed details of heights and fenestration. The greenkeeper’s building
would be located away from the neighbouring properties and would be well screened. It would not
cause any adverse harm to residential amenity.

Planning Obligations / CIL (delete if not applicable)

A RAMS payment would be required for the residential element and a s.106 would be a possible
mechanism for securing the footpath which is being offered.

PART FOUR — CONCLUSION

12.0

12.1.

12.2.

12.3

12.4

12.3.

Planning Balance and Conclusion

Regarding the full application of the erection of a greenkeeper’s building (following demolition of the
existing), this element of this application is considered acceptable. It is well located and designed
to harmonise with the surroundings.

Regarding the outline application for the erection of 5no. dwellings, this is not considered
acceptable. The site is located in the countryside, outside of the built-up area boundary of
Hintlesham. The site has poor pedestrian access to the limited services in the village. In addition,
the scheme is harmful to heritage assets as already detailed.

The applicant rests on an “enabling” argument to justify that element of the scheme. The term
“enabling development” is not a statutory one but describes a situation in which development that
would otherwise be considered harmful is considered acceptable because it would facilitate (or
‘enable’) benefits that outweigh that harm.

In this instance, the claimed benefits are the continuation of the privately-owned Hintlesham Golf
Club, with very little in the way of public benefits — these being a small area of footpath at the access
to the Hall, a considerable distance from the site, and the planting of trees. This does not seem to
be a compelling argument in terms of enablement.

Not only does the proposal cause harm in regard to sustainability being a countryside location, but
it also causes a moderate level of less than substantial harm to the adjacent heritage assets, which
include the Grade | Hintlesham Hall, Grade II* stables, former coach house and brewhouse, as well
as the undesignated parkland, which the site is located in. The public benefits of the scheme are
not considered to outweigh the overriding harm caused to the heritage assets. As a result, the
proposal is considered to be contrary to Policies CS2 and CS15 of the Babergh Core Strategy,

CLASSIFICATION: Official



Palicies Cn01, Cn06 and Cn14 of the Babergh Local Plan, as well as paragraphs 78, 79, 104, 126,
127,174, 197,199.202 and 206 of the NPPF and 013 of the Planning Practice Guidance.

12.4 Overall, whilst noting the limited benefits, which are in the main private rather than public, these do
not outweigh the harm which has been identified above.

RECOMMENDATION

That the application is REFUSED planning permission on the basis that the five new dwellings element of
the proposal is not in accordance with Policies CS2 and CS15 of the Babergh Core Strategy, Policies
CNO1, CNO6 and CN14 of the Babergh Local Plan as well as Paragraphs 78, 79, 104, 126, 127 and 174,
197, 199, 202 and 206 of the NPPF (2021).

CLASSIFICATION: Official



PLANNING HISTORY

REF: DC/21/04360

REF: BIE/16/01706

REF: B/13/00861

REF: BIE/13/00615

REF: B/11/00184

REF: B/07/01687

REF: B/07/00592

REF: B/86/00004

REF: B/90/01570

REF: B/90/01569

REF: B/91/00771

HYBRID APPLICATION - Full Application for
Greenkeepers building (following demolition
of existing) and Outline application for
Residential Development of 5No dwellings.

Erection of 1no. dwelling

Erection of building for 5 bay driving range.

Consultation request for Ceremony Licence
application. (from Susan.Reeve at Suffolk
County Council)

Erection of single-storey dining room
extension and infilling of existing courtyard
area to form function/meeting room

Proposed extensions
Erection of single-storey amenity building.

EXTENSION AND ALTERATIONS TO
REDUNDANT COOKERY SCHOOL TO
PROVIDE 7 FURTHER HOTEL
BEDROOMS AND EXTENSION AND
CONVERSION OF THE ORANGERY TO
SINGLE DWELLING

APPLICATION FOR LISTED BUILDING
CONSENT - PART DEMOLITION OF WALL
TO ALLOW VEHICULAR ACCESS AND
FORMATION OF NEW PEDESTRIAN
ACCESS

ERECTION OF GOLF COURSE
CLUBHOUSE AND CONSTRUCTION OF
CAR PARK AND ALTERATIONS TO
EXISTING VEHICULAR ACCESS

INCREASE WIDTH OF MAIN ACCESS
DRIVEWAY TO 50 METRES AND
PROVIDE REVISED ROUTE OF ACCESS
TO (GOLF COURSE) CAR PARK AS
AMENDED BY REVISED DRAWING NO.
126/A RECEIVED ON 07.08.91 AND
FURTHER AMPLIFIED BY APPLICANTS
LETTER DATED 02.08.91

DECISION: PCO

DECISION: PCO

DECISION: GRA
29.10.2013

DECISION: PCO

DECISION: GRA
31.03.2011

DECISION: REC

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GRA
16.08.1991
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REF: B/88/00902

REF: DC/17/04737

REF: B/1051/80/0UT

REF: B/11/00520

REF: B/06/01807

REF: B/87/01127

REF: B/88/00943

REF: DC/18/03577

REF: DC/21/01001

REF: DC/21/01002

CONSTRUCTION OF 18 HOLE GOLF
COURSE WITH ASSOCIATED CLUB
HOUSE AND CAR PARK AS AMENDED BY
LETTER DATED 19.08.88 AND
ACCOMPANYING PLAN

Planning Application. Change of use of land
for the erection of 4no. 'Safari tent' type
holiday units with associated parking and
landscaping.

Erection of agricultural dwelling.

Removal of Condition 02 attached to P.P
B/88/00943- occupancy of dwelling.

Variation of condition 02 attached to P. P.
B/943/88 to allow the dwelling to be occupied
by persons employed at Hintlesham Hall
Hotel and/or Hintlesham Golf Club.

REMOVAL OF CONDITION OF PLANNING
PERMISSION W/9804 (AGRICULTURAL
OCCUPANCY CONDITION)

CHANGE OF USE OF DWELLINGHOUSE
WITH AGRICULTURAL OCCUPANCY
CONDITION TO STAFF
ACCOMMODATION ASSOCIATED WITH
HINTLESHAM HALL HOTEL  AND
RESTAURANT

Planning Application. Erection of a single
storey function room ancillary to hotel.

Planning Application - Erection of building
and courtyard development west of Stables
and Coach House to provide additional spa
facilities, gym, pool, sauna and steam room,
following removal of outbuilding.

Application for Listed Building Consent -
Erection of building and courtyard
development west of Stables and Coach
House to provide additional spa facilities,
gym, pool, sauna and steam room following
removal of outbuilding. Internal works to the
Stable Block shown on drawing 101 01 this
includes the removal and insertion of two

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GTD
19.12.2017

DECISION: REF
18.12.1980

DECISION: GRA
15.06.2011

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: REF

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GTD
14.01.2019

DECISION: GTD
10.11.2021

DECISION: GTD
10.11.2021
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REF: DC/22/00051

REF: B/0464/75/FUL

REF: B/1054/84/FUL

REF: B/0815/84/FUL

REF: B/0026/84/ADV

REF: B/0077/84/LBC

REF: B/0047/80/LBC

REF: B/0149/84/LBC

REF: B/0047/78/FUL

REF: B/0997/80/FUL

REF: BIE/16/01911

REF: B/16/00772

doors, removal of shower basin and a new
opening between existing rooms.

Application for a Non-Material Amendment
relating to DC/18/03577 - 1) Rear Fire
Escape Door. 2) Introduction of a single
column on the larger of the two front two
gables, to split the sliding doors. 3) On the
front elevation the two small doors to be
substituted with a single door and one side
panels each side of the door, to be powder
coated, insulated aluminium panels.

Continued use of part of property for sale of
antique furniture and pictures

Works in connection with the conversion of
former Coach House to private dwelling.

Change of use from restaurant and private
residence to restaurant, hotel and private
residence.

Two illuminated sign boards (V formation).

Internal Alterations.

Conversion of disused stables to premises
for cookery school.

Alterations in connection with conversion to
private dwelling.

Connection of existing drainage system to
main sewer.

Renewal of planning permission B/464/75 -
Continued use of part of property for the sale
of antique furniture and pictures.

Campsite/holiday lodges

Application for Listed Building Consent -
Erection of two-storey building to form 8 no.
bedroom suites adjacent to orangery
building.

DECISION: GTD
25.01.2022

DECISION: GRA
02.10.1975

DECISION: GRA
23.04.1985

DECISION: GRA
25.01.1985
DECISION: GRA
01.02.1985

DECISION: GRA
26.02.1985

DECISION: GRA
04.09.1980

DECISION: GRA
21.02.1985

DECISION: GRA
20.03.1978

DECISION: GRA
04.12.1980
DECISION: ECP
18.01.2017

DECISION: GRA
17.08.2016
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REF: BIE/15/01597

REF: BIE/15/00967

REF: B/14/01609

REF: B/14/01610

REF: B/14/01187

REF: B/14/01186

REF: B/14/00741

REF: B/14/00740

REF: B/14/00093

REF: B/14/00094

REF: BIE/12/01633

REF: BIE/11/01658

REF: B/11/01057

REF: B/11/01058

Installation of broadband cabinet
Extension to licensing hours.

Change of Use of 2 No. bedrooms to form
health spa facility, as amended by agents
email and drawing number 02 received 9
April 2015.

Application for Listed Building Consent -
Internal alterations to enable health spa
facility, as amended by agents email and
drawing number 02 received 9 April 2015.

Application for Listed Building Consent -
Erection of extension to the orangery
building.

Erection of extension to the orangery
building.

Application For Listed Building Consent -
Erection of chimney stack and insertion of
replacement door and frame to north-west
elevation of kitchen/service wing, as
amplified by agents email and extract fan
details received on 29 July 2014.

Erection of chimney stack and insertion of
replacement door and frame to north-west
elevation of kitchen/service wing, as
amplified by agents email and extract fan
details received on 29 July 2014.

Erection of outbuilding to house biomass
boiler.

Application for Listed Building Consent -
Erection of outbuilding to house biomass
boiler.

Venue for marriages.

Erection of power plant building.

Erection of extensions and internal and
external alterations, (extension of time limit to

condition attached to B/08/00911/FUL).

Application for Listed Building Consent -
Erection of extensions and internal and

DECISION: PCO

DECISION: PCO

DECISION: GRA
12.05.2015

DECISION: GRA
12.05.2015

DECISION: GRA
14.11.2014

DECISION: GRA

14.11.2014

DECISION: GRA
05.08.2014

DECISION: GRA
05.08.2014

DECISION: WDN
11.06.2014

DECISION: WDN
11.06.2014

DECISION: PCO
DECISION: PCO
DECISION: GRA

25.10.2011

DECISION: GRA
25.10.2011
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REF: B/08/00714

REF: B/08/00912

REF: B/08/00911

REF: B/07/01752

REF: B/07/01481

REF: B/85/70019

REF: B/86/00982

REF: B/89/01599

REF: B/88/80206

external alterations (extension of time limit to
condition attached to B/08/00912/LBC).

Application for Listed building Consent -
Erection of two-storey extension and internal
alterations.

Application for Listed Building Consent -
Erection of extensions and internal and
external alterations as amended by drawings
02F, 03C, 04D, 09A, 10 and 11 received
08/08/08..

Erection of extensions and internal and
external alterations, as amended by
drawings 02F, 03C, 04D, 09A, 10 and 11
received 08/08/08.

Erection of additional guest accommodation
and function building

Erection of a two-storey extension to Health
Club, The Orangery.

APPLICATION FOR ADVERTISEMENT
CONSENT - TWO EXTERNALLY
ILLUMINATED INFORMATION PANELS (V'
FORMATION)

EXTENSION AND ALTERATIONS TO
REDUNDANT COOKERY SCHOOL TO
PROVIDE 7 FURTHER HOTEL
BEDROOMS AND EXTENSION AND
CONVERSION OF THE ORANGERY TO
SINGLE DWELLING (REVISED DESIGN)

ERECTION OF SINGLE-STOREY GOLF
CLUBHOUSE, CONSTRUCTION OF
ASSOCIATED CAR PARKING AREA AND
LANDSCAPING OF THE SITE AS
AMENDED BY PLAN RECEIVED BY LPA
ON 04.12.89

APPLICATION FOR LISTED BUILDING
CONSENT - ERECTION OF SINGLE-
STOREY EXTENSION TO PROVIDE NEW
KITCHEN

DECISION: REF
04.07.2008

DECISION: GRA

16.09.2008

DECISION: GRA
16.09.2008

DECISION: REC

DECISION: REF
02.11.2007

DECISION: REF
03.07.1985

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GRA

DECISION: GRA

CLASSIFICATION: Official



REF: B/88/01177 ERECTION OF SINGLE-STOREY DECISION: GRA
EXTENSION TO PROVIDE NEW KITCHEN

CLASSIFICATION: Official



