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Target Decision Date: 20/05/2022              Expiry Date: 03/06/2022 

  
 
OFFICER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

 
CASE OFFICER: Sarah Scott    
CASE REFERENCE: DC/22/01803 
 
The Openness of Local Government Bodies Regulations 2014 
 
The new national regulations on openness and transparency in local government require the recording of 
certain decisions taken by officers acting under powers delegated to them by a council. The written record 
should include the following: The decision taken and the date the decision was taken; the reason/s for the 
decision; any alternative options considered and rejected; and any other background documents. This 
report and recommendation constitutes the written record for the purposes of the regulations and when 
read as a whole is the reason for the decision. 
 
 
PROPOSAL: Full Planning Application - Erection of 2No single storey dwellings with associated parking 
and landscaping (following demolition of existing dwelling and outbuildings). 
LOCATION: Rosendale, Ten Tree Road, Great Waldingfield, Suffolk, CO10 0SD 
PARISH: Great Waldingfield  
WARD: Lavenham 
APPLICANT: Chilton Grain Ltd 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT:  
SITE NOTICE DATE: 28/04/2022 
PRESS DATE: 03/05/2022 
 
   
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 
This decision refers to drawing number Dwg No: 21/39/01 at 1:1250 received 05/04/2022 as the defined 
red line plan with the site shown edged red.  Any other drawing showing land edged red whether as part 
of another document or as a separate plan/drawing has not been accepted or treated as the defined 
application site for the purposes of this decision. 
 
The plans and documents recorded below are those upon which this decision has been reached: 
 
Application Form - Received 05/04/2022 
Arboricultural Assessment - Received 05/04/2022 
Arboricultural Assessment 1-6 - Received 05/04/2022 
Design and Access Statement - Received 05/04/2022 
Land Contamination Questionnaire - Received 08/04/2022 
Land Contamination Assessment - Received 08/04/2022 
Defined Red Line Plan Dwg No: 21/39/01 at 1:1250 - Received 05/04/2022 
Plans - Proposed Plot 2 21/39/06 - Received 05/04/2022 
Block Plan - Existing 21/39/02 - Received 05/04/2022 
Block Plan - Proposed 21/39/04 - Received 05/04/2022 
Plans - Proposed Plot 1 21/39/05 - Received 05/04/2022 
Plans - Existing 21/39/03 - Received 05/04/2022 
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The application, plans and documents submitted by the Applicant can be viewed online at 
www.babergh.gov.uk or www.midsuffolk.gov.uk. 
 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS  
 
Environmental Health - Land Contamination Comments Received - 25/04/2022 
No objections 
 
SCC - Highways Comments Received - 04/05/2022 
Support with conditions 
 
Great Waldingfield Parish Council Comments Received - 12/04/2022 
Object 
 
Arboricultural Officer Comments Received - 11/04/2022 
No objections 
 
SCC - Fire & Rescue Comments Received - 11/04/2022 
Comments 
 
SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS 
 
One objection received based on highway safety.   
 
PLANNING POLICIES 
 
CN01 - Design Standards 
HS05 - Replacement Dwellings 
HS28 - Infilling/Groups of dwellings 
TP15 - Parking Standards - New Development 
CS01 - Applying the presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development in Babergh 
CS02 - Settlement Pattern Policy 
CS11 - Core and Hinterland Villages 
CS15 - Implementing Sustainable Development 
NPPF - National Planning Policy Framework 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
  
REF: DC/22/01803 Full Planning Application - Erection of 2No 

single storey dwellings with associated 
parking and landscaping (following 
demolition of existing dwelling and 
outbuildings). 

DECISION: PDE 

  
REF: B/0654/82/FUL Erection of single storey side extension. DECISION: GRA 

    
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
From an assessment of relevant planning policy and guidance, representations received, the planning 
designations and other material issues the main planning considerations considered relevant to this case 
are set out including the reason/s for the decision, any alternative options considered and rejected.  Where 
a decision is taken under a specific express authorisation, the names of any Member of the Council or local 
government body who has declared a conflict of interest are recorded. 
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Site and Surroundings 
 
The site is located on the western side of Tentree Road northwest of Great Waldingfield.  It measures 
1495sqm and is occupied by a bungalow and outbuildings.  A dwelling is immediately north and two 
dwellings opposite.  The balance of surrounding land is open countryside.   
 
The site is not in the vicinity of listed buildings and is not in a Conservation Area or landscape of special 
designation.   
 
The site is in Flood Zone 1. 
 
Proposal 
 
The application seeks full permission for two three bedroom bungalows, replacing the existing bungalow. 
Each bungalow has a separate vehicle access from Tentree Road and an integral single vehicle garage.  
External materials include stock brick, horizontal weather boarding and slate roof tiles. 
 
Policy Context 
 
Babergh has a five plus year land supply.  This position does not engage paragraph 11d of the NPPF.   
 
The most important policies for determining the application are Policy CS1, CS2, CS11 and CS15 of the 
Core Strategy.  
 
Policy CS1 duplicates paragraph 14 of the NPPF 2012 and is therefore out-of-date and carries reduced 
(limited) weight. 
 
The exceptional circumstances for development in the countryside beyond settlements, found in Policies 
CS2 and CS11, are not wholly consistent with the NPPF, which only applies to isolated development. They 
are considered out-of-date. 
 
Policy CS15 broadly accords with the NPPF, although there is some inconsistency, for example it fails to 
acknowledge the balancing exercises required by NPPF paragraphs 195 and 196; this policy carries 
reduced (moderate) weight.   
 
The NPPF does not specifically determine whether the titled balance applies when ‘one of’ or ‘any of’ the 
most important policies are out of date. However Wavendon Properties Ltd v SSHCLG [2019] EWHC 1524 
(Admin) has made it clear that the most important policies should be viewed together and an overall 
judgement made whether the policies as a whole are out of date.   
 
Taken as a whole, the most important policies are out-of-date, a position consistent with those made by 
Inspectors in appeal decisions issued in 2021.  Therefore, NPPF paragraph 11d applies. Given that there 
are no relevant NPPF policies which direct refusal within the terms of NPPF Paragraph 11d(i), Paragraph 
11d(ii) engages. As such, permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF 
taken as a whole 
 
Sustainability of the Location 
 
The site is in open countryside for planning purposes, situated outside the defined settlement boundary of 
Great Waldingfield.   The body of the village is only a short distance south of the site, such that the site is 
not isolated in the terms of NPPF paragraph 79.  There are a lack of footpaths outside the settlement in 
this location.  There are bus stops to the south however they are unlikely to be relied upon by occupiers 
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given the lack of a footpath network.  Regular use of walking or public transport by the occupiers of the 
proposed dwelling to access services and facilities in the village would therefore be unlikely, and they would 
be heavily reliant on private car journeys to access schools, shops and employment. However, the short 
distance to the village amenities means car journeys would be short. Also, journeys generated by the 
additional single dwelling would be relatively low. Air quality harm would therefore be relatively low, 
resulting in minor harm in environmental terms.   
 
Landscape Character 
 
Policy CS11 requires edge-of-settlement development to be well designed and appropriate in size / scale, 
layout and character to its setting and to the village. 
 
Although visually well contained with development limited to the confines of the existing curtilage, the extent 
of development on the site is significant relative to the size of the plot and relative to the site coverage at 
nearby residential plots. There is very limited space between the bungalows, they will appear attached in 
views from the road, accentuating the bulk and mass of the development and appearing to extend across 
almost the entire width of the plot.  The setback of the southern dwelling from the road is very minimal 
relative to the neighbouring front setbacks which are more generous.  Much of the site’s frontage is taken 
up with vehicle hardstanding, with each bungalow provided with a generous vehicle turning area.  
Neighbouring development is predominantly finished in red brickwork.  The proposed buff brickwork and 
weatherboards are not consistent with the prevailing finishing in the area, as noted by the Parish Council.   
These design elements are reflective of a development that is not appropriate in size/scale, layout and 
character to the setting of the site and to the village, contrary to Policy CS11.  The adverse landscape 
character harm weighs negatively in the planning balance.   

Highway Safety  
 
The NPPF states that development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there 
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road 
network would be severe.  The Highways Authority does not object to the additional access.  On-site 
parking is standard compliant.  Vehicles can egress from each proposed plot in a forward manner.  For 
these reasons there are not sufficient highway safety grounds to withhold planning permission. 
 
Residential Amenity   
 
The NPPF sets out a number of core planning principles as to underpin decision-taking, including, seeking 
to secure a high standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. 
 
The northern bungalow is set in close proximity of the common boundary with Roselands.  However the 
bulk of the dwelling presenting to Roselands is relatively low, limited in length and height.  There are 
openings in the flank wall facing Roselands.  For these reasons the amenity of Roselands will not be 
detrimentally affected.  There are no other sensitive amenity interfaces in respect to external amenity. 
 
In terms of internal amenity for future occupants, there is a large grain store approximately 120 southwest 
of the site.  The application does not take account of the potential for noise impacts associated with the 
grain store dryers on the future occupants of the proposed bungalows.  There is no certainty that the 
proposal delivers an acceptable level of internal amenity for future occupants, contrary to the NPPF.   
 
Ecology  
 
The NPPF requires planning authorities, when determining planning applications, to seek the conservation 
and enhancement of biodiversity by ensuring significant harm resulting from a development is avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), or where not possible to be adequately 
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mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, and if this cannot be secured then planning permission 
should be refused.   
 
Understanding protected species implications is required prior to determination in accordance with 
paragraph 99 of the ODPM Circular 06/2005, which advises that the presence or otherwise of protected 
species, and the extent to which they might be affected by the proposed development, must be 
established before planning permission is granted. Therefore, if there is a reasonable likelihood of 
protected species being present and affected by the development, the surveys should be completed and 
any necessary measures to protect the species should be in place before the permission is granted. 

The application is not supported by an ecology report. The application does not meet the above 
requirement, it is unclear whether the proposal preserves and enhances local biodiversity. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The development plan policies most important for determining the application are deemed out-of-date.  
Irrespective of Council’s five year housing supply position, the weight to be attached to these policies has 
to be commensurately reduced and the default position at paragraph 11d of the NPPF engages.  The 
principal test is determining whether the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.   
 
Turning to the benefits first, the proposal does not serve the social and economic dimensions of sustainable 
development well.  The benefits in social, economic and environmental terms are nothing more than slight.  
Notably, the housing need in the district is being met, in this circumstance one additional dwelling offers 
limited public benefit.   
 
Lacking realistic sustainable transport options, the site is car dependent.  This said, the distance to local 
village amenities is short and car journeys will be relatively low given the single dwelling density, and 
therefore air quality harm will be at a low level.   
 
Visually divorced from the body of the village and appearing cramped on the plot, the development will 
cause moderate landscape harm.   
 
The addition of a dwelling located in the vicinity of an existing grain drying plant (southwest of the site) has 
the potential to give rise to reverse sensitivity issues in amenity terms, contrary to the NPPF.    
 
Highway safety is not at issue.   
 
The application has not demonstrated that the development can be undertaken without unduly impacting 
protected species and habitat.   
 
The development would result in adverse environmental impacts. These adverse impacts, when 
considered collectively, would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against 
the NPPF, taken as a whole.  It must follow that, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 11(d)(ii), planning 
permission should not be granted. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have considered Human Rights Act 1998 issues raised in relation to this proposal including matters under 
Article 8 and the First Protocol. I consider that a proper decision in this case may interfere with human 
rights under Article 8 and/or the First Protocol. I have taken account of exceptions to Article 8 regarding 
National Security, Public Safety, Economic and wellbeing of the Country, preventing Crime and Disorder, 
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protection of Health and Morals, protecting the Rights and Freedoms of others. I confirm that the decision 
taken is necessary, not discriminatory and proportionate in all the circumstances of the case. 
 
RECOMMENDED DECISION: Refused 

 
REASONS 
 
 

1. The proposed development would: (a) be car dependent and cause air quality harm; and (b) appear 
an overdevelopment of the site detrimental to landscape character.  The identified harm is contrary 
to Policy CN01 and HS28 of the Babergh Local Plan 2006, Policy CS01, CS11 and CS15 of the 
Core Strategy 2014 and the National Planning Policy Framework 2021.  The identified collective 
environmental harm outweighs the scheme’s limited public benefits, failing to deliver sustainable 
development, contrary to Policy CS01 of the Core Strategy 2014 and the National Planning Policy 
Framework 2021. 
 

2. The application fails to adequately demonstrate that the internal amenity of the proposed dwellings 
would not be detrimentally affected by the operation of the nearby grain store/dryers, contrary to 
paragraph 130(f) of the National Planning Policy Framework 2021.   
 
 

3. The application fails to adequately demonstrate that the proposal would not adversely impact 
protected species and deliver biodiversity net gain, contrary to the National Planning Policy 
Framework, the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 and the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006.    
 
 

 
 
Case Officer Signature: Sarah Scott 
 

Date:  

 


