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BROOKLANDS 24  BROOKLANDS AVENUE  CAMBRIDGE  CB2  8BU 

 
Telephone 01223 582700  Facsimile 01223 582701 
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 EAST OF ENGLAND  
 
 
 
Rich Cooke 
Planning Department 
Babergh District Council 
Corks Lane 
Hadleigh 
Ipswich 
IP7 6SJ 

Direct Dial: 01223 582746 
Direct Fax: 01223 582701 

 
Our Ref: HD/P 

Your Ref:  
 

                                                                                                      27 June 2013 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Cooke 
 
Babergh Core Strategy and Policies Document (2011 – 2031) 
Proposed Main Modifications 
  
Thank you for your letter dated 24 May 2013 consulting English Heritage on 
the proposed modifications to the Core Strategy following the public 
examination earlier this year. These comments refer to those modifications 
identified as new changes in the schedule. 
 
Modification 17 
Policy CS3 Chilton Woods Strategic Land Allocation and Strategy for 
Sudbury/Great Cornard 
 
A. Chilton Woods Strategic Land Allocation 
We welcome the stipulation in the new second paragraph (p10 Modifications 
document) that development must be brought forward within a comprehensive 
framework, and a piecemeal approach avoided. 
 
In the set of points i) to vii) (following parts a to n), we welcome and support 
the requirement in part i) for the masterplan and supporting studies and 
evidence to demonstrate ‘how the overall development, including access 
points, positively responds to, and where possible enhances, designated 
heritage assets and their settings’. This reflects the positive approach to the 
historic environment in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), and 
the advice that local authorities should look for opportunities for new 
development in the settings of heritage assets to enhance or better reveal 
their significance (paragraph 137). There are sensitive heritage assets 
adjoining the site and English Heritage would like to be involved in the 
preparation of the masterplan for this major development. 
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A new part c) to the policy refers to provision for a waste facility for household 
waste and recycling. We have no objection in principle, but note that such 
facilities can be both large and small scale, and we would wish the location 
and scale of this facility to take account of the heritage assets nearby. We 
consider new parts i) and ii) to this policy helpful in emphasising the need for 
careful assimilation of this and other proposed developments on the Chilton 
Woods site into the local context.  
 
We look forward to further discussion with the Council on all relevant aspects 
of the development. 
 
Modification 18  
Policy CS3a Strategic Broad Location for Growth – East of 
Sudbury/Great Cornard 
We support the amendment to part a) referring to heritage assets. 
 
Modification 27 
Paragraph 2.8.4 
We welcome the references in the bullet points and in the text (p53) to historic 
character and heritage assets. 
 
Modification 29  
Policy CS6 Strategy for Development for Core and Hinterland Villages 
We welcome the new first and second bullet points emphasising the 
significance of heritage to the character of Babergh’s settlements. In the 
second bullet point, we agree it is appropriate to refer specifically to 
conservation areas here as these encapsulate historic settlement character. 
As conservation areas are heritage assets themselves, we suggest that the 
word ‘other’ is inserted before the reference to ‘heritage assets’ that follows. 
 
Modification 32 
Policy CS8 Renewable/Low Carbon Energy 
We support the new references to heritage assets and landscape in Note 1 to 
this policy. 
 
Modification 33 
CS10 Implementing Sustainable Development 
We agree with the amendment in the first bullet point to refer to heritage 
assets. 
 
Should you require any clarification of our comments, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Katharine Fletcher 
Historic Environment Planning Adviser, East of England 





 1 

Rep No:           13/20037 
(Internal use only) 
 

 
Part 2: Representation(s) 

 
Please complete a separate Part 2 form for each representation you wish to make 

 
 

Respondent Name / Organisation: 
 

Marine Management Organisation 
 

Agent Name / Organisation 
 

 

 
 

1. Which Main Modification does your representation relate to? 
 

Policy CS10 

 
2. Please specify whether you:  
 

SUPPORT the further Main Modification – as this will assist in making the Core 
Strategy sound and/or legally compliant (please tick) 
 

Support 

 

OBJECT to the further Main Modification – because this will not assist in making the 
submitted Core Strategy sound and/or legally compliant (please tick) 
 

 

 
 

 

3. Please enter your full representation here:   
We support the inclusion of SAC’s as an MPA under the policy and the inclusion of candidate or 
proposed sites as this covers MCZ’s and changes to the other MPA’s. We also support the 
inclusion of note 2 to provide more description to Habs Reg assessment and discussing in-
combination effects.   

 
 
 
 
 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 
 

4. If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a short summary here (of no 
more than 100 words): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

5. With reference to your comments above please specify what further change(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Core Strategy sound and/or legally compliant. 
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 

 
6. With the inclusion of these further Main Modifications do you consider the Core Strategy 

document to be: 
 

Legally Compliant? (Mark ‘x’) 
 

 

Yes 
 

Yes No  Yes with my suggested change  
 

Sound? (Mark ‘x’) 
 

 

Yes 
 

Yes No  Yes with my suggested change  

 
7. If you consider the document is Unsound, please identify which soundness test(s) you 

think are failed? (Mark ‘x) 
 
 

Positively Prepared: the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 
with achieving sustainable development 
 

 

 

Justified: the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence 
 

 

 

Effective: the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working 
on cross-boundary strategic priorities 
 

 

 

Consistent with National Policy: the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework 
 

 

 
8. The Inspector will decide if a further public hearing session is required as part of the 

examination process. If this was the case, do you consider it necessary to participate at 
this, or deal with matters through written representations? (Mark ‘x) 

 
Request and appear at any 
additional oral Hearing 

 
 

No, written 
representation only 
 

 

 
9. If you wish to request the Inspector to have an additional oral Hearing, please outline 

clearly why you consider this to be necessary in the space below: 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to hear those who have indicated that 
they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
I understand that my full representation will be considered by the Planning Inspectorate in line with 
this consultation and that my comments will be made publicly available and identifiable to my name 
and/or organisation. The information in this form is, to the best of my knowledge, correct. 
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Signed: Dated: 

 
Thank you for taking the time to give us your views. 
 
Part 3: Sustainability Appraisal of Proposed Further Main Modifications 

 
 

Respondent Name / Organisation: 
 

Marine Management Organisation 
 

Agent Name / Organisation 
 

 

 
 

Page No. Paragraph Ref: 
 

Comment (please continue on a separate sheet if necessary, but 
summarise each of your comments if they are longer than 100 words) 

 

54 Policy CS6 Agree that changes will have positive effect on 
sustainability appraisal. 

77 Policy CS10 The addition of candidate or proposed MPA sites to the 
policy could impact the SA, but in a positive manner, as it 

is adding further environmental protection measures to the 
plan.  

   

   

   

   

 
 

Signed: Dated: 

 





















(LATE) Rep No 13/30040 
 

EAST BERGHOLT PARISH COUNCIL 
 
Chairman: M Theeman 
Rookery Farm, Putticks Lane, East Bergholt   
 
Telephone 01206 299923 

Temporary Clerk to the Council: 
Mrs J Scott 
Whites Cottage, Heath Road, East Bergholt CO7 6RJ 
Telephone: 01206 298174 
e-mail joy@vscott.fsnet.co.uk 
 

 
 
Mr R Cooke 
Corporate Manager – Spatial Planning Policy 
Place Directorate 
Babergh District Council 
Corks Lane 
Hadleigh 
Ipswich 
Suffolk IP7 6SJ 
 
12 July 2013 
 
 
Dear Mr Cooke 

During the consultation period for Babergh’s Core Strategy, East Bergholt Parish Council made 
representations at each stage regarding the core assumptions and validity of the data relating to East 
Bergholt. These and other related matters were discussed at the Examination In Public and recognised by 
the Inspector as relevant concerns.  

Unfortunately, while words have been added to the Core Strategy covering these points, the key tenet of 
the Strategy of concern to East Bergholt Parish Council, the identification of East Bergholt as a Core 
Village, appears not to have been reassessed in the light of these changes. For this reason, East Bergholt 
Parish Council’s objection to the soundness of the Strategy remains. 

Specifically: 

1) Mapping exercise: Modification 5 still fails to consider Manningtree or recognize its presence, in 
direct contradiction Babergh’s own document JO9 from the core strategy library that supports the 
interdependency between Brantham and Manningtree town. It was recognised at the EIP that the data 
for the mapping exercise for East Bergholt was flawed and not supported by a robust evidence base. It 
did not cover cross boundary travel into Essex. Additionally, the data for the village had been 
obtained by Babergh despite a letter from the Parish Council representing the concerns of its 
Parishioner’s that this exercise would not yield accurate data. This is not addressed in Modification 
6. 

2) Jobs lead: The Strategy states the need for housing is jobs led. There were no new sites identified in 
East Bergholt for business development and job creation. In direct contrast the Brantham 
Regeneration Project which identifies large areas for business growth and employment, makes 
Brantham a far more sustainable community than East Bergholt. This is not adequately addressed by 
Modification 9. 

3) Heritage and designated landscape areas: Modification 29 and 33 adds “particularly the AONBs, 
Conservation Areas, and heritage assets” to a list of factors to be considered. East Bergholt contains 
an ANOB, Conservation Area and many heritage assets. Brantham has none, however, the impact on 
the Core Village status of East Bergholt has not been reconsidered. 



(LATE) Rep No 13/30040 
 
4) Sustainability: Brantham is more sustainable than East Bergholt. Brantham’s links to higher 

settlements via public transport are far superior to those from East Bergholt. Manningtree Mainline 
station is within half a mile of Brantham and Manningtree Town within 1.7 miles. 

5) Modification 14, does not redefine Brantham it merely discusses the potential to revisit the 
designation in the future. 

While the East Bergholt Parish Council recognises a number of its comments have now been incorporated 
into the Babergh’s Core Strategy, we believe these changes seriously undermine the evidence base used to 
identify East Bergholt as a Core Village, making this document unsound. Had the impact of the changes 
been consistently applied, the relationship between East Bergholt and Brantham would have been 
reversed with Brantham designated as a Core Village and East Bergholt as its Hinterland.  

Yours Faithfully 

 

 

Joy Scott (Mrs) - Temporary Clerk  

 

Cc: Annette Feeney 
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Rep No: 13 / 30054 (2) 
 

 
Part 2: Representation(s) 

 
Please complete a separate Part 2 form for each representation you wish to make 

 
 

Respondent Name / Organisation: 
 

Mrs S Frankis, Sproughton Parish Council 
 

Agent Name / Organisation 
 

 

 
 

1. Which Main Modification does your representation relate to? 
 

21 – Policy CS5a 

 
2. Please specify whether you:  
 

SUPPORT the further Main Modification – as this will assist in making the Core 
Strategy sound and/or legally compliant (please tick) 
 

� 

 

OBJECT to the further Main Modification – because this will not assist in making the 
submitted Core Strategy sound and/or legally compliant (please tick) 
 

� 

 
 

3. Please enter your full representation here:   
1 – Re. the new text after para 1 “Development should comply…“: - change the word “should” to read 

“will be required to” because as written, the clause is optional and it should be mandatory. 
2-  The 5th Bullet point: Green Travel Plans often detail good intentions but don’t deliver intended 

outcomes, it is therefore requested that the word “deliverable” is inserted after the word 
“satisfactory” in the first line. 

3 – The 6th Bullet point: We welcome the inclusion of reference to mitigation measures in Sproughton 
village and ask that additional text is provided requiring these measures to be completed prior to 
the occupation of the site.  The word “address” in the first line should be changed to “mitigate”. 

4-  Redevelopment of the site is important, but not at any cost.  It is therefore suggested that the 
insertion of the words “subject to impact assessment and mitigation of those impacts” is added 
after the replaced word “will” in the 5th line of the first para after the heading ‘Implementation and 
Delivery’ 

3 – Note 1 appears to have been added to address concerns raised by the local community but does 
not provide any guidance or set any standards that would serve throughout the life of the Core 
Strategy document.  We would suggest the Note is worded to prevent a “Dryport” (I F T ) solution 
on this site or is removed from the document. 

 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 
 

4. If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a short summary here (of no 
more than 100 words): 

 
 

 

5. With reference to your comments above please specify what further change(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Core Strategy sound and/or legally compliant. 

 
Please refer to our representations set out in box 3 above which include suggested changes to the 
Core Strategy. 
 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
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6. With the inclusion of these further Main Modifications do you consider the Core Strategy 

document to be: 
 

Legally Compliant? (Mark ‘x’) 
 

 

Yes 
 

X No  Yes with my suggested change X 
 

Sound? (Mark ‘x’) 
 

 

Yes 
 

X No  Yes with my suggested change X 

 
7. If you consider the document is Unsound, please identify which soundness test(s) you 

think are failed? (Mark ‘x) 
 
 

Positively Prepared: the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 
with achieving sustainable development 
 

 

 

Justified: the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence 
 

 

 

Effective: the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working 
on cross-boundary strategic priorities 
 

 

 

Consistent with National Policy: the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework 
 

 

 
8. The Inspector will decide if a further public hearing session is required as part of the 

examination process. If this was the case, do you consider it necessary to participate at 
this, or deal with matters through written representations? (Mark ‘x) 

 
Request and appear at any 
additional oral Hearing 

 
 

No, written 
representation only 
 

 

 
9. If you wish to request the Inspector to have an additional oral Hearing, please outline 

clearly why you consider this to be necessary in the space below: 
 

 
 
 

 
Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to hear those who have indicated that 
they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
I understand that my full representation will be considered by the Planning Inspectorate in line with 
this consultation and that my comments will be made publicly available and identifiable to my name 
and/or organisation. The information in this form is, to the best of my knowledge, correct. 
 

Signed: S Frankis Dated: 2nd July 2013  

 
Thank you for taking the time to give us your views. 
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Rep No: 13 / 30054 (1) 
 

 
Part 2: Representation(s) 

 
Please complete a separate Part 2 form for each representation you wish to make 

 
 

Respondent Name / Organisation: 
 

Mrs S Frankis, Sproughton Parish Council 
 

Agent Name / Organisation 
 

 

 
 

3. Which Main Modification does your representation relate to? 
 

20 – Policy CS5 

 
4. Please specify whether you:  
 

SUPPORT the further Main Modification – as this will assist in making the Core 
Strategy sound and/or legally compliant (please tick) 
 

� 

 

OBJECT to the further Main Modification – because this will not assist in making the 
submitted Core Strategy sound and/or legally compliant (please tick) 
 

� 

 
 

 

3. Please enter your full representation here: 
1 – It is acknowledged that the policy needs to reflect the flexibility that a developer may wish to 
apply to the scale of a residential development.  However, it is important to place upper limits to 
development scale in order to provide a degree of protection against over development and upper 
limits of impacts.  It is therefore requested that the inserted word “approximately” in the 2nd Bullet 
point be replaced with the words “up to”. 
2 – The development site is relatively remote from neighbouring residential areas, and in order to 
create a neighbourhood and integrate this with other local residential areas it is important that good 
and readily available, safe and convenient travel routes are provided, developed and used.  It is 
therefore requested that in the 2nd Bullet point under the section headed “A masterplan will be 
required which should:” the words “other neighbouring communities,” be added after the 
words”......links for pedestrians and cyclists to”   
 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 
 

4. If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a short summary here (of 
no more than 100 words): 

 
 
 

 
 

 

5. With reference to your comments above please specify what further change(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Core Strategy sound and/or legally compliant. 

 
Please refer to our representations set out in box 3 above which include suggested changes to the 
Core Strategy. 
 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
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6. With the inclusion of these further Main Modifications do you consider the Core 

Strategy document to be: 
 

Legally Compliant? (Mark ‘x’) 
 

 

Yes 
 

X No  Yes with my suggested change X 
 

Sound? (Mark ‘x’) 
 

 

Yes 
 

X No  Yes with my suggested change X 

 
7. If you consider the document is Unsound, please identify which soundness test(s) 

you think are failed? (Mark ‘x) 
 
 

Positively Prepared: the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 
with achieving sustainable development 
 

 

 

Justified: the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence 
 

 

 

Effective: the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working 
on cross-boundary strategic priorities 
 

 

 

Consistent with National Policy: the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework 
 

 

 
8. The Inspector will decide if a further public hearing session is required as part of the 

examination process. If this was the case, do you consider it necessary to participate 
at this, or deal with matters through written representations? (Mark ‘x) 

 
Request and appear at any 
additional oral Hearing 

 
 

No, written 
representation only 
 

 

 
9. If you wish to request the Inspector to have an additional oral Hearing, please outline 

clearly why you consider this to be necessary in the space below: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to hear those who have indicated that 
they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
I understand that my full representation will be considered by the Planning Inspectorate in line with 
this consultation and that my comments will be made publicly available and identifiable to my name 
and/or organisation. The information in this form is, to the best of my knowledge, correct. 
 

Signed: S Frankis Dated: 2nd July 2013 

 
Thank you for taking the time to give us your views. 

















































Rep No: 13-30056 
 
From: Jodie Budd [mailto:jodie.budd@sudburytowncouncil.co.uk]  
Sent: 03 July 2013 11:09 
To: Feeney, Annette 
Subject: Babergh Core Strategy Examination 
 
Dear Mrs Feeney, 
 
At the Planning committee meeting on Monday 1st July, 2013, the town council discussed Babergh’s Core 
Strategy. I detail below their recommendations; 
 
That the following comments be forwarded to BDC in addition to those comments previously submitted: 
 
We are mindful of requirements to secure interests of a future developer in the current economic climate 
and are keen to see a policy for the Chilton development within the Core Strategy. However we do not 
want to see a watering down of the figure for the land allocation for social and community use in the 
proposed Chilton Woods development. 
 
In addition we do not understand why there is no provision for relocation of a lorry park when this issue 
has always previously been raised with SCC Highways and previous developers. 
 
 
Many thanks. 
 
Jodie Budd 
 
Mrs J Budd 
Customer Service Advisor 
Sudbury Town Council, Town Hall, Sudbury, Suffolk. CO10 1TL. 
01787 372331 
 
 
 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual 
or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error then please notify 
advice@sudburytowncouncil.co.uk then delete it, and note that it is prohibited for you to copy, disclose or 
otherwise use the message and any files attached to it. Any views or opinions expressed are solely those of 
the author and do not necessarily represent those of Sudbury Town Council. Sudbury Town Council 
reserves the right to monitor email communications on any part of its network. 
This footnote also confirms that this email message has been scanned for the presence of computer 
viruses, although Sudbury Town Council cannot guarantee that this message has reached you complete 
and/or virus free and advises you to undertake your own checks. 
 
 
___________________________ 
Virus Scanned at Babergh DC 
 







































REP No: 13/40063
 

SCHEDULE OF FURTHER MAIN MODIFICATIONS TO THE BABERGH CORE STRATEGY (2011-2031) 

COMMENT BY THE DEDHAM VALE SOCIETY 

INTRODUCTION 

1. These comments are confined to those modifications which affect the Dedham Vale AONB. Our 
principal concern, as ever, is that your Core Policies should not allow any development within the AONB 
which is detrimental to its appearance or tranquility. 
 
2. We are surprised to find that the proposed modifications do not seem to have taken into account, at 
Policy CS2, the revised 2011 Housing Interim Projections produced by the Office of National Statistics 
(ONS) which suggest a materially reduced projection for the local Strategic Housing Market Area 
(SHMA), leading presumably to a substantial reduction in the requirement for new dwellings within the 
Babergh District. We believe that this should allow for even more restrictive control on new building 
within the Core and Hinterland villages and the open country side of the AONB. 
 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE AONBs 
 
3. While we are pleased to see now at least some reference to the AONBs in the text before 
(modification 27) and the wording of Policy CS6 (modification 29) we still regard these as inadequate, 
adding little to the requirements of the NPPF (paras 14 and 115). We consider that criteria for 
development in the AONBs should be more restrictive than elsewhere in the District. Specifically: 

 Residential development in an AONB should be confined to the proven need of the immediate 
community (except where there is an overriding national requirement) 

 Development should normally be confined to the existing build up area boundaries (BUABs)of 
Core and Hinterland villages i.e. only most exceptionally should development on a minimal scale 
be permitted in the open countryside of the AONB (policy CS6) 

 Applications for renewable energy developments in the AONB should be refused unless there 
are overriding nationally important considerations (policy CS8) 

 Any proposal which has an adverse impact on the AONB visually or in terms of tranquility should 
be refused unless there are overriding concerns of national importance (policy CS10) 

 Particularly high standards of design should be required of any development permitted 

 Policy on Rural Exception Sites should not apply to the AONBs (policy CS16). 
 
4. We would also like to see a formal commitment to supporting the extension of the Dedham Vale 
AONB to Bures and towards Great Cornard which is now under consideration by the department for the 
Environment. 
















