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This document contains the comments received in relation to the consultation on 
modifications to the Policies Maps in the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan. The consultation was 
held between 1st May and 10th July 2020. Comments made on the Main Modifications, the 
Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal Report, the Habitats Regulations Assessment and 
Additional Modifications are published separately.  
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 Hopkins Homes Ltd (Sir/Madam)  

  

Comment ID 1 

Respondent 
Organisation 
Name 

Hopkins Homes Ltd 

Respondent 
First Name 

 

Respondent 
Surname 

Sir/Madam 

Agent 
Organisation 
Name 

Armstrong Rigg Planning 

Agent First 
Name 

Geoff 

Agent 
Surname 

Armstrong 

Comment PM11 and PM33 
 
[Images in this representation could not be uploaded; please see attachment 
'MM68 - Policy SCLP 12.29_Redacted' for full details] 
 
Criteria V and Amended Inset and Policies Maps 
 
Hopkins Homes object to new policy criteria v) that would specifically limit the 
use of land to the east of the railway line to the provision of open space / SANG 
/ existing uses and to the amended Policies Map and Inset Map for 
Saxmundham that show land east of the railway line as allocated for these 
limited uses and as excluded from the settlement boundary. 

As set out in more detail below, our client’s land to the east of the railway line 
is not available solely for open space / SANG and must be removed from the 
allocation. Alternative SANG provision must therefore be identified,without 
which the garden neighbourhood cannot be considered deliverable. 

Land Availability: 
 
We were surprised to read the Inspector’s conclusion in his post hearing letter 
(Ref: J30) that: 
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“Given that this land [i.e. Hopkins Homes’ land to the east of the railway line] 
has been separately promoted for development, but not as part of the proposed 
allocation, I consider that there has to be a reasonable prospect that it could be 
available at some point during the plan period. Therefore, its inclusion within 
the allocation is justified” 
 
And: 
 
“Having regard to all that I have read and heard at the hearing, I consider that 
it is feasible to achieve approximately 800 homes and a community hub on the 
land identified between the A12 road and the railway line as proposed in the 
South Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood. The settlement boundary should 
be redrawn to exclude the part of the allocation to the east of the railway. 
Whilst the land to the east of the railway should be retained within the 
allocation, the Policy criteria should be clear that land within the allocation to 
the east of the railway is allocated for open space/SANG only.” 
 
Our client has repeatedly set out that the land in their control to the east of the 
railway line is not available for open space / SANG only. It has been promoted 
for residential led mixed use development and not open space / SANG. To 
reiterate this point, we wish to remind the Inspector that our client is a 
housebuilder that was in the process of preparing a planning application for 
residential development and a primary school on this land until the final draft 
Local Plan was published. They have no interest in bringing the land forward as 
open space / SANG only and have a controlling interest in the site. Further, the 
landowner William Notcutt Estates has advised that the land is not be available 
solely to provide open space and SANG for development to the west of the 
railway line (see letter at Enclosure 4), such that there is no long term prospect 
for it being available for this use. 
 
We understand that in reaching his conclusion above, the Inspector may have 
been trying to encourage our client and William Notcutt Estates to work 
together with the Council and Pigeon Investment Management to deliver the 
allocation. There is no longer any prospect of this happening. Indeed, following 
the publication of the Inspector’s post hearing letter (Ref: J30) on 31 January 
2020 we contacted the Council in mid-February to discuss the implications for 
our client’s land. At this point we were advised that Pigeon’s land and Hopkins 
Homes’ land needed to come forward together to enable the delivery of the 
allocation and that the Council would be looking for a collaboration agreement 
between the main parties. At this point our client and William Notcutt Estates 
were willing to consider working together with the Council and Pigeon, subject 
to reasonable assurances regarding the value of their land as SANG and a 
genuine willingness on behalf of the Council to work together. However, in a 
subsequent telephone conference with the Council in early April 2020, we were 
advised that the Council no longer consider our client’s land to be necessary 
to deliver the allocation as they consider the allocation to be deliverable on 
Pigeon’s land. This undermines the whole examination process as the 
Inspector has already disregarded Pigeon’s proposal for the garden 
neighbourhood. 
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It is clear that the Council has no intention of requiring Pigeon to work with 
Hopkin’s Homes to deliver open space / SANG on their land as required by the 
new criteria v). This point is confirmed by the Council’s addition of the final 
sentence to criteria v) which reads “The retention of existing uses on land to the 
east of the railway would be supported where this complements the delivery of 
open space and SANG”. This sentence was not requested by the Inspector and 
has been added as a get out clause to allow the Council approve Pigeon’s 
proposals for the garden neighbourhood without the need to provide open 
space / SANG on our client’s land. Our client firmly objects to this additional 
wording as an allocation is not needed for their land to remain in its current 
lawful use. 
 
The Inspector’s statement that there is a reasonable prospect that the land 
promoted by our client could be available at some point is clearly incorrect. 
The land is not available for use solely as open space / SANG and cannot be 
considered deliverable for this use in accordance with the definition at NPPF 
Annex 2. There is no justification for allocating the land as open space / SANG 
as it not available for this use and an allocation is not needed for the land to 
remain in its current lawful use. We therefore request that our client’s land is 
removed from the allocation. 
 
SANG Provision: 
 
SANG Requirement: 
 
There was some confusion during the previous hearing session concerning the 
exact SANG requirements for the allocation, with the Council taking the 
position that the garden neighbourhood may not need to provide the normal 
minimum standard of 8ha per 1,000 residents. This position is completely 
contrary to the Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) produced by Footprint 
Ecology on behalf of the Council for the Local Plan (Ref: J67). The HRA clearly 
sets out key principles for SANG design at paragraph 5.8 and contains an 
Appropriate Assessment of the Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood at 
paragraphs 5.15-5.19 (see extracts at Enclosure 5). 
 
In summary the HRA finds that Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood is within 
a close driving distance of a range of attractive of European sites and must 
provide high quality SANG to deter visitors from these honey pot locations. The 
HRA’s Appropriate Assessment makes clear that the following are the key 
design considerations needed for SANG to be a viable avoidance/mitigation 
measure at the Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood: 

1. Provide a large area in order to provide a desirable alternative to getting 
in the car to visit the European sites (i.e. at least the minimum 8ha per 
1,000 residents if not larger); 

2. Create a rural/wilderness feel that avoids busy roads and other visual 
and audible detractors; and 
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3. Provide circular walks that provide a varied and high quality visual 
experience (i.e. at least the minimum 2.5km if not longer as local 
evidence shows SPA visitors walk for an average 2.9km). 

 
It is clear from the above that there is no justification for providing a lower 
level of SANGs at the Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood than the 8ha per 
1,000 resident minimum requirement and if anything the requirement is likely 
to be larger than this, not least to ensure that suitable circular walks can be 
provided away from nearby visual and audible detractors such as the A12 and 
the railway line. 
 
The HRA further explains that it follows the ‘precautionary principle’ that is 
embedded within the wording of the legislation. It states that the Appropriate 
Assessment stage is, in accordance with the Habitats Regulations, an 
assessment that enables a competent authority to only give effect to a plan 
after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the 
European site. It is for the competent authority to gather the information and 
evidence necessary for the appropriate assessment to give them certainty that 
adverse effects will not occur. Fundamentally this means that if there is an 
absence of certainty, the plan should not normally proceed (with the one 
exception to this rule being cases of overriding public interest where adverse 
effects cannot be ruled out and there are no alternative solutions). Competent 
authorities should have enough evidence to satisfy themselves that there are 
feasible measures to prevent adverse effects. These should be feasible in terms 
of cost, practical implementation, timeliness and attributing responsibility. 

SANG Delivery: 
 
The fact that Hopkins Homes’ land is not available for the provision of SANG 
raises serious questions regarding the feasibility of suitable SANGs delivery at 
the Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood, such that there is no certainty 
regarding its delivery and without significant amendments to the policy it 
should not proceed (especially given there is a clear reasonable alternative 
solution available to secure high quality SANGs delivery by developing part of 
Hopkins Homes’ land). 

To illustrate this point, the plan below shows the Council’s illustrative 
masterplan for the Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood with Hopkins Homes’ 
land removed from the allocation. 

Removing Hopkins Homes’ land from allocation would reduce the allocated 
site area from 67.8ha to 50.67ha comprising: 7.15ha of employment land to 
the west of the A12; 32.85ha of land between the A12 and the railway; 1.2ha of 
land comprising the railway as it crosses the site; and 9.5ha of land in Pigeon 
Investment Management’s control to the east of the railway. 
 
Based on the current illustrative masterplan, the revised allocation would only 
be able to provide 9.5ha of SANG which is well below the 15.36ha required for 
800 dwellings (calculated based on 8ha per 1,000 residents at 2.4 residents per 
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dwelling as per the HRA assessment). Further, there is little flexibility in other 
parts of the allocation to provide additional SANG: 

o The area to the west of the A12 is allocated solely for employment use 
and would be unsuitable for SANG as it is difficult to access from the 
proposed dwellings and is in close proximity to a significant visual and 
audible detractor in the A12; and 

o The central area between the A12 and the railway (at 32.85ha) would 
need to allow between 30.9ha and 34.9ha to provide for the other 
policy requirements as follows: 

o 23-27ha to accommodate 800 dwellings (at 30-35dph – n.b. this 
doesn’t allow for likely noise mitigation buffer area along the railway 
and A12); 

o 4.6ha for non-SANG open space (2.4ha per 1,000 residents at 2.4 
residents per dwelling); 

o 2.2ha for a primary school; o 0.1ha for an early years setting; 
o 1ha for a community hub (there is likely to be some overlap with school 

provision, but we would consider this to require at least 0.5ha for built 
facilities such as a convenience store, meeting places and medical 
facilities and a further 0.5ha for allotments as there is a distinct local 
need[1]) 

 
SANG Conclusion 
 
Without Hopkins Homes’ land to provide suitable SANG, the allocation will not 
be able to meet the requirements of the HRA. There is therefore an absence of 
certainty that adverse effects will not occur to the integrity of European sites 
as a result of the Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood allocation. In 
accordance with the ‘precautionary principle’ the plan should therefore not 
proceed with Policy SCLP12.29 in its current form and alternative solutions 
must be sought to ensure that the allocation complies with relevant legislation. 
 
Hopkins Homes has set out in previous representations the suitability and 
deliverability of their proposals for the garden neighbourhood and we do not 
wish to replay previous discussions. However, in light of the clear need for an 
alternative solution to the policy that complies with the Council’s Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, we consider that the current situation necessitates a 
further exchange of evidence to ensure deliverability of the allocation. In this 
respect we have serious concerns about the ability of Pigeon to deliver the 
allocation on land solely in their control (as it would appear is the Council’s 
preference) as their masterplan for the garden neighbourhood relies on 
providing SANG that would not meet the requirements of the HRA (i.e. it is 
located in several different parcels, is in close proximity to significant visual and 
audible detractors, would require crossing the A12 to access and would fail to 
provide suitable walking routes in excess of 2.5km). We therefore consider that 
Hopkins Homes’ proposal is the only option that can deliver 800 dwellings and 
suitable SANG provision alongside all the policy requirements for the site and 
other key material benefits. 
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Recommended Change to Criteria V & Policies Map: 
 
Our client’s land is not available or deliverable as solely open space / SANG, an 
allocation is not required for it to remain in its current lawful use and without 
our client’s land the modified policy cannot fulfil its obligations under the 
Habitats Regulations. Criteria v) and the amended Policies Map for 
Saxmundham are not justified, effective or consistent with national policy and 
cannot therefore be considered sound. 

We request that the policies map for Saxmundham is amended to remove our 
client’s land from the allocation in its entirety and that criteria v) be amended 
(in so far as it refers to Pigeon’s land to the east of the railway only) as follows: 

The area of land east of the railway is identified for the provision of open space 
and Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG), to be masterplanned and 
delivered as part of the garden neighbourhood. The retention of existing uses 
on land to the east of the railway would be supported where this complements 
the delivery of open space and SANG. 
 
Concluding Comments 
 
Hopkins Homes object to amended policy criteria j) and new policy criteria v) 
(Ref: MM68) and the amended Policies Map (Ref: PM11) and Inset Map (Ref: 
PM33) for Saxmundham. 
 
The South Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood Heritage Impact Assessment 
(SSGN HIA) fails to undertake a balancing exercise in accordance with NPPF 
paragraph 196 which renders its conclusion (i.e. that development on our 
client’s land “could not be supported” because of “an unacceptable level of 
harm” ) utterly meaningless as it is impossible to reach this conclusion in 
accordance with national planning policy unless a balancing exercise under 
paragraph 196 has been undertaken. In this context, the SSGN HIA cannot be 
relied upon as accurate evidence and the reference to this document at MM68 
should be removed from criteria j). 
 
New policy criteria v) would specifically limit the use of land to the east of the 
railway line to the provision of open space / SANG that would be required to be 
masterplanned and delivered as part of the garden neighbourhood, or 
alternatively for existing uses on this land to be retained where this 
compliments the delivery of open space and SANG. This criteria fails to take 
account of our client’s repeated statements that their land is not available 
solely for open space / SANG. We therefore request that our client’s land is 
removed from the allocation in its entirety and that any reference to land east 
of the railway line remaining in its current use is removed from the policy as 
this is both unnecessary and would hinder the delivery of suitable SANG. 
 
Without our client’s land it is not possible for the proposed allocation to meet 
its SANG requirements as set out in the Council’s Habitat Regulations 
Assessment. There is therefore an absence of certainty that adverse effects 
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will not occur to the integrity of European sites as a result of the Saxmundham 
Garden Neighbourhood allocation. In accordance with the ‘precautionary 
principle’ the plan should therefore not proceed with Policy SCLP12.29 in its 
current form and alternative solutions must be sought to ensure that the 
allocation complies with relevant legislation. We consider that this situation 
necessitates a further exchange of evidence to ensure the deliverability of the 
allocation. 
 
We trust that these comments will be given due consideration and look 
forward to participating further as the Local Plan examination progresses. 
Should you have any further queries or questions then please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 
 

Enclosures. 

1. Heritage Review, Barton Willmore, February 2019 

2. Landscape Strategy Plan, IDP Landscape, February 2019 3. Matter 

3 Hearing Statement (without appendices), Armstrong Rigg Planning, July 2019 

4. Letter from William Notcutt Estates, 1st June 2020 

5. Habitat Regulations Assessment of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan at Final Plan 
Stage (incorporating Main Modifications), Footprint Ecology, May 2020 

[1] There are just 7 private allotments in Saxmundham and the Town Council 
launched a desperate search for land to develop new facilities for allotments a 
few years ago and that is an ongoing campaign. 
http://www.saxmundham.org/sport/allotments.html#:~:text=All%20the%20all
otments%20in%20the,owned%2C%20and%20are%20as% 
20follows%3A&text=3%20in%20Saxon%20Road%2C%20contact,Road%2C%20T
el%3A%2001728%20602509.&text=4%20at%20Saxmu 
ndham%20Town%20Bowls,Jim%20Vice%2C%20124%20Saxon%20Road.&text=
As%20of%20October%202014%20all,Clerk%20has%20a %20waiting%20list 
[Accessed 19/06/2020] 

Attached 
documents 

MM68 - Policy SCLP 12.29_Redacted.pdf 
Enclosures 1 to 5.pdf 

Being kept 
informed 

Yes, I would like to be kept informed 

  

 

  

http://www.saxmundham.org/sport/allotments.html#:%7E:text=All%20the%20allotments%20in%20the,owned%2C%20and%20are%20as%25%2020follows%3A&text=3%20in%20Saxon%20Road%2C%20contact,Road%2C%20Tel%3A%2001728%20602509.&text=4%20at%20Saxmu%20ndham%20Town%20Bowls,Jim%20Vice%2C%20124%20Saxon%20Road.&text=As%20of%20October%202014%20all,Clerk%20has%20a%20%20waiting%20list
http://www.saxmundham.org/sport/allotments.html#:%7E:text=All%20the%20allotments%20in%20the,owned%2C%20and%20are%20as%25%2020follows%3A&text=3%20in%20Saxon%20Road%2C%20contact,Road%2C%20Tel%3A%2001728%20602509.&text=4%20at%20Saxmu%20ndham%20Town%20Bowls,Jim%20Vice%2C%20124%20Saxon%20Road.&text=As%20of%20October%202014%20all,Clerk%20has%20a%20%20waiting%20list
http://www.saxmundham.org/sport/allotments.html#:%7E:text=All%20the%20allotments%20in%20the,owned%2C%20and%20are%20as%25%2020follows%3A&text=3%20in%20Saxon%20Road%2C%20contact,Road%2C%20Tel%3A%2001728%20602509.&text=4%20at%20Saxmu%20ndham%20Town%20Bowls,Jim%20Vice%2C%20124%20Saxon%20Road.&text=As%20of%20October%202014%20all,Clerk%20has%20a%20%20waiting%20list
http://www.saxmundham.org/sport/allotments.html#:%7E:text=All%20the%20allotments%20in%20the,owned%2C%20and%20are%20as%25%2020follows%3A&text=3%20in%20Saxon%20Road%2C%20contact,Road%2C%20Tel%3A%2001728%20602509.&text=4%20at%20Saxmu%20ndham%20Town%20Bowls,Jim%20Vice%2C%20124%20Saxon%20Road.&text=As%20of%20October%202014%20all,Clerk%20has%20a%20%20waiting%20list
http://www.saxmundham.org/sport/allotments.html#:%7E:text=All%20the%20allotments%20in%20the,owned%2C%20and%20are%20as%25%2020follows%3A&text=3%20in%20Saxon%20Road%2C%20contact,Road%2C%20Tel%3A%2001728%20602509.&text=4%20at%20Saxmu%20ndham%20Town%20Bowls,Jim%20Vice%2C%20124%20Saxon%20Road.&text=As%20of%20October%202014%20all,Clerk%20has%20a%20%20waiting%20list
http://www.saxmundham.org/sport/allotments.html#:%7E:text=All%20the%20allotments%20in%20the,owned%2C%20and%20are%20as%25%2020follows%3A&text=3%20in%20Saxon%20Road%2C%20contact,Road%2C%20Tel%3A%2001728%20602509.&text=4%20at%20Saxmu%20ndham%20Town%20Bowls,Jim%20Vice%2C%20124%20Saxon%20Road.&text=As%20of%20October%202014%20all,Clerk%20has%20a%20%20waiting%20list
https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/af/1146914/274768/PDF/-/11135285%201%20MM68%20%20Policy%20SCLP%201229Redactedpdf.pdf
https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/af/1146914/274769/PDF/-/11135285%202%20Enclosures%201%20to%205pdf.pdf
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 TRIMLEY ST MARY PARISH COUNCIL (Cooper, Debra)  

  

Comment ID 2 

Respondent 
Organisation 
Name 

TRIMLEY ST MARY PARISH COUNCIL 

Respondent 
First Name 

Debra 

Respondent 
Surname 

Cooper 

Agent 
Organisation 
Name 

 

Agent First 
Name 

 

Agent Surname 
 

Comment PM21  Page 386        Neither Parish Council have been consulted with 
regard to a change to the settlement boundary.  This is an arbitrary change 
implemented by ESC to conveniently bring the proposed development 
within the Settlement Boundary and refines the area from Countryside to 
Large Village. 

Attached 
documents 

 

Being kept 
informed 

Yes, I would like to be kept informed 

  

  

  

Comment ID 3 

Respondent 
Organisation 
Name 

TRIMLEY ST MARY PARISH COUNCIL 

Respondent 
First Name 

Debra 



Representations on the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Main Modifications | 01 May to 10 July 2020 

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/localplanexamination         12 

Respondent 
Surname 

Cooper 

Agent 
Organisation 
Name 

 

Agent First 
Name 

 

Agent Surname 
 

Comment PM22  Page 390        The Parish Council have not been consulted with 
regard to a change to the settlement boundary.  This is an arbitrary change 
implemented by ESC to conveniently bring the proposed development 
within the Settlement Boundary and refines the area from Countryside to 
Large Village. 

Attached 
documents 

 

Being kept 
informed 

Yes, I would like to be kept informed 

  

  

  

Comment ID 4 

Respondent 
Organisation 
Name 

TRIMLEY ST MARY PARISH COUNCIL 

Respondent 
First Name 

Debra 

Respondent 
Surname 

Cooper 

Agent 
Organisation 
Name 

 

Agent First 
Name 

 

Agent Surname 
 

Comment PM34  Page 608        The Parish Council have not been consulted with 
regard to a change to the settlement boundary.  This is an arbitrary change 
implemented by ESC to conveniently bring the proposed development 
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within the Settlement Boundary and refines the area from Countryside to 
Large Village. 

Attached 
documents 

 

Being kept 
informed 

Yes, I would like to be kept informed 

  

  

  

Comment ID 5 

Respondent 
Organisation 
Name 

TRIMLEY ST MARY PARISH COUNCIL 

Respondent 
First Name 

Debra 

Respondent 
Surname 

Cooper 

Agent 
Organisation 
Name 

 

Agent First 
Name 

 

Agent Surname 
 

Comment PM35  Page 609        The Parish Council have not been consulted with 
regard to a change to the settlement boundary.  This is an arbitrary change 
implemented by ESC to conveniently bring the proposed development 
within the Settlement Boundary and refines the area from Countryside to 
Large Village. 

Attached 
documents 

 

Being kept 
informed 

Yes, I would like to be kept informed 
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Comment ID 6 

Respondent 
Organisation 
Name 

TRIMLEY ST MARY PARISH COUNCIL 

Respondent 
First Name 

Debra 

Respondent 
Surname 

Cooper 

Agent 
Organisation 
Name 

 

Agent First 
Name 

 

Agent Surname 
 

Comment PM39 – Various         Removal of this area to be protected from 
development contravenes an agreement with Heritage England to protect 
this area from any future development to preserve the historic environment 
of a large number of listed properties in exchange for their approval of the 
sites built to the South of Thurmans Lane, and the Howlett Way 
development. 

Attached 
documents 

 

Being kept 
informed 

Yes, I would like to be kept informed 

 


	Hopkins Homes Ltd (Sir/Madam)
	TRIMLEY ST MARY PARISH COUNCIL (Cooper, Debra)

