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Re: Planning Application 16/0323 – Land North of Beldam Bridge Road, West End 
Planning Applications Committee meeting Thursday 21st July 2016 
 
I outline below the reasons for refusing Planning Application16/0323 (Land North of Beldam 
Bridge Road, West End) which you are due to consider at this Thursday’s (21st July) meeting of 
the Planning Applications Committee. 

 
Shortly after the Committee decided on 7 March to refuse application 15/0590 for housing on 
Suffolk Coastal DC v. Hopkins Homes Ltd and Richborough Estates Partnership v. Cheshire 
East BC & SoSCLG [2016] EWCA Civ. 168 at paras.20 & 23 case on the application of Policies 
where there is a housing land shortfall.  That Court ruled that relevant policies in the National 
Planning Policy Framework remain in full force & effect notwithstanding a shortfall.  Moreover, 
weight can still be given to housing supply policies in development plans, to the extent that they 
could still constitute Reasons for Refusal in individual circumstances, all things considered.  
Such a Judgement strongly confirmed that the approach taken by the Committee to the 
Windlesham case was correct, despite being contrary to Officers’ recommendations.  But it also 
showed that the line taken in the West End Appeal Decision on application 14/0532, and in 
subsequent advice to the Committee on application 15/0884 for the same housing as in the 
current application, was mistaken, thereby resulting in the decision on the latter being described 
as “obviously debateable” in the High Court. 

 
1. The development is likely to have a significant effect on the Thames Basin Heaths Special 

Protection Area, yet no Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) to attract new 
residents away from that Area, or other avoidance measure, is being provided, despite being 
required under the Birds Directive by the Area's Delivery Framework. 

 
2. The proposed access would be onto a road with excessive vehicle speeds & uncertain flows, 

on a sharp double bend, and to an inadequate design failing to comply with an indication by 
the planning authority that a left-turn lane into the development is required. 

 

3. To protect the Green Belt's Boundary, the site is safeguarded for possible long-term 
development needs, and has not been released by a Local Plan Review, as is required by 
Policy H8 & para. 8.27 of the Saved Local Plan and para. 85.4 of the NPPF. 

 

4. To make it evident that the site is not presently allocated for development, it is designated 
as Countryside by the adopted Local Plan, and has an intrinsic rural character that should 
be respected, in line with Core Planning Principle 4 of NPPF 17. 

5. The NPPF Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development does not apply, both 
because NPPF 85.4 is a specific Green Belt Protection policy indicating development should 
be restricted, and because Appropriate Assessments are required under the Birds & Habitat 
Directives. 

 

6. The site is frequented by several species of bat, but surveys of the extent to which they may 
be affected are incomplete, so that permission cannot be granted, by virtue of the Habitats 
Directive & para. 99 of ODPM Circular 06/2005. 

 
7. In any event, the development would not be sustainable, for the reasons set out above; and 

moreover due to the site's significantly negative sustainability rating, and to the inability of 
the local physical & social infrastructure to cater for the development, particularly in relation 
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to sewerage & drainage, schooling & primary health services. 
 

8. The provision of affordable housing is a requirement of national & local principle & policy 
that must be met before permission can be granted, and so it must be refused in the absence 
of a binding commitment to provide & maintain the requisite affordable housing. 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 
Beulah Kingston 
Chair, West End Action Group 


