
 

 

 

 

RESPONDANT: MRS N TUCK, MR T BRAND AND MRS S RAINS 

RESPONDENT NUMBER: 978508 

 
MAIN MATTER 16 

 
PROPOSED SITE ALLOCATIONS – MEDIUM VILLAGES 

 
ISSUE 1: WHETHER THE PROPOSED SITE ALLOCATIONS, EXCLUDING LOCAL GREEN SPACES, 

FOR THE DEFINED MEDIUM VILLAGES OF ASHLEY, BURROUGH GREEN/BURROUGH END, 

CHEVELEY, DULLINGHAM, KENNETT, LITTLE THETFORD, LODE WITH LONG MEADOW, MEPAL, 

NEWMARKET FRINGE, STETCHWORTH, SWAFFHAM BULBECK, SWAFFHAM PRIOR, 

WILBURTON ARE JUSTIFIED, BASED ON UP-TO-DATE EVIDENCE, EFFECTIVE, VIABLE, 

DELIVERABLE AND CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY? 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 PlanSurv is instructed to represent Mrs N Tuck, Mr T Brand and Mrs S Rains in respect of the 

proposed allocation of land for residential development MEP.H1 Land at Brick Lane, Mepal. 

2 Questions 

Question 62 

Taking each of the following proposed site allocations individually 

MEP.H1 Land at Brick Lane 

Criterion a)  

What is the background to the site allocation? How was it identified and which options were 

considered? 

2.1 The site was put forward by the land owner as part of the call for sites given its proximity to the 

village and the easily identifiable boundaries provided by the A142, Sutton Road and Brick Lane.  

The site has been promoted through all subsequent rounds of public consultation and is both a 

viable and deliverable development on the edge of the Medium Village of Mepal. 

Criterion b)  

How have the wider transport implications of the proposed development been considered? 

2.2 An indicative layout plan was prepared with an access proposed off Brick Lane.  Further 

consideration of the impact on highways would be undertake as part of a Transportation 

Assessment as part of the planning application process. 

Criterion c)  

What is the scale type/mix of uses proposed? 

2.3 It is proposed to deliver a mixture of market and affordable housing in line with current policy. 

Criterion d)  

What is the basis for this and is it justified? 

2.4 The site is at the southern entrance to the village with residential development to the north and 

east; therefore residential development would be the most appropriate use of the site. 
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Criterion e)  

What is the current planning status of the site in terms of planning applications, planning 

permissions and completions/construction? 

2.5 No current planning application have been approved or are running on the site; however, the 

landowners have instructed an agent to progress negotiations with an interested developer in the 

form of a subject to planning contract and the basis of the heads of terms have been agreed. 

Criterion f)  

What are the benefits that the proposed development would bring? 

2.6 The proposal would deliver approximately 50 dwellings, with a mix of market and affordable 

housing, to the district and the village, increasing the population of the village and expanding the 

diversity of the population helping to provide a critical mass to maintain current services and 

hopefully attract others.   

Criterion g)  

How does the site relate to nearby uses? 

2.7 Residential development exists to the north and east of the site and as such the proposed 

residential development of the site would site well within the nearby uses. 

Criterion h)  

What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the sites, including to heritage 

assets? How could they be mitigated? 

2.8 The potential impacts of the development are likely to be specifically highway and traffic related 

and could be mitigated through a S106 / S278 agreement were works to the highway identified as 

being necessary.  The proposal is unlikely to have any impact on above ground heritage assets; 

however, below ground archaeology may be affected.  Any impact on below ground could be 

addressed through the planning application process in the form of a desk based assessment 

followed by intrusive investigations if necessary.  Noise and air quality concerns regarding the 

A142 could be addressed with engineering and design solutions as necessary through the planning 

process. 
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Criterion i)  

How is the site affected by flood risk? How has this been taken into account in allocating 

the site? How have the sequential and, if necessary, exception tests been applied? 

2.9 The site is located in Flood Zone 1 as identified by the Environment Agency’s flood maps and as 

such develop on the site would be at low risk of flooding; therefore, the sequential and exceptions 

tests are not required.  A detailed site specific flood risk assessment would accompany any 

planning application and the surface water drainage solution could be secured by condition at that 

time. 

Criterion j)  

What are the infrastructure requirements/ costs and are there physical or other constraints 

to development? How would these be addressed and are they directly related to, necessary 

and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development? 

2.10 There are no known abnormal costs likely to be associated with the development proposed.  

Highways, drainage and landscape infrastructure requirements can be secured by either planning 

conditions or planning obligations / Section 106 / Section 278 agreements as necessary. 

Criterion k)  

In particular is there an issue with waste water treatment capacity and how would any 

issues be resolved? 

2.11 There are no known abnormal costs likely to be associated with the development proposed; 

however, further investigation of waste water treatment capacity would be undertaken as part of 

the planning application process with onsite attenuation an option if necessary. 

Criterion l)  

Is the site realistically viable and deliverable? 

2.12 The site is available with a willing landowner, who has promoted the site through each round of the 

Local Plan.  The owners have instructed an agent to market the site and negotiations are 

progressing in respect of a subject to planning deal with a developer. 

Criterion m)  

What is the expected timescale and rate of development and is this realistic? 
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2.13 It is anticipated that the site, if allocated towards the end of 2018 could secure planning permission 

in 2019 with the first units likely to be delivered towards the end of 2020 with the full scheme 

completed by 2023. 

Criterion n)  

Is the boundary of the site appropriate? Is there any justification for amending the 

boundary? 

2.14 The boundary of the site is clearly defined by the existing road network and there is no reason to 

amend the site boundary. 

Criterion o)  

Are the detailed policy requirements clear and unambiguous, effective, justified and 

consistent with national policy?  

2.15 Reference to housing-led is ambiguous as the site’s suggested capacity of approximately 50 

dwellings would leave little space for any alternative uses; therefore the proposal should be 

referred to as a “housing scheme.” 

2.16 Reference to the “retention, and where necessary, enhancement of the significant landscape 

buffer…” is ambiguous and unnecessary as there is no evidence that the existing buffer is needed 

or effective in its current form.  The reference should be for the “provision of a necessary 

landscape and noise buffer to address the impact of the A142.” 

Is it appropriate to defer within the policy to the ’principles established by consented 

schemes…’? 

2.17 No comment. 

Criterion p)  

Is the terminology used within the relevant site specific policy consistent and clear, for 

example, ‘concept plan’? 

2.18 Reference to housing-led and retention, and where necessary, enhancement of the significant 

landscape buffer are not clear or justified as explained in the response to criterion (o) above. 


