Neighbourhood Plan

Taylor Wimpey Proposal

Comments

Supported by Independent
Consultants

Rejected by Independent
Consultants

Independent and Govern
nment approved consultants AECOM commented that a single development site on the scale
proposed by Taylor Wim
mpey ‘has the potential to significantly change the size and character of the village.
Development would ha
ave significant traffic impact along a bottlenecked Gracechurch Street towards High
Street. It would have an
a unacceptable visual impact, …’.

Supported by Independent
Examiner

Rejected by Independent
Examiner

In her report of the 29th October 2018 Independent Examiner, Janet Cheesley (Hons) DipTP MRTPI, praised
the village’s Neighbourh
hood Plan saying “The Plan is a well-written document”, and “...a clear Vision for
the Parish has been esstablished…The consultation and publicity went well beyond the requirements… to
ensure that local resid
dents,…and businesses were able to engage in the production of the plan…” adding, “I
congratulate them on their
t
considerable efforts”. She dismissed a 160 paged objection to the Neighbourhood
plan from developer Tayylor Wimpey, stating that the sites put forward for housing by the Neighbourhood Plan
have met planning requirrements for development, concluding “I do not consider it necessary for the inclusion of
additional or alternatiive sites.”

Conforms to Mid Suffolk
District Council’s planning
guidelines

Does not conform to Mid
Suffolk District Council’s
planning guidelines

Mid Suffolk District Cou
uncil’s Landscape Guidance document which states new development in the countryside should
be “carefully sited to en
nsure the best fit with the landscape and to minimise its impact on the appearance of
the landscape.’’ and “D
Development should be located away from ridge tops, upper valley slopes or prominent
locations”.

Sensitive to the historic
character of the village

Damaging to the character
of the village and
community

The government has stateed local authorities must ‘recognize the character and beauty of the countryside’. Babergh
and Mid Suffolk Counciil’s Heritage and Settlement Sensitivity Analysis of March 2018 concluded that Debenham
was one of two Mid Suffo
folk “settlements of particular vulnerability to poorly located development”. It makes
sense that any developmeent proposals must be considered carefully within this framework. Fiona Cairns, Director of
the Suffolk Preservation
n Society (part of the Council for the Protection of Rural England) stated: “that this large
scale speculative develo
lopment will materially harm the character of one of Suffolk’s most historic villages.”

Delivers Sustainable
development

Fails to deliver sustainable
development

The Examiner did not su
upport Taylor Wimpey’s submission that their proposal rather than the Neighbourhood
Plan proposal should be supported . The Examiner stated “The Neighbourhood Plan contributes to the
achievement of sustain
nable development”

Safe - Seeks to disperse
traffic and mitigate impact
on pinch points

Unsafe - creates major
traffic hazard in the
vulnerable centre of the
village.

The Neighbourhood Plaan provides the optimum solution to both traffic hazard and flood risk by keeping the main
traffic flow out of the villlage centre and through creating the development downstream of the rivers flowing into
the village. The Taylor Wimpey
W
plan creates a major safety hazard by generating a significant increase in traffic
flow in the core of the viillage which is most vulnerable to accident. By locating the Taylor Wimpey development
upstream this introducess a significant unknown and unnecesary risk to future flooding issues.

Supports democracy and
localism

Rejects democracy and
localism

The Neighbourhood Plan
n is a key instrument of democracy in the government’s commitment to localism and
devolution. It is supporteed by 85% of the residents. The imposition of predatory speculative developments such as the
Taylor Wimpey plan are the antithesis of democracy, localism and devolution. If Debenham’s Neighbourhood
Plan, commended by the
t Independant Examiner, fails - what hope for other Neighbourhood Plans?

