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PROPOSAL: Erection of 1 no. dwellinghouse and garage with associated access 
parking and landscaping 

  
APPLICANT: Stepton Limited 
  
AGENT: Mr Rory Baker, Ceres Property 
  
EXPIRY 
DATE: 

12 June 2025 

  
EOT EXPIRY 
DATE: 

N/A 

  
CASE 
OFFICER: 

Genna Henry 

  
NOTATION: Outside Development Limits  

Within 2km of S.S.S.I 
Within 6km of Airport (Stansted Airport) 
Within 57dB 16hr LEQ (Stansted Airport) 
Mineral Safeguarding Area - Sand/Gravel 

  
REASON THIS 
APPLICATION 
IS ON THE 
AGENDA: 

Councillor Interest – Both Councillors Christian Criscione and Nick 
Church have an interest in the site. 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
  
1.1 Full planning permission is sought by the applicant for the erection of 1no. 

dwellinghouse and associated cartlodge, access provisions and parking 
along with landscaping.    

  
1.2 The site comprises of an irregular rectangle shaped plot approximately 

0.174ha located outside the development limits of Broxted. 
  
 A previous planning application (UTT/24/0323/FUL) was l presented to 

Members at the September 2024 Planning Committee meeting and was 
recommended for approval. Less than substantial harm had been identified 
to the setting of adjacent grade II listed building at Thatched Cottage, and 
Officers had taken the view that due to the limited adverse impacts of the 
proposal, these do not ‘significantly or demonstrably’ outweigh the benefits 
of the proposed development. 

  
1.3 Notwithstanding the above, Members had resolved to refuse the application 

and were concerned the proposed development appearing out of character 
in the setting of the grade II listed cottage and with the cramped layout. On 



this basis, Members had taken the view that the harms of the proposal had 
not been outweighed by the benefits. Thus, the application was refused with 
a single reason for refusal, that being, the harms to the setting of grade II 
listed building contrary to ULP (adopted 2005) Policies GEN2 and ENV2. 
That application is currently at appeal. 

  
1.4 The current application has been submitted to directly address the concerns 

from Members by adjusting the width of the dwelling and increasing the 
width of the plot in order to overcome a cramped appearance. The 
amendments have been noted although Officers are of the view that the 
revisions made to the current application do not materially change the 
proposal to a significant degree that could alleviate the previous concerns 
raised by Members with the effect of removing the previous reason for 
refusal.  

  
1.5 In light of the above, Officers are recommending this application for refusal 

for the same reason as stated in application ref. UTT/24/0323/FUL. 
Consequently, Officers advise Members to consider the approach taken by 
Officers with specific regard as to i) whether changes are sufficient enough 
to remove the previous reason for refusal and ii) the weighting afforded in 
planning balance and iii) the new 5 Year Housing Land Supply figures.  

  
2. RECOMMENDATION 

 
That the Strategic Director of Planning be authorised to REFUSE 
permission for the development as set out in section 17 of this report. 
 

  
3. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION: 
  
3.1 The application site is located to the west of Broxted Road, Church End, 

Broxted and south of Church End Lane. 
  
3.2 It comprises of an irregular rectangle shaped plot approximately 0.174ha 

and has been described as an undeveloped parcel of land by the application 
in their Planning Statement. 

  
3.3 The application site is situated between the dwellings known as, Goodacres 

and Thatched Cottage, grade II listed. To the north of the site lies Mulberry 
House. 

  
3.4 The site does not currently benefit from a direct vehicle access and therefore 

forms part of the proposal. 
  
3.5 The immediate locality is generally characterised by a sporadic character of 

development, although, the plot along the eastern boundary of Goodacres 
has recently been granted outline permission for up to 7no. residential 
dwelling (ref. UTT/23/0493/OP). 

  



3.6 The site is bound to the east, west and north by dwellings with more 
development that has been consented but not built out. 

  
4. PROPOSAL 
  
4.1 The proposal is for the erection of 1no. residential dwelling with a separate 

detached cartlodge along the western boundary.  
  
4.2 The application is also for the associated, vehicle access works, parking and 

landscaping. 
  
4.3 The list of plans under considerations are listed below; 
  
4.4 - Location Plan, drawing no. 2025.791.01 

- Constraints Plan – Site B, drawing no. 2025.791.02 
- Proposed Site Plan – Site B, drawing no. 2025.791.023 
- House Plans, drawing no. 2025.791.04 
- House Elevations, drawing no. 2025.791.05 
- Store Plans & Elevations, drawing no. 2025.791.06 
- Street Scenes, drawing no. 2025.791.07 
- Means of Access Plan Parcel B 

  
5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
  
5.1 The development does not constitute 'EIA development' for the purposes of 

The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017. 

  
6. RELEVANT SITE HISTORY 
  
6.1 Reference Proposal Decision 

UTT/24/0323/FUL Land Adjacent Goodacres, 
Church End 

Refused (appeal 
in progress) 

UTT/23/0493/OP 
(Land East of 
Goodacres – i.e. 
not the application 
site) 

Outline planning application 
for the erection of up to 7 no. 
residential dwellings with all 
matters reserved except 
access 

Approved 

UTT/19/2874/OP 
 

Outline planning application 
with all matters reserved for 
the erection of 2 no. semi-
detached dwellings 

Withdrawn 

  
7. PREAPPLICATION ADVICE AND/OR COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 
  
7.1 No pre-application advice sought. 
  
8. SUMMARY OF STATUTORY CONSULTEE RESPONSES 
  
8.1 Highway Authority 



  
8.1.1 No comment received.  
  
8.11 Manchester Airport Group 
  
8.11.1 No objections subject to relevant conditions and informatives. 
  
9. PARISH COUNCIL COMMENTS 
  
9.1 No comments received. 
  
10. CONSULTEE RESPONSES 
  
10.1 UDC Environmental Health 
  
10.1.1 Contamination: Unforseen contamination conditions suggested.   
  
10.1.2 Lighting: Lighting was suggested to be controlled due to the rural character 

of the site and immediate area. Conditions suggested 
  
10.1.3 Noise: The Environmental Health Officer made specific comments to 

mitigate noise impacts and suggested conditions. 
  
10.1.4 Details of foul drainage is outstanding. 
  
10.1.5 Informatives were also suggested. 
  
10.2 Place Services (Conservation and Heritage)  
  
10.2.1 A low level of less than substantial harm to the significance of Thatched 

Cottage. 
  
10.3 Place Services (Ecology) 
  
10.3.1 Temporary holding objection. 
  
10.3.2 However, in relation to bats and the tree due to be felled and Badger, the 

Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (James Blake Associates, December 
2023) is considered out of date in line with CIEEM Guidance1 and 
paragraph 6.2.1 of British Standard (BS) BS42020 ‘Biodiversity – Code of 
practice for planning and development 2013’.  
 
We are therefore not satisfied that there is sufficient ecological information 
available for determination of this application in relation to bats and Badger 
and recommend that details of survey results, mitigation & enhancement 
measures provided prior to determination. In addition, we are not satisfied 
that appropriate information with regard to mandatory biodiversity net gains 
has been supplied for the application prior to determination. 

  
10.4 Place Services (Archaeology) 



  
10.4.1 Conditions suggested, no objections. 
  
10.5 Ward Councillor  
  
10.5.1 No comments received.  
  
11. REPRESENTATIONS 
  
11.1 Site and press notice/s were displayed on site and 8 notifications letters 

were sent to nearby properties.  
  
11.2 Support  
  
11.2.1 Not applicable.  
  
11.3 Object 
  
11.3.1 Objections received are summarised below. 
  
 • Adding an additional dwelling will create a highway safety hazard 
 • The site is not a sustainable location 
 • Loss of rural charm/character and the increase in ribbon 

development 
 • Piecemeal development along narrow rural lanes will have an effect 

on the local capacity / community. This proposal sets a precedent for 
further inappropriate infill areas with no capacity for expansion 

  
11.4 Comment 
  
11.4.1 With regards to the comment relating to piecemeal development, each 

application will be assessed on its own merits. 
  
11.4.2 In addition, a late site notice has been posted and is due to expire 

03.06.2025. Committee will be update should the LPA receive any further 
comments. 

  
12. MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS  
  
12.1 In accordance with Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004, this decision has been taken having regard to the policies and 
proposals in the National Planning Policy Framework, The Development 
Plan and all other material considerations identified in the “Considerations 
and Assessments” section of the report. The determination must be made 
in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.   

  
12.2 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act requires the local 

planning authority in dealing with a planning application, to have regard to  
 



a) The provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the   
application: 
(aza) a post-examination draft neighbourhood development plan, so far 
as material to the application,  

b) any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application, and 
c) any other material considerations. 

  
12.3 Section 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 requires the local planning authority, or, as the case may 
be, the Secretary of State, in considering whether to grant planning 
permission (or permission in principle) for development which affects a listed 
building or its setting, to have special regard to the desirability of preserving 
the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest which it possesses or, fails to preserve or enhance the character 
and appearance of the Conservation Area. 

  
12.4 The Development Plan 
  
12.4.1 Essex Minerals Local Plan (adopted July 2014) 

Essex and Southend-on-Sea Waste Local Plan (adopted July 2017) 
Uttlesford District Local Plan (adopted 2005) 
Felsted Neighbourhood Plan (made February 2020) 
Great Dunmow Neighbourhood Plan (made December 2016) 
Newport and Quendon and Rickling Neighbourhood Plan (made June 2021) 
Thaxted Neighbourhood Plan (made February 2019)  
Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan (made July 2022) 
Saffron Walden Neighbourhood Plan (made October 2022) 
Ashdon Neighbourhood Plan (made December 2022) 
Great & Little Chesterford Neighbourhood Plan (made February 2023) 

  
13. POLICY 
  
13.1 National Policies  
  
13.1.1 National Planning Policy Framework (2024) 
  
13.2 Uttlesford District Local Plan 2005 
  
13.2.1 S7 The Countryside  

GEN1 Access  
GEN2 Design  
GEN3 Flood Protection 
GEN4 Good Neighbourliness 
GEN5 Light Pollution 
GEN7 Nature Conservation 
GEN8 Vehicle Parking Standards 
ENV2 Development affecting Listed Building 
ENV3 Open Space and Trees 
ENV4 Ancient Monuments and Sites of Archaeological Importance 
ENV5 Protection of Agricultural Land 



ENV10 Noise Sensitive Development 
ENV14  Contaminated land 
H1 Infilling with new houses 
H10 Housing Mix 

  
13.3 Supplementary Planning Document or Guidance  
  
13.3.1 Uttlesford Local Residential Parking Standards (2013)  

Essex County Council Parking Standards (2009)  
Supplementary Planning Document – Accessible homes and playspace 
Supplementary Planning Document – Developer’s contributions 
Essex Design Guide  
Uttlesford Interim Climate Change Policy (2021) 
Uttlesford District Council: District-Wide Design Code (June 2024) 

  
14. CONSIDERATIONS AND ASSESSMENT 
  
14.1 The issues to consider in the determination of this application are:  
  
14.2 A) Principle of Development  

B) Design, Character and Heritage Implications 
C) Landscaping, Arboriculture and Nature Conservation 
D) Residential and Neighbouring Amenity 
E) Vehicle Access, Parking and Highway Safety 
F) Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage 
G) Environmental Health and Contamination 
H) Other Matters 

  
14.3 A) Principle of development  
  
14.3.1 The application site is located outside development limits of any defined 

villages or towns within the district and thereby it is designated as being 
within the countryside whereby Policy S7 applies. 

  
14.3.2 It is acknowledged that ULP (2005) Policy S7 is not fully consistent with eh 

NPPF (2024), in that protecting the countryside for its own sake is more 
restrictive than the Framework. Although, the LPA considers that aspects of 
Policy S7 are still relevant in the determination of applications outside 
development limits within the countryside. 

  
14.3.3 Thus, where Policy S7 stipulates that ‘development will be permitted if its 

appearance protects or enhances the particular character of the part of the 
countryside within which it is set or there is special reason why the 
development in the form proposed needs to be there’. The LPA deems this 
criteria still relevant for assessing applications outside development limits. 
Furthermore, the Planning Inspector states in recent appeal examples (e.g. 
ref. APP/C1570/W/20/3251991) that with regards to Policy S7 significant 
weight should be afforded to this policy when considering proposals in the 
countryside. 

  



14.3.4 ULP (2005) Policy H3 is targeted for proposals within development limits 
and states that infilling with new houses will be permitted on land if the 
development would be compatible with the character of the settlement and, 
depending on the location of the site, its countryside setting. Although, the 
preamble of the Policy H3 states at paragraph 6.1 that ‘if there are 
opportunities for sensitive infilling of small gaps in small groups of houses 
outside development limits but close to settlements these will be acceptable 
if development would be in character with the surroundings and have limited 
impact on the countryside in the context of existing development’. 

  
14.3.4 Applying Policy ENV5 

 
The site comprises Grade 2 (‘Very Good’ quality) agricultural Land 
(Agricultural Land Classification 2010, Natural England), being part of the 
districts best and most versatile agricultural land (BMV). Despite the loss of 
BMV land, contrary to Policy ENV5, good quality agricultural land is plentiful 
within the locality, meaning this policy conflict holds limited weight, although 
the site is within an agricultural/rural context but seeks to support an existing 
rural business. 

  
14.3.5 Thus, in light of the above ULP (2005) policies referenced above and with 

regard to the NPPF (2024), the Development Plan and all other material 
considerations, the ‘Planning Balance’ will be undertaken further below, but 
before doing so a wider assessment of the proposal against all relevant 
considerations to determine if these impacts are adverse and whether these 
would ‘significantly and demonstrably’ outweigh the benefits of the proposal 
in the planning balance.  

  
14.3.6 Suitability and Location 
  
14.3.7 Broxted is clearly outside development limits, however, the application site 

is physically located between two existing dwellings and the wider locality is 
characterised by residential properties, particularly to the west at Brick End 
and Cranham Road. Nonetheless, this portion of Broxted is generally 
characterised by limited amenities and services. 

  
14.3.8 It is recognised that the proposed development would be located between 

three existing properties with other residential developments planned within 
the immediate locality. As such, the site cannot be reasonably considered 
as isolated. However, this does not mean that it will be sustainable in terms 
of access to shops, services, community facilities in which future occupants 
can rely upon. 

  
14.3.9 For the ‘proximity to services’ the location is inappropriate because access 

to key services and facilities (e.g. supermarkets), sustainable public 
transport, employment and leisure opportunities is very limited, which 
means that for the majority of journeys the only practical option  would be 
the use of cars. Although, it could be argued that the new dwelling could 
support local services in nearby villages, complying with paragraph 83 of the 



NPPF (2024). It is acknowledged this contribution would be minimal, and as 
such, it would hold very limited weight in decision-making.  

  
14.3.10 It is also worth noting that there are bus stops nearby that facilitate access 

to nearby amenities. Bus route numbers 316 and 318 provide are in close 
proximity to the site i.e. Cranham Road and Moor End Lane which are both 
within 200m of the application site. These routes both provide services 
between Stanstead Airport and Saffron Walden.  

  
14.3.11 In summary, although not completely ideal due to the lack of facilities in 

Broxted, the proposed development would on balance be a suitable location 
for housing having regard to the accessibility of services and facilities. 
Therefore, it would accord with ULP Policy GEN1(e) and paragraphs 109 
and 115(a) of the NPPF (2024). 

  
14.3.12 Countryside Impact 
  
14.3.13 The NPPF (2024) states that planning decisions should contribute to and 

enhance the natural environment by recognising the intrinsic character and 
beauty of the character of the countryside (para. 187(b)). 

  
14.3.14 Landscape Character is defined as ‘A distinct, recognisable and consistent 

pattern of elements in the landscape that makes one landscape different 
from another, rather than better or worse.’1 The landscape character is that 
which makes an area unique. 

  
14.3.15 The proposed development seeks permission for 1no. residential unit which 

would be situated between two properties to the east and to the west of the 
site. Further east of Goodacres, the plot of land to the east has also been 
approved for up to 7no. dwellings. The specifics of design, heritage 
implications, will be discussed further below, however, the current proposal 
is for a single dwelling with cartlodge near to existing residential 
developments. 

  
14.3.16 The neighbour comments regarding this application suggest that the 

development would appear out of character and harm the rural charm of the 
site. These comments are noted, although, with regards to the impacts to 
the countryside this proposal would not appear out of place in the rural 
context given its locality situated between 3 properties to the north, east and 
west.  

  
14.3.17 Furthermore, the proposed dwelling is modest in scale and has been 

designed as a chalet style bungalow, comprising of 1.5 storeys with roof 
level accommodation. The proposed height is approximately 6 metres and 
the dwelling itself would be sited approximately 20-26 metres away from 
both properties at Thatched Cottage and Goodacres. Therefore, it is 

 
1 The Countryside Commission and Scottish Natural Heritage (2002) Landscape Character Assessment: 
Guidance for England and Scotland (CAX 84), the Countryside Commission and Scottish Natural Heritage, April 
2002. 



considered that the proposed dwelling would still contribute to a loose 
pattern of development within the countryside setting.  

  
14.3.18 The proposed site plan indicates landscaping along the eastern and western 

boundaries, but limited details have been submitted within the current 
scheme. As such landscaping details could be secured through a suitably 
worded planning condition should the application be recommended for 
approval. 

  
14.3.19 Overall, given the site location being situated between the two existing 

dwellings, the shape of the plot and the apparent distances between the two 
dwellings, the visual impact from the south (including the Public Right of 
Way) is not considered to be significant. Also, the site plans indicates that 
the proposed site boundaries would be post and rail fencing which are 
generally low level and limited in materials. Thus, it is held that the site 
boundaries will, therefore, provide substantiative containment and 
concealment of the application site and help reduce the prominence of any 
built form within its immediate boundaries. 

  
14.3.20 In views from the countryside towards the site, the proposed development 

would form part of the backdrop of the existing buildings resulting in only low 
to medium level of visual effect. The landscape and visual implications of 
this proposed development are still regarded to have a low level and modest 
nature for a development such as this.  

  
14.3.21 Notwithstanding the potential harms to the setting of the adjacent listed 

building (to be discussed further below), the development would have 
limited visual influence on the surroundings and that the appearance of the 
dwelling in a semi-rural setting would not be notably altered or harmed. 
Furthermore, the new built form would be 1.5 storeys and would adjust the 
existing site boundaries slightly to accommodate the development. The 
proposal could also be screened by further landscaping to limit views from 
the outlying countryside locations. Thus, the development would not be 
prominent or discordant element and appear as an unobtrusive addition to 
the area set within the established boundary treatments and adjacent to 
existing properties. 

  
14.3.22 Amendments to current application have been made and the relevant plans 

are extracted below; 
  
14.3.23 Street Elevation* 
 

 
 *blue line indicates the outline of the previous application UTT/24/0323/FUL 

  



14.3.24 Proposed Site Plan* 
 

 
 *blue line indicates the outline of the previous application UTT/24/0323/FUL 
  
14.3.25 With regards to the changes in design, the accompanying Planning 

Statement maintains the following with regards to the countryside impacts; 
 
‘From a design perspective, a reduced dwelling footprint would allow for a 
more generous spacing between the built form and the site boundaries, 
ensuring that development remains visually balanced and proportionate 
within the plot…Members raised concerns that the development could 
appear tight within the plot and over-fill the site. By increasing the plot width 
and reducing the scale of the dwelling, these concerns would be alleviated, 
ensuring a more specious and well-integrated form of development’. (para 
5.25, Officer emphasis) 

  
14.3.26 It was further suggested that; 

 
‘Crucially, the proposed amendments would positively contribute to the 
overall planning balance by further minimising any perceived harm while 
reinforcing the site’s role as a logical infill opportunity… By redefining the 
scheme to achieve a more proportionate and well-spaced relationship 
between built form and open space, the amendments would further diminish 



any residual impacts on the countryside, ultimately strengthening the case 
for approval.’  

  
14.3.27 Despite attempts to improve the setting to the countryside, this has not 

altered the Council’s view as this was not a refusal reason in the previous 
application rather it was the harms to the heritage harms to the grade II listed 
cottage. 

  
 14.3.28 In relation to the harms to the countryside, the applicant concludes that due 

to revisions made in the current scheme Officers ought to attribute more 
positive weighting in the planning balance and goes further to contend that 
the ‘modifications further reinforce the suitability and sustainability of the 
development’. 

  
14.3.29 Conversely, as alluded to above, Officers nor Members had not 

recommended refusal on the grounds of harm to the rural/countryside 
character and, for these reasons, Officers will not be affording any additional 
positive weighting to the changes made. Moreover, Officers do not consider 
that the changes made to the plans are significant enough to make any 
contribution to the countryside location, the site’s sustainability or suitability 
of the application. 

  
14.3.30 In light of the above, it is considered the proposal complies with ULP Policies 

S7 and H3, where applicable, paragraph 135 of the NPPF (202). 
  
14.4 B) Design, Character and Heritage Implications 
  
14.4.1 Heritage Implications 
  
14.4.2 The applicant has noted within their Planning Statement that the previous 

application2 was originally recommended for approval but later overturned 
at Planning Committee3 and considers that the application ought to be 
recommended for approval based on Officers recommendation. The 
applicants’ position is appreciated, however, Members had reviewed the 
application and discussed the merits of the application and subsequently 
refused the application on heritage grounds and contrary to ULP (2005) 
Policies ENV2 and GEN2. 

  
14.4.3 The previous application (ref UTT/0323/FUL) was refused for the following 

reason; 
  
14.4.4 ‘The proposed development would, by reason of the massing and scale, 

would appear cramped within the plot and out of character in the immediate 
locality. As such, the dwelling would appear over-dominant within the street 
scene to the detriment of visual amenity and harms to the setting of 
Thatched Cottage, a grade II listed building. 
 

 
2 LPA ref: UTT/24/0323/FUL 
3 September 18 2024 



The benefits of the proposal do not outweigh harms and, therefore, fails to 
comply with Uttlesford Local Plan (2005) Policies ENV2 and GEN2 and 
para. 208 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2023.’ 

  
14.4.5 To the west of the application site lies Thatched Cottage, a grade II listed 

building. ECC Place Services (Heritage Officer) has been consulted with 
regards to the current application and has concluded with the following;   

  
14.4.6 ‘The proposed development will be in proximity to the asset, appear in views 

towards and including the asset, introduce new vehicular access from the 
lane, increased levels of movement and activity, and represent a change in 
land use and land cover with hard landscaping, associated lighting effects, 
light spill and domestic paraphernalia, all with permanent effect. 
 
The current application is for a slightly smaller one and a half storey dwelling 
to that proposed under refused application UTT/24/0323/FUL. I was unable 
to support the previous application as set out in a consultation response 
letter dated 19 July 2024.  
 
In my opinion, the effects of developing this site which would further erode 
the historically open green space to the east of the listed building and would 
represent a very low level of less than substantial harm to the significance 
of listed Thatched Cottage in terms of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF, December 2023).’ 

  
14.4.7 The comments from Place Services are consistent with the previous 

comments and even with the proposed amendments within the current 
application. For context, the frontage of the site from Church Lane has 
increased from approximately 15.4m in the previous application to 22m in 
the current application. Also, to compare the changes in the width of the 
dwelling under ref. UTT/24/0323/FUL this was approximately 11.4m which 
has now been reduced to 10m in the current application. 

  
14.4.8 In support of the application, the applicant maintains that the ‘Heritage 

Statement supplied as part of this application clearly establishes that 
Thatched Cottage derives significance from its architectural form, historic 
fabric, and rural context rather than any direct historic association with the 
application site’ (para. 5.32). This stance conflicts with the stance of the 
Place Services which states that discusses the open grain of the 
surrounding landscape. 

  
14.4.9 It is appreciated that changes have been made to the current proposal as a 

means to address Members previous concerns. However, Officers do not 
consider, by reason of reducing width of the dwelling by 1.4m and increasing 
the width of the plot by approximately 7m along Church Lane would 
materially limit the heritage harms previously identified.  Although it is noted 
that the width of the plot has increased within the middle section of the site 
by about 5m or so, but again, Officers do not consider this a significant 
change. 

  



14.4.10 As a result of the proposed changes, at para. 5.32 of their Planning 
Statement, the applicant contends that the revised proposals further 
respects and preserves the heritage setting by ensuring the proposal 
remains subordinate in scale and visually recessive in key views. The 
applicant further seeks to demonstrate this point by suggesting a list of how 
the refinements enhance the setting and ultimately conclude that the revised 
proposals ensure that the spatial distinction between the listed building and 
the new dwelling is maintained. Although, to reiterate, Officers do not 
consider that the marginal changes proposed would make a material 
change to the impact to the setting of the listed building. The street 
elevations from the existing street scene, the previous application, the 
current application are all compared below; 

  
14.4.11 Existing street elevation 
 

 
  
14.4.12 Street Elevation in refused application (ref. UTT/24/0323/FUL) 
 

 
  
  
  
  
  
14.4.13 Street elevation in current application (ref. UTT/25/0815/FUL) 
 

 
  
14.4.14 The applicants’ view is that the revised schemed reduces the ‘perceived’  

impact to the listed building at Thatched Cottage while maintaining the same 
level of public benefits maintained in the previous application. 

  
14.4.15 Where it has been identified that less than substantial harm would result 

from a proposal, the Local Planning Authority has a duty to weigh this harm 
against the public benefits of the proposal (as per para. 215 of the NPPF 
2024). The proposed development proposes a single dwelling, albeit 
minimal, makes a minimal contribution to the Councils 5 Year Housing Land 
Supply (5YHLS). Other public benefits result from the local economic 
benefits from the construction, in terms of labour and purchasing 
construction supplies. Also, it has already been stated that the additional 
residential accommodation would also support local amenities and services 
in nearby settlements. 



  
14.4.16 The applicant highlights that the Council’s 5 Year Housing Land Supply has 

reduced since the consideration of the last application which is 
acknowledged by Officers. As it currently stands the figures are 3.46 years 
with the Housing Delivery Test figure currently at 69%. In addition, it is the 
view of the applicant that due to the revisions made these have effectively 
reduced the impact of the setting of listed building with the similar benefits 
to the previous scheme. 

  
14.4.17 Officers accept that the Council’s 5YHLS has effectively reduced since last 

refusal at the site, however, the Heritage Officer still attributes a low level of 
less than substantial harm to the proposal and did not support the view that 
the amendments to the scheme had afforded a different level of harm. 
Therefore, as discussed, Officers do not share the view that the proposed 
amendments amount to a material change in the scheme. A single dwelling 
is considered to make a minimal contribution to the Council’s 5YHLS and, 
therefore, the harms identified are not outweighed by the benefits. Although 
Officers would invite Members to consider the merits of the public benefits 
in the planning balance and the associated weight afforded, also whether 
the weight afforded to the new 5YHLS figures and whether the revised 
changes have a material impact to the setting of the listed building. 

  
14.4.18 Design 
  
14.4.19 In terms of design policy, good design is central to the objectives of both 

National and Local Planning Policies. The NPPF (2024) requires policies to 
plan positively for the achievement of high quality and inclusive design for 
the wider area and development schemes. Section 12 of the NPPF 
highlights that the Government attaches great importance to the design of 
the built development, adding at para. 131 ‘The creation of high quality, 
beautiful and sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to what the 
planning and development process should achieve’. These criteria are 
reflected in Policy GEN2 of the adopted Local Plan. In addition at para. 135 
it also states that planning decisions should ensure developments ‘function 
well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but 
over the lifetime of the development’. 

  
14.4.20 The proposed dwelling would be situated towards the northern boundary, 

would be 1.5 storeys and stand at approximately 6 metres in height. The 
overall design is akin to the property at Goodacres, in that it is 1.5 storeys 
in height and would be rendered and finished in white. Timber white 
windows with black rainwater goods and red roof tiles are also proposed. 
The windows proposed have changed in the current application as the 
window detailing has been removed in the current application, although this 
detailing would better suit the locality. More modern window glazing is 
proposed which is not considered characterised of the rural setting. 
Notwithstanding this, Officers consider that a refusal on these grounds might 
not be substantiated. If Members were minded to approved, a condition 
could be added to reconsider the window designs. 

  



14.4.21 An open fronted cartlodge is also proposed although the materials are not 
clear. The plans indicate the structure would appear as a pitched roof and 
with potentially weatherboarding materials. 

  
14.4.22 Overall, the design of the dwelling is considered appropriate and sensitive 

to its location, in terms of scale and materials palette. Given the heritage 
sensitivities of the site, a condition securing the details of the materials 
would be appropriate if Members are minded to approve the application. 

  
14.4.23 Layout 
  
14.4.24 In terms of layout, the proposed dwelling would be setback from the road to 

the north by approximately 18 metres and would share a similar building line 
with the adjacent property at Goodacres. Although, the proposed siting of 
the dwelling would be sited further back within the plot than the adjacent 
properties and so the proposal would not sit prominently within the 
immediate locality. The separation distances between Goodacres and 
Thatched Cottage would be approximately 26m and 24m respectively. 

  
14.4.25 For these reasons, it is considered the proposed layout will preserve and 

enhance the existing boundaries within limited impacts to the countryside 
setting. Furthermore, the design of the dwelling along with suggested 
materials are appropriate in this location. 

  
14.4.26 Therefore, the proposal is considered to comply with Uttlesford Local Plan 

Policies GEN2, ENV2 and the NPPF (2024). 
  
14.5 C) Landscaping, Arboriculture and Nature Conservation 
  
14.5.1 Policy GEN7 of the Local Plan states that development that would have a 

harmful effect on wildlife will not be permitted unless the need for 
development outweighs the importance of the feature of nature 
conservation. Where the site includes protected species measures to 
mitigate and/or compensate for the potential impacts of development must 
be secured. 

  
14.5.2 Ecology  
  
14.5.3 Place Services (Ecology) have been consulted on the application and has 

raised objections to the application due to insufficient information relation to 
bats and badger details resulting from the tree to be felled. The submitted 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (James Blake Associates, December 
2023) is considered out of date and, therefore, Place Services (Ecology) are 
not satisfied sufficient ecological information is available to determine the 
application. It has been recommended that details of surveys, mitigation & 
enhancement measurements are submitted prior to determination.  

  
14.5.4 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 
  



14.5.5 Place Services have reviewed the details submitted and have concluded 
that they are not satisfied that appropriate information has been provided 
prior to determination. These details being; the Condition Assessment 
sheets of baseline habitats are lacking and the total area of the baseline 
habitats within the Metric does not equal the same site area given in the 
application form. 

  
14.5.6 Landscaping 
  
14.5.7 The UDC Landscaping Officer has not been consulted the current 

application, although there are limited details in terms of landscaping 
provided. Although, it is considered that a hard and soft landscaping plan 
could be added in the event the application is recommended for approval.   

  
14.5.8 In light of the above, the LPA do not have sufficient ecology or biodiversity 

to adequately assess the proposal. As a result, Officers have not been able 
to appropriately consider the potential impacts to protected species/habitats 
nor is there sufficient information to assess whether sufficient levels of 
biodiversity net gain could be achieved at the site. Thus, the proposal fails 
to accord with ULP Policy GEN7 and the NPPF (2024). 

  
14.6 D) Residential and Neighbouring Amenity 
  
14.6.1 At para. 135(f) of the NPPF (2024) requires a good standard of amenity for 

existing and future occupiers of land and buildings. ULP Policies GEN2 and 
GEN4 of the Local Plan states that development shall not cause undue or 
unacceptable impacts on the amenities of nearby residential properties. 

  
14.6.2 In terms of overlooking and loss of privacy, given the separation distances 

of the adjacent properties, it is not considered the adjacent sites would suffer 
adverse harms to neighbouring amenity. No flank windows are proposed at 
first floor level.  

  
14.6.3 In terms of private amenity space of the proposed dwellings and the internal 

floor areas of the dwellings, it is considered the future occupants would have 
sufficient internal space and external space and in accordance with the 
Nationally Described Space Standards (2015) and the Uttlesford Design 
Code (2024). 

  
14.7 E) Vehicle Access, Parking and Highway Safety 
  
14.7.1 ECC Highways has been consulted and recommended a number of 

conditions relating to site access and parking provisions. Also it is 
considered the development meets the Uttlesford Residential Parking 
Standards (2013) and the Essex County Council Parking Standards (2009). 

  
14.7.2 Comments have been received regarding highway and pedestrian safety, 

although, no comments have been received by the Highway Authority. 
There were also no objections in the previous application at the site either. 

  



14.7.3 In the event, the application would be recommended for approval, the 
highways/access conditions will be applied where appropriate.  

  
14.8 F) Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage 
  
14.8.1 The NPPF (2024) states that inappropriate development in areas of high risk 

of flooding should be avoided by directing development away from areas at 
highest risk, but where development is necessary, making it safe without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere. 

  
14.8.2 A check of the Environment Agency’s website and the Council’s policy maps 

has identified the site as being located in Flood Risk Zone 1. The Framework 
indicates that all development are appropriate in this zone and hence there 
is no requirement for sequential or exception testing. It is not expected that 
the proposals would lead to significant harm to increase flood risk of both 
the application site and the surrounding area and thereby complies with 
Policy GEN3 of the adopted Local Plan. 

  
14.9 G) Environmental Health and Contamination 
  
14.9.1 The Environmental Health Officer has commented on the application and 

with regards to land contamination, conditions were suggested although 
these were different from the previous scheme. Officers are of the view it 
would be prudent to add contamination conditions should the application be 
recommended for approval. 

  
14.9.2 Similarly with regards to noise implications, the Environmental Health 

Officer has taken a different stance in the current application. The submitted  
Noise Assessment has been reviewed, along with suggested conditions, 
however, the Environmental Health Officer concludes; 

  
14.9.3 ‘It is important to highlight aircraft noise cannot be mitigated so those 

external amenity noise levels will remain high. There may be local 
requirements and demand for housing in this area and therefore the noise 
impact on external amenity spaces will have to be balanced against this 
requirement from a broader planning perspective.’ 

  
14.9.4 Officers are aware that stance is different from the previous application and 

did not feature as a reason for refusal, nor within the Planning Balance. At 
the time of writing, Officers are not seeking add a further reason for refusal 
nor add within the planning balance, however, Officers will provide an 
update by the next Planning Committee meeting. 

  
14.9.5 Additional comments relating to external lighting were also suggested, but 

this was remedied by a suggested condition. The Environmental Health 
Officer made comments on foul drainage, but this is not considered a 
material consideration at this stage of the application. 

  



14.10 H) Other Matters 
  
14.10.1 The Council’s supplementary planning document ‘Uttlesford Interim Climate 

Change Policy (2021)’ seeks new development proposals to demonstrate 
the optimum use of energy conservation and incorporate energy 
conservation and efficiency measures 

  
14.10.2 To ensure that the development adopted renewable energy/water efficiency 

measures were implemented where appropriate. It would be prudent to add 
such conditions, if the application were recommended for approval. 

  
15. ADDITIONAL DUTIES  
  
15.1 Public Sector Equalities Duties 
  
15.1.1 The Equality Act 2010 provides protection from discrimination in respect of 

certain protected characteristics, namely: age, disability, gender 
reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or beliefs and sex 
and sexual orientation. It places the Council under a legal duty to have due 
regard to the advancement of equality in the exercise of its powers including 
planning powers. 

  
15.1.2 The Committee must be mindful of this duty inter alia when determining all 

planning applications. In particular, the Committee must pay due regard to 
the need to: (1) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any 
other conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act; (2) advance equality of 
opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 
and persons who do not share it; and (3) foster good relations between 
persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do 
not share it. 

  
15.1.3 Due consideration has been made to The Equality Act 2010 during the 

assessment of the planning application, no conflicts are raised. 
  
15.2 Human Rights 
  
15.2.1 There may be implications under Article 1 (protection of property) and Article 

8 (right to respect for private and family life) of the First Protocol regarding 
the right of respect for a person’s private and family life and home, and to 
the peaceful enjoyment of possessions; however, these issues have been 
taken into account in the determination of this application. 

  
16. CONCLUSION 
  
 Planning Balance  
  
16.1 The planning balance is an intrinsic aspect of the determination of planning 

applications, in accordance with paragraph 11 of the NPPF (2024) which 
triggers the presumption favour of sustainable development. 

  



16.2 Evidently ULP (2005) Policy is not entirely up to date which triggers para. 
11(d)(ii) of the Framework and, therefore, the LPA are required to granted 
permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. In addition, the presumption would also 
engage footnote 8 i.e. the application of the Housing Delivery Test. As 
outlined above, the Council’s 5 Year Housing Land Supply is currently 3.46 
years, while the Housing Delivery Test (HDT) stands at 69%. The recent 
revisions to the NPPF (2024) has amended the wording of footnote 8 (in 
relation to HDT) which states where the Housing Delivery Test is 
substantially below (less than 75% of) the housing requirement over the 
previous three years, this ought to also be considered. 

  
16.3 In light of the above, the Planning Balance of paragraph 11(d)(ii) of the 

NPPF (2023) tilts against development, as the benefits include: 
  
16.4 Benefits of the development  

 
 • Minimal contribution to the Council’s 5 Year Housing Land Supply 

and revised figures (significant weight) 
• The development would also provide a small social, economic 

benefits in terms of the construction of the dwellings and investment 
in the local economy; (very limited weight) 

• Revisions of the current proposal i.e. reduced width of the proposed 
dwelling and increased plot size, further reinforce the suitability and 
sustainability of the development (no weight) 

  
16.5 Adverse impacts of the development 

 
 • Less than substantial harm to the setting of the adjacent dwelling at 

Thatched Cottage (great weight) 
• The proposal would result in a low impact on the character and 

appearance of the area and the openness of the countryside (limited 
weight) 

• Lack of ecology and biodiversity details to assess the application 
(great weight). 

  
16.6 In terms of the assessment of the above application, Members’ views and 

the subsequent decision issued in the determination of the previous 
application4 are material considerations. The previous application has been 
appealed, with an associated costs application and, therefore, Officers invite 
Members to consider i) whether changes are sufficient enough to remove 
the previous reason for refusal; ii) the weighting afforded in planning balance 
and iii) whether the new 5 Year Housing Land Supply figures are ought to 
be favoured more positively. 

  
16.7 Notwithstanding the above, Officers are of the view that adverse impacts of 

the proposal are not ‘significantly or demonstrably’ outweighed by the 

 
4 UTT/24/0323/FUL 



benefits. For these reasons, and in accordance with para. 11(d) of the NPPF 
(2024), the application is hereby recommended for refusal. 

 
17. CONDITIONS 
  
17.1 Reasons for refusal 
  

 
1 The proposed development would, by reason of the massing and scale, 

would appear cramped within the plot and out of character in the 
immediate locality. As such, the dwelling would appear over-dominant 
within the street scene to the detriment of visual amenity and harms to the 
setting of Thatched Cottage, a grade II listed building. 
 
The benefits of the proposal do not outweigh harms and, therefore, fails 
to comply with Uttlesford Local Plan (2005) Policies ENV2 and GEN2 and 
para. 215 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

  
2 Insufficient ecological information has been submitted with this application. The 

Local Planning Authority are therefore unable to adequately assess the 
impacts to bats/badgers and recommend that additional survey and any 
necessary mitigation/enhancement measures are provided. In addition, 
insufficient details have also been submitted in relation to biodiversity net gain 
and, as a result, the Local Planning Authority are unable to assess whether 
mandatory biodiversity net gain could be achieved at the site. In the absence of 
sufficient ecological and biodiversity net gain information the proposal fails to 
accord with Policy GEN7 of the Uttlesford Local Plan (2005) and the National 
Planning Policy Framework (2024). 
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