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Mr J Davies 1st April 2009
Colchester Borough Council

PO Box 889,

Town Hall

Colchester,

CO1 1FL

Dear Mr Davies

Planning Applications F/COL/0090231 — Buntings Nursery Site and Adjoining Land
— Establishment of Horkesley Park Heritage and Conservation Centre

1. Set out below are the comments and responses on behalf of the Suffolk Preservation Society. It is
important that the application should be determined solely on its planning merits according to local,
national and regional planning guidelines.

2. While most, if not all of the application site is outside Suffolk, the affects of the proposal will clearly
be noticeable in Suffolk and potentially beyond. Two major issues emerge which will impact upon
Suffolk; adverse impact on the AONB and the traffic generated by the predicted 485,000 per annum from
the first year of opening.

Principle

3. The Society is not against the principle of redeveloping the Bunting’s site provided the proposal is
within national planning guidelines and is of an appropriate scale and form having regard to the
character of the area especially its designated protected sensitive landscape, and capacity of the existing
infrastructure. It is also necessary for the redevelopment to be sustainable in its widest sense.

The local economy depends upon a number of small and varied specialist and skilled businesses and
services. These will undoubtedly be at risk from competition with the food and garden centre elements of
this scheme.

4. The application is of a size which makes it of regional significance. The projected number of annual
visitors in the first year would make it one of the region’s major tourist attractions. The area is
characterised by high quality tranquil countryside served by rural lanes with the A134 being the only
trunk road.  This infrastructure has a finite capacity and given that the majority will visit the site using
private cars, we question both the ability of the road system to physically accommodate 485,000 visitors
per year, and the impact this number of visitors will have on the surrounding countryside.

5. There is every chance that significant improvements and changes will have to be made to the local road
system, thereby impacting adversely on the character and tranquillity of the area the visitors seek to
enjoy. This would involve lighting, hard landscaping and the general urbanisation of a rural setting which
suggests that the balance of the proposal is fundamentally wrong and is based on economic
requirements rather than environmental protection and sustainability.



Countryside

6. Of major importance in determining if this proposal is acceptable is the guidance in PPS7 ‘Sustainable
Development in Rural Areas’. The Key Principles of the Government as set out in PPS7 are:-

New building development in the open countryside away from existing settlements or outside areas
allocated for development in development plans, should be strictly controlled; the Government overall aim
is to protect the countryside for the sake of its intrinsic character and beauty, the diversity of its landscape
and wildlife ... so it may be enjoyed by all.

and

All new development in rural areas should be well designed and inclusive, in keeping and scale with its
location, and sensitive to the character of the countryside and local distinctiveness.

7. Paragraph 21of PPS7 states:

AONBs have been confirmed by the Government as having the highest status of protection in relation to
landscape and scenic beauty....

and continues:

The conservation of the natural beauty of the landscape and countryside should therefore be given great
weight in planning policies.

8. Paragraph 22 of PPS7 refers to:

major developments which should not take place in these designated areas, except in exceptional
circumstances of national need.

9. The current proposal appears to fundamentally and totally fail these principles. Therefore,
notwithstanding the possible other benefits listed by the applicants, which might never materialise, the
proposal should be refused.

10. Policies in the adopted East of England Plan — RSS14 are also important as they are a part of the
statutory Development Plan

Policy ENV1 Green Infrastructure states that:-

...Assets of regional significance for the retention, provision and enhancement of green
infrastructure include:
e ...Dedham Vale and Chilterns Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty ....

and

Policy ENV 2 Landscape Conservation:
. .affords the highest level of protection to the East of England’s nationally designated landscapes ...
Dedham Vale and Suffolk Coast and Heaths Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBS). .....Within the

AONBs priority over other consideration should be given to conserving the natural beauty, wildlife and
cultural heritage of each area ...

11. The proposal is contrary to the objective of this policy. It should therefore be refused.



Conclusion

12. The proposal does not protect or enhance a nationally recognised and protected sensitive Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty

13. The proposal is significant in size and appears to offer local people little accept disruption, increased
noise, loss of tranquillity and a reduction in the quality of their environment. It fails to accord with and is
in fact contrary to the Development Plan.

14. There are no reasons to approve this proposal other than economic ones and in this context

the Society asks that the Council has regard to published national independent research which shows that
less than half of the jobs promised by such developments often ever materialise if the proposal proceeds.
Therefore, in spite of the forecast net job creation, the economic benefits are at best tenuous and there is
no justification to approve this proposal. The proposed business plan is therefore optimistic at best and
likely to be unsustainable in practice.

15. We would favour a development utilising the existing greenhouses for horticultural purposes and
retaining the surrounding agricultural land in its present state. This would also create local jobs which
would not undermine existing businesses.

16. There is overwhelming justification on planning policy grounds to refuse this application. The
Society therefore urges the Council to refuse the application for the reasons set out in this letter.

Yours sincerely

Richard Ward DipTP MRTPI
Director

Cc Tim Yeo MP

Cc Horkesley Parish Council

Cc Nick Ward Head of Planning Control Babergh District Council
Cc Media consultant



